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The Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District (Metro Water District) was created by the
Georgia General Assembly in 2001 (O.C.G.A. §12-5-572) to serve as the water planning organization
for the greater metropolitan Atlanta area. The Metro Water District’s purpose is to establish policy,
create plans and promote intergovernmental coordination of water issues in the District from a regional
perspective.
The Metro Water District includes 15 counties (Bartow, Cherokee, Clayton, Cobb, Coweta, DeKalb,
Douglas, Fayette, Fulton, Forsyth, Gwinnett, Hall, Henry, Paulding, and Rockdale counties) as well as
91 municipalities partially or fully within these counties. The Metro Water District also has seven
authorities which provide water, sewer, and/or stormwater services. The Metro Water District’s plans
and policies work to protect water resources in the Chattahoochee, Coosa, Flint, Ocmulgee, Oconee, and
Tallapoosa River Basins.
With the adoption of the Georgia State-wide Water Management Plan by the Georgia General Assembly
in 2008, the Metro Water District is now one of eleven regional water planning councils in the state, and
will continue to work within the integrated framework of state water resources planning.
The Metro Water District enabling legislation mandated the development of three long-term regional
plans to address the water resources challenges:
•

Water Supply and Water Conservation Management Plan

•

Wastewater Management Plan

•

Watershed Management Plan

The first plans were completed and adopted in 2003 and have been actively implemented by local
jurisdictions in the Metro Water District.
This document serves as the first update to the original 2003 Long-term Wastewater Management Plan
and details strategies and recommendations for comprehensive wastewater management efforts to meet
future needs across the rapidly growing Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District. The Plan
outlines a long-term implementation schedule for public wastewater treatment. It also provides for
comprehensive wastewater planning to establish future sewer service areas and calls for more intensive
management of privately owned septic systems.

THE PLAN UPDATE PROCESS
The Metro Water District utilized an integrated planning effort for the plan updates similar to that used
to develop the original plans in order to build consensus for long-term regional water resources
management solutions. The Metro Water District water resources plans are the result of a collaborative
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effort between the Metro Water District’s local jurisdictions, the Georgia EPD, and numerous
stakeholders.
As envisioned by the Metro Water District’s enabling legislation, the planning process includes the
Metro Water District Governing Board, a Technical Coordinating Committee (TCC), six Basin
Advisory Councils (BAC), Georgia EPD, planning staff from the Atlanta Regional Commission and
technical consulting firms.

INTEGRATION OF PLANNING EFFORTS
The Metro Water District also prepared two other plans which together with the Wastewater
Management Plan represent an integrated and holistic approach to water resources planning and
management. The Watershed Management Plan details strategies and recommendations for both
effective watershed and stormwater management and water quality protection. It includes specific tasks
and milestones for implementing these recommendations for local governments as well as regional and
state agencies. The Water Supply and Water Conservation Management Plan provides the
framework for meeting local water supply demands over its planning horizon. It calls for intensive
water demand management and an aggressive water conservation program. The plan includes
recommended supply sources and facilities for the Metro Water District, as well as the interim sizing of
water treatment plants required to meet local demands.

KEY CHANGES TO THE PLAN
In this plan update, there are a number of changes from the 2003 Long-term Wastewater Management
Plan, as amended, including a reorganization of the document. The most notable organizational change
involved providing simple implementation summaries for each measure that have more background and
implementation guidance than were included in the 2003 document.
Additionally, key elements of updating the 2003 Long-term Wastewater Management Plan include a
review and update of wastewater management measures, wastewater flow forecasts, existing and future
wastewater treatment facilities and ensuring compatibility with the State-wide Water Management Plan.

EXISTING WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT
Existing wastewater conditions in the Metro Water District are characterized by the use of large publicly
owned treatment facilities covered by Georgia EPD’s permitting process, smaller private systems
including land application systems and decentralized systems, and the use of septic systems in less
densely populated areas. Increased demand for wastewater treatment has been met by first seeking
permit increases, building or expanding treatment facilities, and relying on septic systems in areas not
yet served by sewer.

WASTEWATER TREATMENT, DISCHARGE AND REUSE
The Metro Water District has 303 wastewater treatment facilities based on facilities in operation at the
end of 2006. Of these, there are 92 publicly-owned facilities with a total capacity of 660 million gallons
per day (MGD) and 211 private facilities (land application systems or decentralized systems). The
majority (91%) of publicly owned treatment facilities have advanced levels of treatment.
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Sixty-seven percent (67%) of the existing publicly-owned permitted capacity in the Metro Water
District is located in the Chattahoochee Basin, including the five largest water reclamation facilities
(WRFs). Three counties, Cobb, Fulton, and Gwinnett, have 67% of the treatment capacity of the Metro
Water District.
Figure ES-1 displays the distribution of existing publicly-owned treatment capacity by type of
discharge. The majority of the available treatment capacity, over 75%, is released to surface waters.
Small amounts are discharged to land application systems, and reuse, both non-potable and indirect
potable, is practiced as a discharge alternative.

FIGURE ES-1

Discharge Locations at Existing Publicly-Owned Treatment Facilities (2006)
Discharge
78%

Land
Application
4%

Reuse
18%

DECENTRALIZED WASTEWATER SYSTEMS AND LAND APPLICATION SYSTEMS
Decentralized wastewater systems and land application systems are viable treatment options for some
communities if the system is owned and operated by a Responsible Management Entity (RME). This
entity must possess the technical, managerial, and financial capacity to ensure viable long-term, costeffective, centralized management, operation, and maintenance of the system in accordance with
appropriate regulations. Of the 211 privately owned wastewater facilities located in the Metro Water
District, 30 are owned by public school systems, 98 are owned by industries, and the remaining 83 are
owned by campgrounds, mobile home parks, and residential developments.

EXISTING SEPTIC USAGE
Approximately one-fifth of residential wastewater and one-tenth of all wastewater generated in the
Metro Water District is currently treated by septic systems. Although the percentage of septic systems
is anticipated to decline as population density increases and more sewer service is made available, local
wastewater plans should include options for disposal of pumped septage. Figure ES-2 displays the
estimated annual average day septic flows by county for 2006.
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FIGURE ES-2

Estimated Annual Average Day Septic Flows by County (Year 2006)
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EXISTING WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT IMPACTS ON STREAM QUALITY
Despite progress since 2003, over 1,500 miles of stream within the Metro Water District currently do
not meet state water quality standards according to the 2008 Georgia EPD list of impaired waters. The
dominant parameter of concern creating these impairments is fecal coliform. The primary source of
fecal coliform is listed as non-point runoff from urban areas. Discharges from Water Reclamation
Facilities are considered to impair only a few streams, and programs outlined in the Watershed
Management Plan and in Sections 7 through 9 of this Plan are intended to address these impairments
and provide future protection to water quality.

WASTEWATER FLOW FORECASTS
The population of the 15-county Metro Water District is expected to increase by over 3 million people
during the planning period with a corresponding increase in economic activity. This increase in
population and economic activity is forecasted to produce 993 million gallons per day of wastewater
that will need to be managed during a maximum month in 2035. This forecast does not include flows
from septic systems or decentralized systems.
To provide the treatment capacity required to meet this forecasted flow, the Metro Water District will
primarily rely on the expansion of existing facilities. A total of 48 existing facilities are scheduled for
expansion, 19 new facilities will be constructed, 20 existing facilities will continue to operate at their
current capacity, and 24 facilities will be retired. This schedule will result in a total of 87 wastewater
treatment plants either in operation, or under construction, in the Metro Water District by 2035. Figure
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ES-3 displays the forecasted trend of wastewater flow to be managed by wastewater treatment plants
(WWTP).

FIGURE ES-3

Trend of Wastewater Flow to be Managed at WWTPs
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Septic systems and decentralized systems will continue to be used as a wastewater discharge option in
less densely populated areas not yet served by sewer. Most counties within the Metro Water District
have experienced septic system and decentralized system failures, abandonment, or both. Once these
systems fail, or are left to deteriorate by neglectful owners, the result can be damaging to the
environment and expensive to correct. Continued emphasis on planning, management and maintenance
of on-site wastewater systems is needed.

WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT ISSUES
Water resource issues in the Metro Water District are driven by the geography of the region, dominated
by headwater streams and reservoirs. These surface waters are used for multiple purposes including
drinking water, recreation, fisheries, and discharge points for most wastewater treatment plants.
Competing uses for the limited water resources create special Metro Water District-related issues,
including:
•

Limited assimilative capacity of local waterbodies and the potential impact of non-point source
pollution which will require higher levels of wastewater treatment

•

Consumptive losses from on-site sewage management systems and land application systems
limiting future instream and off-stream uses by contemporary users

•

Future development of additional Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDL) to manage non-point
sources of pollution which may influence future wastewater treatment requirements
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•

Increased biological loading as a result of water conservation measures, reduced inflow and
infiltration, pumped septage, illicit discharges to the system, and an increased use of garbage
disposals

•

Increasing numbers of private facilities that provide less reliable performance, require greater
manpower to operate, have a lowered ability to process sudden changes in influent flow, and
often have absentee owners who are difficult to locate should problems arise

•

Failing or non-functioning septic systems that are located outside of planned, future sewer
service areas

•

Aging wastewater collection systems that are susceptible to inflow and infiltration

•

Future capacity to treat and dispose of residuals and pumped septage

•

Water reuse needs in an area with limited future water supplies

PLANNED WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITIES
One aspect of the Wastewater Management Plan is a vision of wastewater treatment infrastructure that
will be in place in 2035. The infrastructure plan presents a long-term overview of where treatment
facilities will be located and an estimate of their capacity. Because the treatment facilities are owned
and operated by local wastewater providers, they will refine this Plan as time unfolds, optimizing it, and
adding innovation. The significant features of the infrastructure component of the plan are:
•

Construct 19 new wastewater treatment plants

•

Expand 48 existing wastewater treatment plants

•

Retire 24 existing wastewater treatment plants

•

Upgrade wastewater treatment plants to protect water quality

•

Enhance reliability of wastewater treatment plants and pumping stations

•

Return reclaimed water to Lake Lanier and Lake Allatoona

WASTEWATER COLLECTION SYSTEM INSPECTION AND
MAINTENANCE PROGRAM
There are approximately 16,000 miles of sewers and more than 450,000 manholes within the Metro
Water District. Sewers and manholes within the Metro Water District range in age from new to over
100 years old. As the system continues to age, proper inspections and maintenance are critical.
Inspections and maintenance not only maintain a high level of customer service, but also protect water
quality. Identifying and correcting collection system deficiencies in conjunction with overflow spill
response programs may help local water bodies meet State water quality standards.
This plan contains measures for wastewater management including:
•

Sewer systems inventory and mapping

•

Sewer systems asset management

•

Sewer system inspection program
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•

Sewer system maintenance program

•

Sewer system rehabilitation program

•

Capacity certification

•

Grease Management Program

•

Sewer System Overflow Emergency Response Program

•

Sewer Systems Inspection and Maintenance Training

SEPTIC SYSTEMS AND PRIVATE WASTEWATER SYSTEMS
This Plan discusses management recommendations for on-site sewage management systems serving a
single family residence as well as recommendations to better manage the use of larger private
decentralized systems that treat wastewater generated by more than one property or residence. While the
County Board of Health is responsible for the siting, design and construction of onsite wastewater
management systems, the Wastewater Management Plan focuses on the planning and policy frameworks
to be established by the local governments and local wastewater providers in the Metro Water District in
coordination with the County Board of Health. The most common on-site sewage management systems
within the Metro Water District are septic systems; therefore this Wastewater Management Plan uses the
terms septic system and on-site sewage management system interchangeably.
The measures to better manage septic systems and private wastewater systems include:
•

Septic System Planning

•

Septic System Critical Area Management

•

Septic System Maintenance Education

•

Septic Tank Septage Disposal

•

Private Decentralized Wastewater Systems Ordinance

•

Septic System Coordination

LOCAL WASTEWATER PLANNING
The Metro Water District’s Wastewater Management Plan is regional in breadth; it covers a wide range
of topics. The specifics will be developed and/or refined at the local level by the local jurisdictions
through their local wastewater master plans. A local wastewater master plan typically evaluates the
local system and facilities and recommends solutions to address the design, construction, and financing
of facilities to meet anticipated regulatory requirements, residential and commercial growth, and system
reliability needs. Local wastewater master plans are important for providing a dependable wastewater
system for existing and future customers. Local wastewater master plans, at a minimum, must ensure
that wastewater services are developed cost effectively, with a long-term regional perspective while
providing good customer service.
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STATE AND REGIONAL POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS
State and regional policy recommendations are provided to further implementation of wastewater best
practices in the Metro Water District. These recommendations are intended for State and regional
agencies, and require no action on the part of local governments. The recommendations identify actions
to be taken, including:
The Georgia Environmental Protection Division (Georgia EPD) should continue its current efforts to
improve coordination and communication among the groups handling wastewater permits.
•

Georgia EPD should facilitate the return of flows within the Metro Water District.

•

Georgia EPD should consider requiring decentralized systems in the Metro Water District to
comply with the same requirements as municipal wastewater permittees.

•

The Georgia Department of Community Affairs should update the new Comprehensive Land
Use Plan audit checklist and consider additional minimum planning requirements.

•

The Georgia Department of Human Resources should coordinate with local governments in
order to better manage the planning, siting, installation, maintenance, and removal of septic
systems within the Metro Water District.

EDUCATION AND PUBLIC AWARENESS
Education and public awareness is essential to effective water resources management. This Plan
includes an education and awareness program specifically designed to:
•

Raise public awareness of water issues and needs to foster support for solutions

•

Educate the public and other identified target groups in order to increase awareness and
encourage behavioral changes

•

Coordinate with other public as well as private entities to maximize the visibility of the Metro
Water District and its messages

The Metro Water District education and public awareness program is comprised of two elements: a
regional program managed by the Metro Water District staff; and education activities undertaken by
local governments. The Metro Water District provides a regional education and public awareness
program, the Clean Water Campaign, which develops mass media content and educational tools and
materials, including a comprehensive website, brochures and presentation materials. The local
governments’ role in education and public awareness is to reach out to specific groups in their
communities, provide educational materials and share knowledge of subject matters with the public by
undertaking specific education and outreach activities. Local governments in the Metro Water District
are required to implement a minimum number of education, outreach, public participation, and
involvement activities annually as part of their local education programs.

PLAN IMPLEMENTATION
The Wastewater Management Plan provides implementation guidance and schedules for the
management measures and actions included in the Plan. Local wastewater providers have a high level
of accountability for implementing the Wastewater Management Plan’s measures through the Georgia
EPD audit process. Georgia EPD auditors conduct a thorough review of the local programs and
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procedures to determine consistency with the Metro Water District Wastewater Management Plan.
Communities must substantially comply with the Metro Water District plan provisions in order to
modify or obtain new water withdrawal permits, wastewater discharges, GEFA loan funding, or the
renewal of MS4 stormwater permits. Overall, this system has worked well to ensure implementation of
the provisions of all three Metro Water District water resources plans.

IMPLEMENTATION FUNDING
Successful implementation of the wastewater management action items located in this plan requires
adequate funding. Local governments should develop a stable funding mechanism that will provide for
complete implementation. There is only one appropriate primary funding method available to local
governments, wastewater rates. In addition, there are a number of secondary sources of funding,
including the local government’s general appropriations, loans, bonds, service fees, and grants. A blend
of funding mechanisms is recommended for most local governments.

FUTURE PLAN EVALUATION
The Metro Water District enabling legislation identifies the need to periodically assess regional progress
towards implementation of the specific actions identified in the Wastewater Management Plan and
towards meeting the long-term goal of comprehensive water resources management. The action items
provide the framework for evaluating implementation of this Plan.
There are two types of plan reviews and updates: annual reviews and plan updates that occur every five
years. The reviews and updates are an important component of an adaptive management approach for
all three of the Metro Water District’s long-term management Plans (water supply and conservation,
wastewater, and watershed).
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The Wastewater Management Plan prescribes strategies and recommendations for the effective
management of wastewater flows in the rapidly growing Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning
District. Management of wastewater flows is necessary for protecting the region’s limited water
resources and ensuring adequate water supply, wastewater assimilative capacity, compliance with water
quality standards, and support of designated uses. The Plan builds upon existing efforts by outlining
adequate treatment facilities and capacities for forecasted 2035 flows.

THE METRO WATER DISTRICT
The Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District (Metro Water District) was created by the
Georgia General Assembly in 2001 (O.C.G.A. §12-5-572) to serve as the water planning organization
for the greater metropolitan Atlanta area. The Metro Water District’s purpose is to establish policy,
create plans and promote intergovernmental coordination of water issues in the District from a regional
perspective.
The Metro Water District includes fifteen counties (Bartow, Cherokee, Clayton, Cobb, Coweta, DeKalb,
Douglas, Fayette, Fulton, Forsyth, Gwinnett, Hall, Henry, Paulding, and Rockdale counties) as well as
91 municipalities partially or fully within these counties (Figure 1-1). The Metro Water District also has
seven authorities which provide water, sewer and/or stormwater services. Table 1-1 provides a list of
the local jurisdictions that make up the Metro Water District. The Metro Water District’s plans and
policies work to protect water resources in the six major river basins that these jurisdictions cross,
including the Chattahoochee, Coosa, Flint, Ocmulgee, Oconee and Tallapoosa River Basins
(Figure 1-2).
With the adoption of the Georgia State-wide Water Management Plan by the Georgia General Assembly
in 2008, the Metro Water District is now one of eleven regional water planning councils in the state, and
will continue to work within the integrated framework of state water resources planning.

REGIONAL WATER RESOURCES PLANS
The Metro Water District enabling legislation mandated the development of three long-term regional
plans to address the water resources challenges: water supply and conservation, wastewater management
and watershed protection and management. The first plans were completed and adopted in 2003 and
have been actively implemented by local jurisdictions in the Metro Water District over the last five
years.
This document, the Wastewater Management Plan, lays out the requirements and framework to meet
future demands for wastewater treatment while maintaining water quality standards for waterbodies
within the Metro Water District. It includes specific tasks and milestones for implementing these
recommendations for local governments as well as regional and state agencies.
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FIGURE 1-1
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TABLE 1-1

Metro Water District Local Jurisdictions
Counties
Bartow County

Coweta County

Forsyth County

Henry County

Cherokee County

DeKalb County

Fulton County

Paulding County

Clayton County

Douglas County

Gwinnett County

Rockdale County

Cobb County

Fayette County

Hall County

Municipalities
Acworth

College Park

Grantville

McDonough

Smyrna

Adairsville

Conyers

Grayson

Milton

Snellville

Alpharetta

Cumming

Hampton

Moreland

Stockbridge

Atlanta

Dacula

Hapeville

Morrow

Stone Mountain

Auburn

Dallas

Haralson

Mountain Park

Sugar Hill

Austell

Decatur

Hiram

Nelson

Suwanee

Avondale Estates

Doraville

Holly Springs

Newnan

Taylorsville

Ball Ground

Douglasville

Johns Creek

Norcross

Turin

Berkeley Lake

Duluth

Jonesboro

Oakwood

Tyrone

Braselton

Dunwoody

Kennesaw

Palmetto

Union City

Braswell

East Point

Kingston

Peachtree City

Villa Rica

Brooks

Emerson

Lake City

Pine Lake

Waleska

Buford

Euharlee

Lawrenceville

Powder Springs

White

Canton

Fairburn

Lilburn

Rest Haven

Woodstock

Cartersville

Fayetteville

Lithonia

Riverdale

Woolsey

Chamblee

Flowery Branch

Locust Grove

Roswell

Chattahoochee
Hills

Forest Park

Lovejoy

Sandy Springs

Gainesville

Lula

Senoia

Gillsville

Marietta

Sharpsburg

Clarkston
Clermont
Authorities

Cherokee County Water and Sewerage Authority

Douglasville-Douglas County Water and Sewer Authority

Clayton County Water Authority

Henry County Water and Sewerage Authority

Cobb County-Marietta Water Authority

Peachtree City Water and Sewerage Authority

Coweta County Water and Sewerage Authority
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FIGURE 1-2

Metro Water District Major River Basins
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Section 1: INTRODUCTION
The 2003 Long-term Wastewater Management Plan planning process evaluated a wide spectrum of
management measures to develop a comprehensive regional wastewater management program. The
plan lays out the requirements and framework to meet future demands for wastewater treatment while
maintaining water quality standards for waterbodies within the Metro Water District. Updating flow
forecasts to meet future demands for wastewater treatment while maintaining water quality standards for
waterbodies within the Metro Water District. The communities within the Metro Water District have
worked aggressively over the past five years towards implementation of these management measures.
The Metro Water District also prepared two other plans which together with the Wastewater
Management Plan represent an integrated and holistic approach to water resources planning and
management. The Water Supply and Water Conservation Management Plan provides the
framework for meeting local water supply demands over the planning horizon. It calls for intensive
water demand management and an aggressive water conservation program. The plan includes
recommended supply sources and facilities for the Metro Water District, as well as the sizing of water
treatment plants required to meet local demands. The Watershed Management Plan details strategies
and recommendations for both effective watershed and stormwater management and water quality
protection. It includes specific tasks and milestones for implementing these recommendations for local
governments as well as regional and state agencies.

PLAN IMPLEMENTATION
The Metro Water District, the Georgia Environmental Protection Division and local governments all
play important roles in implementing the water resources plans as illustrated in Figure 1-3 below. The
Metro Water District develops the plans, which are implemented by local jurisdictions. Georgia EPD
enforces the plans’ provisions through its permitting process. All local jurisdictions within the Metro
Water District are required to comply with the plans in order to obtain new or expanded water
withdrawals or wastewater discharges, renewal of NPDES municipal stormwater permits, or any
Georgia Environmental Facilities Authority (GEFA) grant or loan funding.

FIGURE 1-3

Metro Water District Plan Development and Implementation
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IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS
The 2003 Long-term Wastewater Management Plan has been successful in providing a strategy for
wastewater treatment facilities that can meet stringent permit limits and protect the water quality in and
downstream of the Metro Water District. Local wastewater providers are developing strong asset
management programs that include collection system maintenance and rehabilitation programs to
address aging systems and reduce the likelihood of sanitary sewer overflows. Local wastewater
providers and local governments are identifying and managing septic system critical areas to improve
long-term viability of this onsite wastewater treatment option. Local wastewater providers continue to
make improvements to treatment technologies to improve the quality of wastewater effluent and protect
receiving water bodies.

Wastewater Management Strategies
Local wastewater providers, key stakeholders, and the Metro Water District have made significant
progress in implementing specific wastewater management strategies, including:
•

Construction of new wastewater treatment facilities and decommissioning of less efficient
facilities

•

Completion of operational changes at Georgia Power’s McDonough Plant and Yates Plant to
reduce the heat load to the Chattahoochee River

•

Construction of Gwinnett County’s F. Wayne Hill water reclamation facility which will
discharge high quality effluent to Lake Lanier

•

Conversion of land application system (LAS) to constructed treatment wetlands in Clayton
County that augment drinking water supplies

•

Substantial completion of the City of Atlanta’s Clean Water Atlanta Initiative combined sewer
separation projects and sewer treatment projects, improving water quality in the Chattahoochee
and Ocmulgee basins

IMPLEMENTATION SURVEY
In addition to the implementation of the specific strategies above, the results of a survey conducted in
2008 demonstrate additional progress toward implementation of the 2003 Long-term Wastewater
Management Plan. The survey results showed significant commitment from local jurisdictions in
implementing required and optional measures.

Sewer System Inspection and Maintenance Elements
The 2003 Long-term Wastewater Management Plan provided recommendations for minimum elements
to be included in a wastewater collection system inspection and maintenance program. Of the forty-six
jurisdictions representing 95% of the Metro Water District’s wastewater service areas population that
responded to the survey approximately 90% have implemented a sewer system inspection and
maintenance program as is summarized in Figure 1-4.
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FIGURE 1-4

Sewer System Inspection and Maintenance

Local Wastewater Planning
Wastewater master plans typically address local and site-specific issues related to wastewater collection,
wastewater treatment, reuse, and effluent and biosolids management. Local wastewater providers should
develop and update local plans as necessary to address changing local conditions and to remain
consistent with the Wastewater Management Plan.
The following figures show progress that has been made at the local level for developing wastewater
master plans and planning for future sewered and unsewered areas.

FIGURE 1-5

Current Local Wastewater Master Plan (by percent of population)
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FIGURE 1-6

Plan for Future Sewered and Unsewered Areas (by percent of population)

Septic and Private Wastewater Systems
Proper planning for the use of septic systems and private wastewater systems is critical for protecting
both the environment and public health. Local planning efforts should include alternatives for the
disposal of pumped septage, and a policy for private wastewater systems.
Of the forty-six jurisdictions representing 95% of the Metro Water District’s wastewater service areas
population that responded to the survey:
•

Over 90% have developed a local plan for the disposal of septage generated within their
jurisdiction at local treatment plants or have identified alternative disposal locations

•

Forty-two of the forty-six respondents, or approximately 91%, have developed a policy for
private wastewater systems

PLAN DEVELOPMENT
PLANNING PROCESS
The Metro Water District enabling legislation requires that “the district shall prepare an updated longterm wastewater management plan no less frequently than every five years after finalization of the initial
plan.” (O.C.G.A. §12-5-583(c)). In conjunction with updates to the Water Supply and Water
Conservation Management Plan and Watershed Management Plan, this Plan is an update of the initial
2003 plan.
The Metro Water District utilized an integrated planning effort similar to that used to develop the
original plans in order to build consensus for long-term regional water resources management solutions.
The Metro Water District water resources plans are the result of a collaborative effort between the Metro
Water District’s local jurisdictions, the Georgia EPD, and numerous stakeholders.

PLANNING PARTICIPANTS
As envisioned by the Metro Water District’s enabling legislation, the planning process includes the
Metro Water District Governing Board, a Technical Coordinating Committee (TCC), six Basin
Advisory Councils (BAC), Georgia EPD, planning staff from the Atlanta Regional Commission and
technical consulting firms.
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•

Metro Water District Board: The 26-member Metro Water District Governing Board is the
decision-making body which includes representatives from the local jurisdictions as well as
citizen members.

•

Technical Coordinating Committee (TCC): The TCC is comprised primarily of local
government officials and staff from counties, cities, and authorities in the Metro Water District,
and provides planning and policy support in the areas of water supply and conservation,
wastewater management, stormwater and watershed management, septic systems, and education
and public awareness.

•

Basin Advisory Council (BAC): The BACs are comprised of basin stakeholders including
water professionals, business leaders, environmental advocates and other interested individuals
and parties. Six BACs represent the Chattahoochee, Etowah, Flint, Oconee, Ocmulgee river
basins and the Lake Lanier basin. The BACs advise in the development and implementation of
policy related to basin-specific issues and provide input on plan content to the Governing Board,
TCC and Metro Water District staff.

POLICY GOALS
The Metro Water District planning process was driven by policy goals agreed upon by all planning
participants and adopted by the Governing Board in 2002. These policy goals (shown in Figure 1-7)
served as guideposts and helped ensure consistency of purpose for the three plans.

FIGURE 1-7

Metro Water District Policy Goals
Manage Metro Water
District Water Resources
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Economic
Development

Enhance
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Implementable
Measures
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PLAN UPDATE FOCUS
Since their adoption in 2003, the Metro Water District plans have become valuable tools for protecting
and preserving water resources. For the plan update process, there were a number of objectives
developed in conjunction between Metro Water District staff, TCC and BAC’s. For the Wastewater
Management Plan these included:
•

Revisiting and updating issues, policies and recommended regulatory changes

•

Updating flow forecasts to meet future demands for wastewater treatment while maintaining
water quality standards for waterbodies within the Metro Water District
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•

Placing a stronger emphasis on the integration of the wastewater management, water supply and
conservation, and watershed management plans

•

Maximizing returns to surface waters where possible and minimizing interbasin transfers

•

Providing more flexibility in plan implementation dates and capacities in Appendix B to reduce
the need for minor plan amendments

•

Outlining a long-term implementation schedule for public wastewater treatment

•

Providing for comprehensive, local wastewater planning to establish future sewer service areas

•

Providing strategies and recommendations for effective wastewater management, including
septic and on-site systems

KEY CHANGES TO THE PLAN
In this plan update, there are a number of important changes from the original 2003 Long-term
Wastewater Management Plan. These changes include:
•

Updating the 2003 long-term wastewater forecasts to reflect 2035 population and employment
forecasts

•

Recognition that small, well-run wastewater treatment systems may be more energy efficient
and therefore consolidation of treatment facilities is not recommended for all small facilities

•

Increasing the focus on local planning, especially related to septic systems, decentralized
systems, wastewater systems, and their linkage to local land use planning

•

Increasing the emphasis on indirect potable reuse as a way to enhance and extend the use of
water resources in the Metro Water District in the future

The implementation section (Section 12) was revisited and now provides simple, one-page
implementation summaries for each responsible entity. The one-page view is helpful for local program
budgeting and planning, as it distinguishes between the development of new programs and ongoing
implementation. In order to successfully implement the required action items in this plan, a wider range
of funding sources have been included for local consideration.

PLAN OVERVIEW
ORGANIZATION OF THE LONG-TERM WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN
The Wastewater Management Plan is organized as follows:
•

Section 1: Introduction – Provides a brief history of the Metro Water District along with a
summary of the successes and challenges from the 2003 plan. This Section also provides an
introduction to the Plan.

•

Section 2: Existing Wastewater Management – Provides an outline of the existing facilities
within the Metro Water District. The summary includes a listing of existing wastewater
treatment facilities including private decentralized systems and septic systems by county.

•

Section 3: Wastewater Flow Forecasts – Provides the methodology for forecasting wastewater
flows for the 2035 planning horizon. This methodology includes existing wastewater treatment
facilities as well as septic systems.
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•

Section 4: Wastewater Management Issues – Summarizes the major District-related issues
surrounding the planning of future wastewater treatment capabilities and capacities.

•

Section 5: Planning Considerations – Outlines the evaluation criteria used to assess the variety
of alternative approaches to managing wastewater considered in the development of the Metro
Water District Plans.

•

Section 6: Planned Wastewater Treatment Facilities – Provides an overview of both the
proposed wastewater treatment infrastructure that will be in place in 2035 and their respective
capacities.

•

Section 7: Wastewater Collection System Inspection and Maintenance – Provides the
minimum elements required when establishing or maintaining a wastewater collection system
inspection and maintenance program and an alternative for meeting the requirements of this
Section.

•

Section 8: Septic Systems and Decentralized Systems – Discusses management
recommendations for on-site sewage management systems serving a single family residence as
well as recommendations to better manage the use of larger private decentralized systems that
treat wastewater generated by more than one property or residence.

•

Section 9: Local Wastewater Planning – Provides and discusses the actions required to
implement the recommendations associated with local wastewater master plans.

•

Section 10: State and Regional Recommendations – Provides an overview of State and
regional policy recommendations to further implementation of wastewater best practices in the
Metro Water District.

•

Section 11: Education and Public Awareness – Provides an overview of both the Metro Water
District’s regional education and public awareness program and requirements for local education
and public awareness.

•

Section 12: Implementation Plan – Summarizes the implementation actions for State, regional,
and local wastewater providers in the 15-county Metro Water District.

•

Section 13: Future Plan Evaluation – Provides a summary of the short and long-term
wastewater management goals and an overview of the required plan reviews and plan updates.

•

Appendix A: Index – Provides locations in the report addressing requirements for the
Wastewater Management Plan.

•

Appendix B: County Level Summaries – Outlines the schedule for expanding wastewater
facility treatment capacities in the Metro Water District including capital and non-capital
programs specific to each county.
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Currently, the publicly-owned wastewater facilities in the Metro Water District have the permitted
capacity to treat 660 million gallons per day (MGD) of wastewater. Once treated, the majority of
the reclaimed water is returned to surface water bodies. The Metro Water District has met
increased demand for wastewater treatment by seeking permit increases and then building or
expanding treatment facilities or has relied on septic systems in lower density areas. This Section
provides an overview of permitted treatment facilities, septic tank usage, and reuse systems
employed to manage wastewater within the Metro Water District.

EXISTING PERMITTED WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITIES
The Metro Water District has 303 wastewater treatment facilities of which 92 are publicly-owned
(municipal) based on facilities in operation at the end of 2006. The total available permitted
capacity for these facilities is 660 MGD, of which almost 653 MGD is permitted to publiclyowned facilities and almost 8 MGD is permitted to private facilities. Many private facilities are
land application systems (LAS) or decentralized systems and do not have permitted flow limits.
Wastewater treatment facilities are permitted on a maximum month flow (MMF) on an average
daily basis, which is a statistical term that means the average daily flow for the maximum month
occurring during a calendar year.
The 2003 Long-term Wastewater Management Plan indicates a total treatment capacity of 723
MMF-MGD compared to 660 MMF-MGD for 2006 facilities used in this Plan. In the 2003 Plan,
the total treatment capacity includes planned facility capacity in addition to the existing facility
permitted capacity. Since many of these facilities were not expanded or constructed by 2006, the
2008 Wastewater Management Plan is presenting only those capacities that were permitted as of
the end of 2006.
Of the 211 private wastewater facilities located in the Metro Water District, 30 are owned by
public school systems, 98 are owned by industries, and the remaining 83 are owned by
campgrounds, mobile home parks and residential developments. Tables 2-1 and 2-2 summarize
the total existing permitted wastewater treatment capacity by basin and for each county in the
Metro Water District, respectively. Table 2-3 presents a detailed summary of permitted treatment
capacity by facility for each county.
Sixty-seven percent (67%) of the existing publicly-owned permitted capacity in the Metro Water
District is located in the Chattahoochee Basin, including the five largest water reclamation
facilities (WRFs). Three counties, Cobb, Fulton, and Gwinnett, have 67% of the treatment
capacity of the Metro Water District.
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TABLE 2-1
2006 Permitted Wastewater Treatment Capacity by Basin
Total Permitted
Treatment Capacity
(MMF-MGD)

Number of
Municipal
WWTPs

Number of
Private WWTPs

Total
Number of
WWTPs

Chattahoochee

441.5

42

82

124

Coosa

67.9

19

65

84

Flint

17.1

9

21

30

Ocmulgee

132.9

21

26

47

Oconee

0.3

0

17

17

Tallapoosa

0.8

1

0

1

660.5

92

211

303

Basin

Total

TABLE 2-2
2006 Permitted Wastewater Treatment Capacity by County
County

2006 Total Available Treatment
Capacity (MMF-MGD)

Bartow

18

Cherokee

13

Clayton

38

Cobb

112

Coweta

6

DeKalb

56

Douglas

15

Fayette

10

Forsyth

17

Fulton

229

Gwinnett

101

Hall

20

Henry

12

Paulding

5

Rockdale

8

Total

660

Note: Represents the permitted treatment and disposal capacity for facility operations
during 2006. Permitted expansion options are not included.
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TABLE 2-3
2006 Permitted Treatment Facilities by County

County

Bartow

Wastewater Treatment
Plants

Basin

Adairsville North WPCP

Coosa

Adairsville South WPCP
Cartersville WPCP

Receiving Water
Body

Coosa

Oothkalooga Creek
Oothkalooga Creek
tributary

1.0
0.5

Coosa

Etowah River

15.0

Bartow Southeast WPCP

Coosa

Etowah River

0.10

Bartow Two Run Creek WPCP

Coosa

Two Run Creek

0.10

Emerson Pond WPCP

Coosa

Pumpkinvine Creek

0.45

Private WWTPs

Various

Various

0.38
County Total

Canton WPCP
CCWSA Fitzgerald Creek WPCP
(Note 1)
Cherokee

Coosa

CCWSA WPCP-Rose Creek (Notes
1, 9)

Coosa

Woodstock WPCP

Coosa

Reuse
Rube's Creek, tributary to
Little River

2.5

Private WWTPs

Various

Various

0.49
14.7

Ocmulgee

Land Application
Wetlands discharge to
Shamrock Lake

10.0

Clayton WB Casey/Huie WRF

Coosa

Clayton Northeast WRF
Clayton Shoal Creek WRF
(Panhandle Wetlands)

Ocmulgee
Flint

Panther Creek
Shoal Creek Reservoir /
Trib to Flint River

Private WWTPs

Flint

Various

2.0
2.0
4.0

12.9

4.4
0.1
38.5

Cobb Noonday Creek WRF (Note 1)

Coosa

Noonday Creek Tributary

20.0

Cobb Northwest WRF (Note 1)

Coosa

Lake Allatoona

12.0

Cobb RL Sutton WRF

Chattahoochee

Chattahoochee River

40.0

Cobb South WRF

Chattahoochee

Chattahoochee River

40.0

Private WWTPs

Various

Various

< 0.1
County Total

Coweta

1.9

9.3

County Total

Cobb

17.5

Etowah River
Little River to Lake
Allatoona
Etowah River Arm of Lake
Allatoona

County Total

Clayton

2006
Permitted
Treatment
Capacity
(MMF-MGD)

112.1

Newnan Wahoo Creek WPCP

Chattahoochee

Newnan Mineral Springs WPCP

Chattahoochee

Wahoo Creek Tributary
Mineral Springs
Branch/Mountain Creek

3.0

Coweta Arnall / Sargent WPCP

Chattahoochee

Wahoo Creek

0.06

Coweta Arnco WPCP

Chattahoochee

0.10

Coweta Shenanhdoah WPCP

Flint

Wahoo Creek
White Oak Creek Tributary
to Flint River

0.75

Land Application
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County

Wastewater Treatment
Plants

Basin

Receiving Water
Body

Grantville - Colley Street LAS

Chattahoochee

Land Application

0.15

Grantville Ponds

Chattahoochee

Various

0.13

Senoia LAS (Note 2)

Flint

Land Application

0.49

Private WWTPs

Various

Various

0.25

DeKalb Polebridge WPCP

Ocmulgee

South River Tributary

20.0

DeKalb Snapfinger Creek WPCP

Ocmulgee

South River

36.0

Private WWTPs

Various

Various

County Total

DeKalb

DDCWSA South Central UWRF
(Note 9)

Chattahoochee

0.50

DDCWSA South Central WPCP

Chattahoochee

Chattahoochee River

6.00

DDCWSA Beaver Estates WPCP

Chattahoochee

Crooked Creek

0.08

DDCWSA Rebel Trails WPCP

Chattahoochee

0.04

DDCWSA Northside WPCP (Note 1)

Chattahoochee

Anneewakee Creek Trib
Gothards Creek to
Sweetwater Creek

DDCWSA Southside WPCP

Chattahoochee

Anneewakee Creek

3.25

DDCWSA Sweetwater Creek WPCP

Chattahoochee

3.0

Villa Rica North WPCP

Chattahoochee

Chattahoochee River
Town Branch to
Sweetwater Creek

0.52

Various

0.69

Villa Rica West WPCP (Note 4)

Tallapoosa

Private WWTPs

Various

0.60

0.78

Fayetteville Whitewater Creek
WPCP (Note 8)
Peachtree City Rockaway WPCP
(Note 1)

15.5

Flint

Whitewater Creek

3.75

Flint

Line Creek Tributary

4.0

Peachtree City Line Creek WPCP

Flint

Line Creek

2.0

Private WWTPs

Various

Various

0.48
County Total

Forsyth

56.1

Reuse

County Total

Fayette

5.8

0.10
County Total

Douglas

2006
Permitted
Treatment
Capacity
(MMF-MGD)

10.2

Cumming Bethelview Road WPCP

Chattahoochee

Big Creek

8.00

Cumming Lanier Beach South

Chattahoochee

Lake Lanier

0.04

Cumming Habersham WPCP
Forsyth Windermere Urban Reuse
LAS (Note 9)
Forsyth Fowler Water Reclamation
Facility (Note 9)
Forsyth Manor Water Reuse Facility
(Note 9)

Chattahoochee

0.11

Chattahoochee

Land Application

0.55

Chattahoochee

Reuse

4.0

Coosa

Reuse

0.50

Forsyth Dick Creek WRF
Forsyth Parkstone at the Bridges
LAS

Chattahoochee

Dick Creek

0.76

Coosa

Land Application

0.10

Private WWTPs

Various

Various

2.5
County Total
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County

Fulton

Wastewater Treatment
Plants

Basin

Receiving Water
Body

Fulton Johns Creek WRF

Chattahoochee

Chattahoochee River

7.0

Fulton Big Creek WRF

Chattahoochee

Chattahoochee River

24.0

Fairburn LAS

Flint

Fulton Little Bear Creek WRF
Fulton Cauley Creek Water
Reclamation Facility

Chattahoochee
Chattahoochee

Land Application
Little Bear Creek Tributary
to Bear Creek
Cauley Creek to
Chattahoochee River

Fulton Little River WRF (Note 3)
Fulton Settingdown Creek Golf
Course Reuse (Notes 3, 9)

Coosa

Little River

Coosa

Reuse

0.20

Fulton Camp Creek WPCP (Note 1)

Chattahoochee

Chattahoochee River

13.0

Atlanta RM Clayton WRC (Note 7)

Chattahoochee

Chattahoochee River

100.0

Atlanta Utoy Creek WRC

Chattahoochee

Chattahoochee River

37.0

Atlanta South River WRC

Chattahoochee

Chattahoochee River

41.0

Private WWTPs

Various

Various

0.10
5.0

0.23

Lake Lanier

228.5
40.0

Chattahoochee River

20.0

Chattahoochee

Chattahoochee River

16.0

Jackson Creek

3.0

Gwinnett Yellow River WRF

Ocmulgee
Ocmulgee

Yellow River

14.5

Buford Southside WPCP

Chattahoochee

Little Suwanee Creek

2.0

Buford Westside WPCP
Gwinnett Beaver Ruin / Sweetwater
Creek WRF

Chattahoochee

Richland Creek

0.25

Ocmulgee

4.5
0.62
0.23

Gwinnett F. Wayne Hill WRC (Note
9)

Chattahoochee

Gwinnett Crooked Creek WRF
Gwinnett Jackson Creek WRF

Gwinnett Jacks Creek WRF

Ocmulgee

Sweetwater Creek
Yellow River tributary to
Upper Ocmulgee

Private WWTPs

Various

Various
County Total

101.1

Gainesville Flat Creek WRF (Notes
1, 9)

Chattahoochee

Flat Creek

Gainesville Linwood WRF (Note 9)

Chattahoochee

Lake Lanier

5

Lake Lanier

0.40

Land Application

0.51

12

Flowery Branch WPCP (Note 9)

Chattahoochee

Spout Springs LAS

Chattahoochee

Land Application

0.75

Lula Pond WPCP

Chattahoochee

Lula Branch tributary

0.08

Private WWTPs

Various

Various

Hall

1.4
County Total

Henry

(Note 5)

1.0

County Total

Gwinnett

2006
Permitted
Treatment
Capacity
(MMF-MGD)

20.1

Henry Bear Creek LAS (Note 1)

Flint

Land Application

0.25

Henry Indian Creek LAS (Note 1)

Ocmulgee

Land Application

1.50

Henry Walnut Creek WRF (Note 1)

Ocmulgee

Land Application

4.0

Henry Springdale Road WPCP

Ocmulgee

Little Cotton Indian Creek

0.50

Henry Springdale LAS

Ocmulgee

Land Application

1.10
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Wastewater Treatment
Plants

County

Henry Springdale Road - Walnut
Creek WPCP
Locust Grove Indian Creek WPCP
McDonough Walnut Creek WPCP
(Note 1)

Basin

Ocmulgee

Receiving Water
Body

Ocmulgee

Walnut Creek
Indian Creek to Towaliga
River

1.50

Ocmulgee

Walnut Creek

1.0

Flint

Bear Creek Tributary

0.5

Stockbridge WPCP

Ocmulgee

Bush Creek Tributary

1.50

Private WWTPs

Various

Various

0.23

Paulding County Pumpkinvine Creek
Reuse (Notes 1, 9)
Coosa

12.5

Dallas North WPCP

Coosa

Dallas West WPCP (Note 1)
Paulding County Coppermine LAS
(Note 1)
Paulding Upper Sweetwater WRF
(Notes 1, 9)

Coosa

Reuse
Lawrence Creek to
Pumpkinvine Creek
Weaver Creek to
Pumpkinvine Creek

Chattahoochee

Land Application

Chattahoochee

Reuse

0.3

Private WWTPs

Various

Various

0.52

Rockdale Quigg Branch WRF (Note
1)

Ocmulgee

Rockdale Almand Branch WPCP
Rockdale Honey Creek WPCP

0.70

1.5

0.50
1.00

County Total

Rockdale

0.40

Hampton WPCP

County Total

Paulding

2006
Permitted
Treatment
Capacity
(MMF-MGD)

4.5

Ocmulgee

Yellow River
Almand Creek to South
River

6.0
1.25

Ocmulgee

McClains Branch

0.30

Rockdale Scott Creek WPCP

Ocmulgee

Scott Creek to South River

0.22

Rockdale Snapping Shoals WPCP

Ocmulgee

Snapping Shoals Creek

0.45

Private WWTPs

Various

Various

0.18
County Total

District Total

8.4
660.3

Notes:
Represents the permitted treatment and disposal capacity for facility operations during 2006. Permitted expansion options
1
2
are not included. Closed and inactive facilities are not shown. Indicates facilities with permit expansion options. Indicates
3
4
that plans have been submitted for increased capacity. Facilities are located in Cherokee County. Villa Rica West WPCP
5
6
located within Carroll County. Reserved capacity but facility is not currently plannned. Reserved capacity but facility is not
7
currently in operation. Fifty-four percent of capacity is owned by Fulton County and the City of Atlanta; the remaining 46% is
8
9
owned by DeKalb County. Under construction for a permitted capacity of 5.0 mgd. Facility is considered a reuse facility,
which includes non-potable reuse, planned indirect potable reuse, or incidental indirect potable reuse.

The vast majority of publicly owned treatment facilities have advanced levels of treatment that
reduce biochemical oxygen demand to below 20 milligrams per liter (mg/L). Approximately 91%
of the permitted capacity in the Metro Water District is advanced treatment. Figure 2-1
summarizes the treatment types at existing publicly owned treatment facilities. The Gwinnett F.
Wayne Hill Water Reclamation Center (WRC) has the highest level of treatment within the Metro
Water District, achieving a current total phosphorus limit of 0.08 mg/L. Figure 2-2 shows the
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distribution of existing treatment capacity by type of discharge, with the majority of the facilities
in the Metro Water District returning treated flows to surface water bodies.

Figure 2-1

Level of Treatment at Existing Publicly-owned Treatment Facilities (2006)
Advanced
Treatment
91%

Land
Application
4%

Secondary
Treatment
5%

FIGURE 2-2
Discharge Locations at Existing Publicly-owned Treatment Facilities (2006)
Discharge
78%

Land
Application
4%
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EXISTING REUSE
Two types of reuse of reclaimed water are currently employed in the Metro Water District: nonpotable reuse and indirect potable reuse. Non-potable reuse is currently practiced in the Metro
Water District in the forms of golf course irrigation, industrial process water use, and other urban
irrigation uses. Indirect potable reuse has historically been practiced in the Metro Water District
in an incidental way, because some wastewater treatment facilities discharge upstream of water
supply intakes. Planned indirect potable reuse, the returning reclaimed water to lakes or water
bodies used for water supply, has been instituted by a number of local wastewater providers since
2003.

NON-POTABLE REUSE
Existing non-potable reuse applications in the Metro Water District comprise 2% of the treatment
capacity and generally belong to one of the following categories:
•

Irrigation with secondary-treated effluent in restricted areas or land treatment of wastewater, and

•

Irrigation with high quality treated effluent in unrestricted areas such as golf courses and parks.

Although most of these non-potable reuse projects were developed to eliminate or reduce
wastewater discharges, the reclaimed water from at least one treatment system recharges the
potable water supply via soil percolation. Non-potable reuse and land application of wastewater
contribute to the consumptive use of water as they have varying rates of returning water to the
surface water source. Non-potable reuse that replaces surface water withdrawals is one way that
this practice can be considered beneficial.
A summary of a few selected existing water reuse applications in the Metro Water District are
presented below:
•

The Cherokee Rose Creek Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP), owned by the Cherokee
County Water and Sewerage Authority (CCWSA), is permitted to discharge 2.5 MGD to either
the Towne Lake Golf Course or Lake Allatoona.

•

The Cauley Creek Water Reclamation Facility (WRF), located in North Fulton County, is
privately owned by Cauley Creek Water Reclamation, LLC in a trust indenture relationship with
Fulton County. The current capacity of the WRF is 5 MGD. The water is distributed under
pressure via two separate transmission pipelines that serve the Shakerag area of North Fulton
County. The primary pipeline serves the 18-hole St. Ives and the 36-hole Atlanta Athletic Club
golf courses. It could also be used to serve the Quail Hollow, Montclair, and St. Ives
communities, due to the proximity of the pipeline to these developments. The pipeline has been
extended along Old Alabama Road to serve the 18-hole Country Club of the South and the 27hole River Pines golf courses. The second transmission pipeline extends northward along Bell
Road and serves the 18-hole Standard Club and will provide reclaimed water to the Homestead
and Shakerag communities and Technology Park for irrigation.

•

The Johns Creek Environmental Campus, owned by Fulton County Department of Public Works
is situated on 43 acres off Holcomb Bridge Road in the City of Roswell adjacent to the
Chattahoochee River. Construction began in late 2006 and is anticipated to last approximately
40 months. The facility will replace the existing Johns Creek Water Reclamation Facility and
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will have a total capacity of 15 MGD with an outfall to the adjacent Chattahoochee River as well
as the capability to provide adjacent areas with non-potable reuse water.
•

The Fowler Water Reclamation Facility (WRF) was commissioned as a design-build-operate
facility by the Forsyth County Water and Sewer Department. Its current capacity is 2.5 MGD,
with expansion capability to 7.5 MGD. It serves new communities in the Big Creek area north
of Atlanta Road in Cumming. It will eventually receive flow from areas of South Forsyth
County between Shiloh Road and McGinnis Ferry Road which is currently being treated by
Fulton County. The treatment plant provides full urban water reuse quality water for irrigation,
and has a 180-acre drip irrigation system at McGinnis Ferry Road for disposal of excess water.
Through a 12-mile reuse pipeline (20-inch diameter), the WRF currently provides reuse water to
a high school on Majors Road, Sharon Springs Park and St. Marlo’s Country Club.

INDIRECT POTABLE REUSE
Indirect potable reuse is already practiced in the Metro Water District, both in planned and
incidental forms and comprises 16% of current treatment capacity. Several major water supply
intakes on the Chattahoochee River are currently located downstream of discharges from
treatment facilities in Fulton and Gwinnett Counties. Examples of planned indirect potable reuse
are found in Gwinnett, Cobb and Clayton Counties.
•

Gwinnett County has constructed the 60-MGD Gwinnett F. Wayne Hill WRC, an indirect
potable reuse facility. The facility treats wastewater to extremely stringent levels and returns it
to the Chattahoochee River (20 MGD), where many downstream drinking water intakes exist.
The treated effluent is transported 20 miles south, to a common outfall at the existing discharge
location of the Gwinnett Crooked Creek WRF. This pipeline provides an opportunity for major
water users (such as the Mall of Georgia) along the pipeline route to use the highly treated
effluent for irrigation. Ultimately, Gwinnett will also return water to Lake Lanier (40 MGD), a
primary source of drinking water for the Metro Water District.

•

The Cobb Northwest Cobb WRF near Kennesaw is permitted to discharge 8 MGD to Lake
Allatoona and 2 MGD to Cobblestone Golf Course for irrigation purposes. The treatment plant
provides advanced nitrogen and phosphorus removal, filtration and ultraviolet disinfection ahead
of its discharge to Lake Allatoona, the major water supply for West Cobb, Bartow, Paulding and
Cherokee Counties.

•

Noonday Creek WRF, also in northwest Cobb County, has a capacity of 12 MGD and has
biological phosphorus removal, filtration and ultraviolet disinfection. The plant discharges to
Noonday Creek, which is a tributary of Lake Allatoona.

•

Clayton County Water Authority (CCWA) currently practices indirect potable reuse at two
water reclamation facilities, W.B. Casey and Shoal Creek, which discharge high quality effluent
into constructed treatment wetlands for natural treatment prior to discharge into CCWA drinking
water supply watersheds. The CCWA indirect potable reuse system utilizes the multiple barrier
approach seen in most other systems, but also provides two extra barriers through the
constructed treatment wetlands and UV disinfection of potable water. During the 2007 drought,
these two systems contributed to CCWA water reserves, which were maintained at or above
77% of full capacity. The W.B. Casey WRF facility provides advanced secondary level
treatment for 24 MGD, of which 9.3 MGD of this treated effluent is currently pumped to the
E.L. Huie Jr. constructed treatment wetlands. The Huie wetland discharges to the Pates Creek
watershed containing both the Shamrock and the Blalock reservoirs. Construction of an
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additional 8.2 MGD of wetland cells will bring the total treatment capacity to 17.5 MGD in
2009. The Shoal Creek WRF provides advanced secondary treatment with UV disinfection to
4.4 MGD with an average of 1.4 MGD of treated effluent being pumped to the Panhandle
constructed treatment wetlands. The Panhandle wetland discharges to the Shoal Creek
watershed containing both the Shoal Creek and the J.W. Smith reservoirs.
Other facilities that contribute towards planned and/or incidental reuse include:
•

Flowery Branch WRC

•

Gainesville Flat Creek and Linwood WRFs

•

Woodstock WPCP

•

Cherokee (CCWSA) Fitzgerald and Rose Creek WPCPs

•

Canton WPCP

EXISTING SEPTIC SYSTEM USAGE
In the summer of 2005 Metro Water District staff interviewed County Board of Health staff
responsible for on-site sewage management in each of the 15 counties in the Metro Water District.
From this work the Metro Water District created a Septic Systems Status and Issues Working
Paper1. Based on this Working Paper, the estimated number of septic systems in 2005 located in
the 15-county Metro Water District was 505,970. Table 2-4 presents the estimated number of
septic systems as of 2005 by class for each county in the Metro Water District. The “other”
category includes facilities like schools and churches.
According to the Septic Systems Status and Issues Working Paper an estimated 26 percent of the
total housing units in the Metro Water District are served by septic systems. The estimated
percentage of total housing units served by septic systems in each county is illustrated in Figure
2-3.
Average day flows from septic systems in the Metro Water District are estimated to be 55 AADMGD. Figure 2-4 provides estimated septic tank flows by county. Methodology for estimating
septic flows is based on population density and discussed in greater detail in Section 3.

1

Septic Systems Status and Issues Working Paper, Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District, March 2006
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TABLE 2-4
Estimated Number of Septic Systems by County (2005)
County Name

Estimated Number
of Systems

Percent
Residential

Percent Commercial &
Other

Bartow

26,000

99%

1%

Cherokee

26,000

99%

1%

Clayton

9,000

80%

20%

Cobb

25,000

90%

10%

Coweta

35,000

85%

15%

DeKalb

23,370

86%

14%

Douglas

25,500

90%

10%

Fayette

22,000

90%

10%

Forsyth

30,000

95%

5%

Fulton

50,000

92%

8%

Gwinnett

88,600

80%

20%

Hall

50,000

75%

25%

Henry

30,000

95%

5%

Paulding

45,500

95%

5%

Rockdale

20,000

94%

6%

Total

505,970

90%

10%
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FIGURE 2-3
Estimated Percent of Total Residential Septic Systems by County2 (2005)
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FIGURE 2-4
Estimated Annual Average Day Septic Flows by County (2006)
8
Septic Flow Estimates in 2006
7
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2

Septic Systems Status and Issues Working Paper, Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District, March 2006
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In general, sewer is available within cities, or just outside city limit boundaries; septic systems are
typically used for less dense development located outside these areas. Septic systems are located
throughout the counties even within the sewered areas due to development outpacing sewer
extensions as areas within the Metro Water District grew.
The septic systems within the Metro Water District are aging. The Septic Systems Status and
Issues Working Paper indicates that almost 40 percent of septic systems are estimated to be more
than 20 years old. Most of the older systems were designed and installed without the benefit of
much more rigorous design, siting and construction methods that are required today. As a result,
these older systems may not be capable of properly treating wastes and may have a negative
impact on watershed water quality. The Metro Water District’s Septic report lists the main causes
for septic system failure as unsuitable soil conditions and location of the septic system followed
by failures caused due to the age of the system.
Because of the varied soil properties found in the Metro Water District and the trend of increasing
new home size, most of the Metro Water District counties have increased minimum lot sizes to
obtain enough suitable soils. Given local experience with suitable soils, slopes, water tables and
typical house sizes in their counties, all but two survey respondents think that their minimum lot
sizes should be increased over their current minimums. An increase in minimum lot size would
help to provide enough area of suitable soils for the primary and secondary drainfields.

EXISTING SURFACE WATER QUALITY
The Georgia EPD establishes water quality standards and is responsible for listing waters that do
not meet these standards in the State of Georgia. If a water body does not support its designated
use (drinking, recreation, fishing, wild/scenic rivers, or coastal fishing) by violating water quality
standards, it is considered an “impaired” stream. Despite progress since 2003, over 1,500 miles
of stream and almost 34,000 acres of lake within the Metro Water District do not meet state water
quality standards according to the 2008 Georgia EPD list of impaired waters.
The dominant parameter of concern in the Metro Water District is fecal coliform bacteria. The
primary source of fecal coliform is listed as non-point source runoff, such as wildlife, pet waste,
failing septic systems, sanitary sewer overflows, or runoff from agricultural properties.
Discharges from WRFs are considered to impair only a few streams, according to the inventory
compiled by the Georgia EPD; programs outlined in the Watershed Management Plan and in
Sections 7 through 9 of this Plan are intended to address these impairments and provide future
protection to water quality.
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The population of the 15-county Metro Water District is expected to increase by over 3 million
people during the planning period: from 4.4 million in 2005 to 7.5 million in 2035. A
corresponding increase in economic activity is projected. The increase in population and
economic activity is projected to produce 993 million gallons per day of wastewater that will need
to be managed during a maximum month in 2035.

WASTEWATER FLOW FORECASTS
The wastewater flow calculation procedure used for this Plan is illustrated below in Figure 3-1.
Wastewater flow calculations were based on water use information for Metro Water District water
customers provided by local water providers. The Demand Side Management Least Cost Planning
Decision Support System (DSS) model water demand input and outputs are outlined in greater
detail in Section 3 of the Metro Water District’s Water Supply and Water Conservation
Management Plan.
The DSS model provided per capita water customer usage as indoor and outdoor water use. Per
capita and per employee indoor water use rates were multiplied by population and employment
forecasts for the planning period. Only indoor water use was considered as wastewater generated
since outdoor water use, such as lawn irrigation, is not captured by septic systems or wastewater
collection systems.

FIGURE 3-1
Wastewater Flow Calculation

Total wastewater generated was determined by summing all indoor water uses (residential and
non-residential). The wastewater generated is discharged to either septic systems or wastewater
collection systems. The septic system flows were calculated, as outlined below, and subtracted to
determine the flow into collection systems.
Wastewater flows associated with existing non-residential septic systems are a small percent of
the overall flows to septic systems and these flows are anticipated to transition to sewer during
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Section 3: WASTEWATER FLOW FORECASTS
the planning period. Therefore, non-residential septic system flows are accounted for in the flow
forecasts to treatment facilities. It was assumed that all future non-residential wastewater flows
will be sewered, to provide conservative future flow forecasts.
Wastewater collection systems are subject to infiltration and inflow (I/I) which includes
groundwater and stormwater entering the collection system. The industry standard of 20% is
reflective of the Metro Water District based on information provided by local wastewater
providers. Adding this I/I factor results in the Annual Average Daily Flow (AAD), which is the
flow that arrives at the wastewater plant for treatment. Design capacities and discharge permits
for wastewater treatment facilities are commonly based on the Maximum Monthly Flow (MMF).
MMF represents the average of the daily flows for the month with the highest flows during the
year. For the purpose of this plan, the MMF was calculated by adding 25% to the AAD. The
monthly peaking factor of 1.25 was an average number based on a review of available plant data
within the Metro Water District during the 2003 Long-term Wastewater Management Plan
development and was determined appropriate for the Plan Update. Table 3-2 shows the MMFMGD wastewater forecasts for each county in the Metro Water District. The projected
wastewater flow trend for the planning period is illustrated in Figure 3-2.

POPULATION FORECASTS
Population and employment data for each of the 15 counties were obtained from each county’s
local Regional Development Center (RDC). Where data was not available from the local RDC,
data from the Atlanta Regional Commission was used. For Hall County, the Gainesville-Hall
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) data was used. Table 3-1 shows the population
forecasts by county.
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TABLE 3-1
Population and Employment Forecasts by County
County
Bartow1
Cherokee
Clayton
Cobb
Coweta2
DeKalb
Douglas
Fayette
Forsyth1
Fulton
Gwinnett
Hall3
Henry
Paulding1
Rockdale
District Total

County
Bartow1
Cherokee
Clayton
Cobb
Coweta2
DeKalb
Douglas
Fayette
Forsyth1
Fulton
Gwinnett
Hall3
Henry
Paulding1
Rockdale
District Total

Population Forecasts (# of people)
2015
2025
2035
139,600
229,900
288,600
694,200
124,900
747,100
138,000
114,700
256,700
943,900
843,900
245,300
222,600
215,700
88,600
5,293,700

210,800
303,000
294,000
737,400
162,500
789,800
182,000
142,200
342,100
1,065,500
945,900
325,200
309,700
353,000
117,100
6,280,200

304,900
410,700
307,300
796,900
253,400
856,400
257,000
181,200
412,800
1,233,800
1,044,300
405,200
424,100
445,600
159,200
7,492,800

Employment Forecasts (# of employees)
2015
2025
2035
44,900
66,700
138,900
361,600
43,300
343,600
53,600
56,800
89,800
845,600
396,100
134,300
70,100
27,000
42,200
2,714,500

56,300
99,800
155,700
415,200
59,600
397,100
72,900
76,900
120,700
978,300
477,200
230,700
103,800
33,900
52,900
3,331,000

67,900
141,500
181,600
480,700
82,900
459,200
92,400
99,100
146,600
1,103,600
546,100
327,200
140,900
40,800
65,200
3,975,700

Source: ARC Population and Employment Forecasts were used for all counties within the
ARC Region; sources for counties outside the ARC Region are as follows:
1
RDC Population and Employment Forecasts (Bartow, Forsyth and Paulding)
2
ARC Population and Employment Forecasts (Coweta)
3
Gainesville-Hall County 2030 MPO Population and Employment Forecasts (Hall)
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TABLE 3-2
Summary of Forecasted Wastewater Flow to be Received at Treatment Facilities by County
County

Forecasted Flow (Maximum Monthly Flow – MGD)
2015

2025

2035

Bartow

19

25

34

Cherokee

20

28

40

Clayton

37

40

46

Cobb

91

98

108

Coweta

10

15

25

DeKalb

101

107

117

Douglas

11

15

22

Fayette

12

16

22

Forsyth

29

42

52

Fulton

191

213

240

Gwinnett

107

121

135

Hall

27

39

51

Henry

19

28

39

Paulding

20

37

50

Rockdale

7

9

12

701

833

993

District Total
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FIGURE 3-2
Trend of Wastewater Flow to be Managed at WWTPs
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SEPTIC SYSTEM USAGE FORECASTS
The septic system usage forecasts for the planning horizon of 2035 are shown in Figure 3-3. The
baseline septic system usage was based on the Metro Water District’s Septic Systems Status and
Issues Working Paper1, which tabulated the number of structures that use septic systems in the 15county Metro Water District, shown in Section 2. As growth occurs in the Metro Water District
over the planning period, population density in many areas will increase. As population becomes
denser, the prevalence of collection systems will increase and the prevalence of septic systems
will decline. To reflect this transition, the following empirical correlation was developed between
the percent of the population served by septic systems and the population density for the 2003
Plan, and was considered valid for this Plan. Information from the Metro Water District’s Septic
System Working Paper for the 15 counties and the U.S. Census Bureau on septic systems was
input into the following empirical correlation:
% population served by septic systems = 87.4 x e -(0.83 x density [people/acre])
Population density was calculated using the population forecasts for 2035 in Table 3-1 divided by the
county area in acres. This correlation with the calculated projected population density provides the
percent of the population forecasted to be served by septic systems in 2035. When determining the
percentage of units within the Metro Water District with septic systems, it was assumed one septic
system served a single housing unit. The flows to treatment facilities in Figure 3-2 reflect the total
wastewater treatment flows minus the flows to septic systems in Figure 3-3. Figure 3-3 shows the
1

Septic Systems Status and Issues Working Paper, Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District, March 2006.
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projected flows to be managed by septic systems by county in 2035. Based on the 2035 forecasts, flows
to septic systems will represent 11% of residential wastewater generated and 6% of total wastewater
generated.

FIGURE 3-3
2035 Forecasted Annual Average Septic System Usage
8
Septic Flows in 2035
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SEPTIC SYSTEM IMPACT TO WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITIES
While septic system flows are not directly treated by the local wastewater treatment facilities, the
septage that is pumped from septic systems may impact future treatment facility sizing. Septage
is stronger than traditional wastewater influent, specifically there is a higher total suspended solid
(TSS) and biological oxygen demand (BOD) load on receiving wastewater treatment plants. To
facilitate planning for septage disposal (Action Item 8.4), Table 3-3 provides estimates of the
BOD and TSS loading from septage by county. The forecasted loads are based on septic system
usage in Figure 3-3 and a septic system pump-out rate of every seven years, consistent with
Georgia DHR guidance. Wastewater treatment facilities may need to plan for more capacity than
is shown in Table 3-2 to handle anticipated local septage treatment needs.

WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN
Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District

MAY 2009

3-6

Section 3: WASTEWATER FLOW FORECASTS
TABLE 3-3
TSS and BOD Loading Forecasts from Septic Systems
County

Forecasted TSS Loading (lbs/day)

Forecasted BOD Loading (lbs/day)

2015

2025

2035

2015

2025

2035

Bartow

3,321

4,107

4,560

631

781

867

Cherokee

3,893

4,107

4,010

740

781

763

726

704

653

138

134

124

Cobb

1,837

1,656

1,428

349

315

272

Coweta

3,002

3,500

4,187

571

665

796

DeKalb

814

702

555

155

133

105

Douglas

1,975

1,959

1,702

375

372

324

Fayette

1,826

1,891

1,867

347

360

355

Forsyth

2,034

1,664

1,341

387

316

255

Fulton

3,578

3,003

2,304

680

571

438

Gwinnett

2,301

1,903

1,567

437

362

298

Hall

3,692

3,767

3,611

702

716

687

Henry

3,096

3,041

2,636

589

578

501

Paulding

2,985

2,776

2,394

568

528

455

Rockdale

1,251

1,247

1,119

238

237

213

District Total

36,331

36,027

33,934

6,907

6,849

6,453

Clayton

BEYOND 2035
The beyond 2035 wastewater flow forecasts were calculated to initiate planning for long-term
wastewater treatment needs for the Metro Water District. Population information for 2050 was
obtained, where available, from long range planning by the local Regional Development Centers
(RDC), counties and the City of Atlanta. Where this information was not available, the
population forecasts were linearly projected out to 2050. Wastewater demands for 2050 were
estimated for each county by applying a best fit line to the county-level forecasts (as presented in
Table 3-2) to extrapolate year 2050 flows. The population and employment forecasts for 2050 as
part of the Comprehensive State-wide Water Management Plan will be used, when available, for
the next Plan update.
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TABLE 3-4
2050 Population and Wastewater Flow Forecasts
County

2050 Population

2050 Demand
(MMF-MGD)

Bartow1

486,254

52

Cherokee

499,639

65

Clayton

388,064

55

Cobb

869,974

122

Coweta

287,444

45

923,885

136

310,000

34

208,278

32

538,606

61

1,692,114

280

Gwinnett

1,158,000

146

1

442,800

73

DeKalb
Douglas

2

Fayette
Forsyth
Fulton

Hall

2

3

Henry

531,098

66

1

479,393

73

Rockdale

185,543

20

9,001,092

1,260

Paulding

District Total

Notes:
1. Population forecast provided by local RDC.
2. Population forecast provided by county water system.
3. Population forecasts by county water system and City of Atlanta.
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One layer of the wastewater management planning process is determining where and when treatment
capacity should be in place, and where and how treated water should be returned. The needed location
and timing for future sewer services are determined by using population and employment growth
forecasts. Resource constraints and public expectations form yet another layer of issues to be
considered in the planning process. This Section of the report presents special Metro Water Districtrelated issues.

WATER RESOURCE CONSIDERATIONS
RELIANCE ON SURFACE WATERS FOR MULTIPLE USES
Water resource issues in the Metro Water District are driven by the geography of the region dominated
by headwater streams and reservoirs. These surface waters are used for drinking water, recreation,
fisheries, and are the discharge points for most wastewater treatment plants within the Metro Water
District. Downstream of the Metro Water District, other jurisdictions rely upon these same streams to
meet similar needs. The waters of the Chattahoochee, Flint, Tallapoosa and Coosa Basins are also
shared by other states.

LIMITED ASSIMILATIVE CAPACITY VS. NEED FOR RETURN
Assimilative capacity determines how much treated wastewater can be discharged to a specific
waterbody without exceeding water quality standards or impacting aquatic life. In certain areas of the
Metro Water District, assimilative capacity is limited as a result of nonpoint source pollution resulting in
TMDLs. In some instances, the lack of assimilative capacity has triggered the use of land application
systems and growth on septic systems, which are more consumptive uses than surface water discharges.
This approach is not sustainable across the Metro Water District, given the future wastewater quantities
to be managed and the need to return flows to streams for other uses.
Given the limitation of assimilative capacity of local waterbodies and the potential impact of nonpoint
source pollution, higher levels of wastewater treatment will be required in the future in addition to
implementation of the Metro Water District’s Watershed Management Plan. It is a goal of the
Wastewater Management Plan to return highly treated wastewater to surface waterbodies.

CONSUMPTIVE USE
An important consideration for the Metro Water District is the effect of consumptive use. Consumptive
use, as defined in the Georgia Comprehensive State-wide Water Management Plan, is the difference
between the total amount of water withdrawn from a defined hydrologic system of surface water or
groundwater and the total amount of the withdrawn water that is returned to that same hydrologic
system over a specified period of time. Water use is consumptive when water is removed from a
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specified hydrologic system of surface water or groundwater and is not returned to that same system
within a time frame that allows contemporary users and uses to avail themselves of the benefits of that
quantity of water. The Georgia Comprehensive State-wide Water Management Plan specifically
identifies the following as water uses that contribute to consumptive use:
•

Water Reuse (non-potable) – is the use of reclaimed water as a substitute for another generally
higher quality water source. Reclaimed water can be reused for the beneficial irrigation of areas
that may be accessible to the public (such as golf courses, residential and commercial
landscaping, parks, athletic fields, roadway medians, and landscapes) and for other beneficial
uses such as human uses, cooling towers, concrete mixing, and car washes.

•

On-Site Sewage Management Systems – is a sewage management system other than a public
or community sewage treatment system that serves one or more buildings, mobile homes,
recreational vehicles, residences, or other facilities designed or used for human occupancy or
congregation, and which is permitted by a local county board of health under rules promulgated
by the Department of Human Resources. Such term shall include, without limitation,
conventional and chamber systems, privies, and experimental and alternative on-site sewage
management systems that are designed to be physically incapable of a surface discharge of
effluent that may be approved by the Department of Human Resources.

•

Land Application Systems – is a method of disposing of pollutants in which the pollutants are
applied to the surface or beneath the surface of a parcel of land and which results in the
pollutants percolating, infiltrating, or being absorbed into the soil and then into the waters of the
state. (source for this definition is the Georgia Department of Natural Resources General Land
Application System Permit for Large Communities)

•

Interbasin Transfers – is a withdrawal or diversion of water from one river basin, followed by
use and/or return of some or all of that water to a second river basin. The river basin from which
the withdrawal or diversion occurs is termed the ‘donor’ basin, and the river basin to which all
or a portion of the water is diverted and returned is termed the ‘receiving’ basin.

The Georgia Comprehensive State-wide Water Management Plan recognizes that each of the above
water management practices can be appropriate, viable measures; however, managing the consumptive
uses of water is necessary to meet water demands in a sustainable manner. This Plan states that
managing consumptive use of a water source involves the integrated management of demands from that
source, returns to that source, and actions taken to supplement the supply that source provides.
Consumptive use is an important consideration for the Metro Water District for maintaining local stream
flows and water supplies. A goal of the Metro Water District’s plans is to minimize consumptive uses
to the extent possible, while also balancing other goals and considerations. This Wastewater
Management Plan focuses on the consumptive losses from onsite-sewage management systems and land
application systems with a long-term goal of returning water where practicable, so that it is available for
instream and offstream uses and users. The Water Supply and Water Conservation Management Plan,
looks at the management of consumptive use as a demand management strategy.
The Metro Water District was provided planning guidance by Georgia EPD to return 58% (annual
average) of the water withdrawn from the Chattahoochee River basin (basin wide goal). In the future,
Georgia EPD may modify the existing planning guidance for the Chattahoochee basin and/or identify
return targets for other basins through the Comprehensive State-wide Water Management Plan. In order
to manage consumptive use, local governments should consider the implications of local land use
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planning, specifically the role of septic systems in future growth. If a local government chooses to
develop on septic systems they might have to consider other ways to reduce water demands and increase
wastewater returns such as more intensive water supply system leak detection, conversion of LAS to
treated direct discharges, or banning outdoor irrigation.

TMDLS AND NONPOINT SOURCE POLLUTION
A total maximum daily load (TMDL) is the calculation of the maximum amount of a specific pollutant a
waterbody can receive and still meet water quality standards. The TMDLs identify potential sources of
the impairment and allocate the allowable wasteloads among the sources. The equation used to develop
a TMDL adds together the wasteload from point sources plus the nonpoint sources and factors in a
margin of safety.
Nonpoint source pollution is the major cause of water quality impairment in the Metro Water District,
and addressing these impairments will rely most heavily on the measures recommended in the Metro
Water District’s Watershed Management Plan. Many of the management measures in the Watershed
Management Plan support the protection and improvement of impaired waterbodies. Specifically, the
TMDL management measure encourages local governments to develop a sampling program for
waterbodies that do not meet State water quality standards and participate in regional development of
TMDL implementation plans. The success of the nonpoint source control strategies may influence
future wastewater treatment requirements.

Nutrient Standards for Lakes
Nutrient levels are an ongoing concern, with Lakes Lanier and Allatoona exceeding the chlorophyll a
standard on the 2008 Georgia EPD 303(d) list of impaired waters. Chlorophyll a is a green pigment
found in plants and an indicator of excessive nutrient concentrations (phosphorus and nitrogen) in lakes.
The TMDLs written for lakes in Georgia identify many different potential pollutant sources that impact
the water quality including: urban runoff, animal waste, lawn fertilizer, and sewage spills. To protect
lake water quality, Georgia EPD has established standards for phosphorus and nitrogen for the major
lakes in Georgia. In the near future Georgia EPD may be adding phosphorous limits to wastewater
discharge permits that currently do not have phosphorous limits.
Lake Lanier – The currently defined load for phosphorus into Lake Lanier from point sources is 36,900
pounds per year (lbs/yr). As the amount of reclaimed wastewater discharged to the Lake increases, the
concentration of phosphorus in the flow must be decreased to maintain this mass limit.
West Point Lake – The standard defined load for the Chattahoochee River entering West Point Lake is
1,400,000 lbs/yr of phosphorus. This load is shared by point and nonpoint sources.
Lake Allatoona – Phosphorus loads for point sources of 16,200 lbs/yr have been allocated to each of
four jurisdictions (Bartow and Cobb Counties, the City of Canton, and the Cherokee County Water and
Sewerage Authority) within the headwaters of Lake Allatoona.
Lake Jackson – The phosphorus loadings established for the major tributaries into Lake Jackson are
very restrictive. Georgia EPD has recently reduced the allowable total phosphorus effluent
concentration from discharges in the Ocmulgee Basin above Lake Jackson from 0.3 to 0.15 mg/L to
protect the health of the Lake.
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TMDLs are currently being developed by Georgia EPD for both Lake Lanier and Lake Allatoona. The
Lake Allatoona TMDL will be released in 2009 and will address the entire Lake. The Lake Lanier
TMDL is targeted for completion in 2009. The TMDL problems in Georgia are generally nonpoint
source related, however limits on allowable phosphorus loads in pounds from wastewater discharges to
both Lakes will require higher future treatment levels to allow for continued growth, as forecasted in
this Plan. If nonpoint source controls are effective at reducing nutrient loads, the current restrictions on
point sources may be modified in the future. The 2008 Watershed Management Plan in combination
with higher levels of wastewater treatment is anticipated to meet water quality standards in local
receiving streams.

UPPER CHATTAHOOCHEE TROUT FISHERY AND RECREATION USE
The secondary trout fishery supported by the unnaturally cold waters released from Buford Dam is
unique to the Chattahoochee River. The secondary trout waters designation extends from Buford Dam
to the I-285 West Bridge. Data collected by the Georgia Department of Natural Resources (Georgia
DNR) Wildlife Resources Division revealed that there have been instances of trout reproduction in the
section immediately below Buford Dam. This section of the river also includes the Chattahoochee River
National Recreation Area, which is heavily used for boating and recreation. The trout and recreation
uses of this section of the river pose special considerations for wastewater returns.

STREAM TEMPERATURES
Current regulations limit temperature increases in streams to 2°F in secondary trout waters and to 5°F in
other streams. Several streams are designated as secondary trout waters in the Metro Water District. In
addition to the Chattahoochee River downstream from Buford Dam to the I-285 West Bridge, they
include small streams in Bartow, Cherokee, and Paulding Counties.
The temperature of the water in the Upper Chattahoochee River is unusually cold, because the releases
from Buford Dam are taken from the cold water in the lower depths of Lake Lanier. Discharges from
WWTPs into this reach of the river can cause the temperature standard to be exceeded under a certain
combination of circumstances. This raises the question as to what standard will protect the trout,
especially in unnatural settings, such as the unusually cold water in the Chattahoochee River. This
question is being considered by the Georgia EPD at this time. One possible outcome is that the Georgia
EPD could develop a different temperature standard in the Chattahoochee River that will protect the
trout and be amenable to the discharges from wastewater treatment facilities. The reclassification study,
currently in progress, is not expected to be released by Georgia EPD until 2010.

PROXIMITY OF DISCHARGES TO WATER SUPPLY INTAKES
Greater quantities of flow will be discharged from wastewater treatment plants in the future to the same
streams and lakes that supply our drinking water. Greater quantities of water will also be withdrawn in
the future for drinking water, often in proximity to the discharge locations. This places greater need for
highly reliable treatment facilities, real-time flow and water quality monitoring, and communications
protocol. As indirect potable reuse becomes a more common practice to address water supply needs in
the Metro Water District, the importance of high quality effluent becomes even more critical. For this
reason, future planning may encourage indirect potable reuse within a local provider’s own service area
and upstream of the local provider’s own water supply intake.
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EFFICIENT AND EFFECTIVE INFRASTRUCTURE
The biggest pressure on infrastructure management will be from the increased volume of wastewater
associated with the growth projected for the region over the next 30 years. This growth provides an
opportunity to modify the present infrastructure to make it more efficient and reliable. As the less
urbanized counties develop their infrastructure, they can benefit from the lessons learned by the more
urbanized counties in the Metro Water District.

HIGHER LEVELS OF TREATMENT AND PLANT PERFORMANCE
The need to treat a growing volume of wastewater within the Metro Water District, placed against the
background of highly constrained water resources conditions, will require high levels of treatment and
treatment plant reliability. Advanced treatment technologies will be needed to produce reuse-quality
effluent across the Metro Water District. Treatment plants and related infrastructure will need to be
designed and operated at a high level of reliability, to assure the public that system failures are
extremely unlikely. Some of the factors driving the need for improved treatment levels in the future will
be the increase in:
•

Non-potable reuse for irrigation and the potential for casual human contact

•

Indirect potable reuse and the potential for contaminants of concern in water supplies

Technologies such as membrane filtration and advanced oxidation systems using a combination of
ultraviolet radiation and hydrogen peroxide or ozone may be evaluated to meet these higher treatment
demands. Additional and improved instrumentation and control systems at existing treatment facilities
can increase the level of process reliability and accuracy.

INCREASED BIOLOGICAL LOADING
A recent trend at a number of wastewater treatment facilities throughout the Metro Water District is the
increase in influent concentrations of biological loading (i.e. biochemical oxygen demand, volatile
suspended solids, ammonia, etc.) which has impacted treatment performance and limited treatment
capacity at some facilities. This increased biological loading is a direct result of the following:
•

Water conservation efforts and low flow fixtures required by the State Plumbing Code have
reduced water consumption, effectively increasing the concentration of the waste stream

•

Collection system improvements to reduce inflow and infiltration sources have reduced the
dilution of wastewater streams

•

Changing residential sewer use habits such as increased use of garbage disposals in newer
homes

•

Potential illicit discharges to the collection system from illegal septage disposal to system
manholes

•

Commercial/industrial discharges that exceed industrial pretreatment program requirements

•

Septage pumped from local septic systems

The original design treatment characteristics for most existing treatment facilities was based on much
lower historical values for biological loading than the recent trend. Some local wastewater providers in
the Metro Water District have already upgraded and expanded their facilities to accommodate this
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change in biological loading and many other local wastewater providers are reassessing their treatment
capacities on both a biological and flow basis to determine if and when improvements are needed.

NUMBER OF PRIVATE FACILITIES
There are 303 wastewater treatment facilities in operation today within the 15-county Metro Water
District. Of these, approximately 211 are privately owned and 92 facilities are publicly owned. Of the
211 private wastewater facilities located in the Metro Water District, 30 are owned by public school
systems, 98 are owned by industries, and the remaining 83 are owned by campgrounds, mobile home
parks and residential developments. Although the privately-owned facilities individually treat a very
small volume of wastewater, the growing number is a special concern for the Metro Water District.
Two-thirds of the publicly owned facilities treat very small volumes of wastewater at various levels of
performance and reliability. Most of these facilities treat less than 1 MGD. Although the total volume
of wastewater treated at private wastewater systems is unknown, it is estimated that private systems treat
less than 10% of the total volume of wastewater produced in the Metro Water District.

Issues that can arise with smaller private (vs. larger publicly owned) treatment facilities include:
•

Higher unit costs to upgrade treatment levels

•

Less reliable performance because operators are often less skilled and staffing is not typically
around the clock

•

Lower ability to process sudden changes in influent flow or loadings

•

Greater manpower to monitor and regulate a larger number of facilities required by the Georgia
EPD

•

Absenteeism of private owners who are difficult to locate in case of problem performance

With proper planning, regulation and observation, however, these potential drawbacks can be overcome.
It is desirable to eliminate and consolidate small facilities that are not effectively and efficiently
operated. A limited number of properly designed, staffed and operated private facilities, however,
provide an effective wastewater treatment alternative in many areas, especially as a phased approach to
establishing or expanding sewer service.
Many of the small private systems are either land application or non-potable reuse connected to golf
course irrigation. The recent release of the Georgia EPD General Land Application System (LAS)
Permit streamlines the procedures for design and permitting of smaller LAS systems. These systems, as
defined in the Comprehensive State-wide Water Management Plan, do not promote returns to local
waterbodies for the contemporary user and are therefore considered more consumptive use than
discharges.

SEPTIC SYSTEMS
The majority of the Metro Water District’s population is served by sewer but there are some areas that
are not sewered. The residents and businesses within the unsewered areas meet their wastewater
management needs by means of septic systems (also called on-site sewage management systems) or
private decentralized wastewater systems. Septic systems that are properly sited, designed, and
maintained can prove to be a long-term, cost-effective and environmentally sound method for
wastewater management. Another issue associated with septic systems is that they do not return flow
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directly to a surface water body; and therefore, are considered more consumptive than centralized
systems with surface water discharges.
Some jurisdictions in the Metro Water District installed a large number of septic systems to sustain
growth, but have discovered that these areas need to be connected to the public wastewater collection
system, because the septic systems are not functioning well as the permanent wastewater management
solution. Connecting these homes to the public wastewater collection system is proving highly
disruptive and extremely costly in these neighborhoods.
Some local governments are working together with their local County Board of Health to gather
information on the septic systems in their area. Resolving issues with septic systems entails a more
comprehensive and proactive management approach. Section 8 of this Plan contains recommendations
for managing septic systems in critical areas.

WASTEWATER COLLECTION SYSTEMS
The wastewater collection systems within the Metro Water District play a critical role in protecting
human health and the environment. Sustaining this role requires proper planning, design, construction,
operation, and maintenance. While some jurisdictions have progressive and proactive programs, some
communities still struggle with funding and staffing routine inspection and maintenance of the sewer
systems. Although sanitary sewer overflows (SSOs) occur even in very well-maintained systems, the
goal is to minimize their occurrence through proactive inspections and maintenance.
Inflow and Infiltration (I/I), or the introduction of groundwater and stormwater into the collection
system, stresses the capacity of pipes, pump stations, and treatment facilities. This I/I can reduce the
available capacity of collection and treatment facilities. I/I is typically attributed to aging or poorly
constructed collection systems. In an effort to reclaim some capacity in the collection and treatment
systems many of the Metro Water District local wastewater providers implement collection system
programs to replace and rehabilitate pipelines and manholes thereby reducing I/I in their system.
Vegetative root growth in wastewater collection systems is a common cause of I/I. Typical root growth
into collection systems is at pipe joints and connections to pipes but is also seen in manholes where
there are gaps along the risers or table. Roots are drawn to and thrive in the moist, nutrient rich
environment inside of sanitary sewers. This root growth causes blockage of the sewers and can result in
SSOs or reduced capacity. Several local wastewater providers in the Metro Water District have root
control programs using chemical/herbicide application or through sewer cleaning and root cutting.
Where root intrusion is severe or allows for significant infiltration the rehabilitation or replacement of
the sewer is common.
Fats, oils, and grease (FOG) are typical by-products of food service establishments and can cause
buildup and blockages in the wastewater collection system. FOG challenges can be addressed through
public education and enforcement activities to prevent illicit disposal into collection systems. Grease
traps at food service establishments, grocery stores, schools and other facilities limit the contribution of
FOG into the system if they are properly designed, built, and maintained with regularly scheduled pump
outs. Even with a strong education and enforcement program, the entrance of FOG into the collection
system is to be expected and should be mitigated through regular sewer inspection and cleaning.
Infill development and re-development activities in the urban areas of the Metro Water District have
strained collection system capacity as low-density land is replaced with higher density land uses.
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Additional flows from denser development combined with aging sewers susceptible to I/I can strain
system capacity in many portions of the Metro Water District. Capacity certification programs for
redevelopment or infill development projects can reduce strain on the collections system. Based on
these evaluations sewer systems can then be rehabilitated, increased in size, or install additional
collection facilities to provide for the future development needs. Often the cost of these capacity
evaluations and subsequent system improvements are fully or partially borne by the development.

RESIDUALS TREATMENT AND DISPOSAL
Transport and disposal of wastewater biosolids residuals (i.e. septic and sludge solids) is becoming more
expensive for Metro Water District wastewater providers. The number of landfills that accept biosolids
residuals is shrinking, resulting in concern that future regulatory or waste industry issues will result in
the inability to dispose of residuals. High fuel costs make it cost prohibitive for local wastewater
providers to transport biosolids residuals to other areas for disposal.
Enhanced treatment to achieve a minimum of EPA Class B biosolids is provided at the majority of
wastewater treatment facilities within the Metro Water District. Several facilities can achieve Class A
biosolids through advanced biological treatment or composting and other advanced solids treatment
process. Wastewater facilities should consider residuals treatment as a component of comprehensive
facilities planning. Disposal of biosolids residuals is expected to become a bigger issue in the future as
more stringent nutrient limits require treatment processes that generate greater quantities of waste. This
is especially true where phosphorus limits are lower than 0.5 mg/L.

COMBINED SEWER SYSTEMS
The City of Atlanta has made significant progress towards addressing the combined sewer system, with
progress still ongoing. The CSO facilities serving the eastern area of the City now receive advanced
treatment in a single advanced combined sewage treatment facility. The City has constructed a second
advanced combined sewage treatment plant that will serve the West Area combined sewers. Three
major combined sewer areas of the City are undergoing full sewer separation to eliminate the combined
sewers. Discharges to water bodies have been consolidated to two locations on larger water bodies and
full sedimentation, filtration and disinfection will be provided before discharge. These improvements
are expected to reduce total solids from these flows as much as 60 percent, with significant oxygen
demand reductions. Future requirements from EPA may lead to turbidity limits and other constraints on
combined sewage facilities, which will further control discharges from these points.

WATER REUSE NEEDS
With limited future water supplies available within the Metro Water District, maximizing the region’s
water resources is a strong focus of this Plan. While the Comprehensive State-wide Water Management
Plan encourages the return of flows to local waterways, reuse can sustain existing water supplies and is
an appropriate tool in some communities.

INDIRECT POTABLE REUSE TO MEET WATER SUPPLY NEEDS
Indirect potable reuse of highly treated wastewater is a critical component of the Metro Water District’s
water supply plans through 2035 and beyond. This is because the demand for water supply will exceed
the region’s available supplies sometime after this date. One of the few ways the Metro Water District
can sustain its supply is to recycle water through indirect potable reuse. Indirect potable reuse is the use
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of advanced treatment technologies to reclaim water and return it to a surface waterbody, such as a lake,
so that the reclaimed water is used for water supply. While the region has been using indirect potable
reuse in an incidental way for many years, communities in the Metro Water District are beginning to use
indirect potable reuse very intentionally as a supplemental water supply source. The practice of indirect
potable reuse is expected to increase as a way to enhance and extend the use of water resources in the
Metro Water District in the future.

NON-POTABLE REUSE
The practice of non-potable reuse to offset potable water demand is encouraged by the Wastewater
Management Plan. The Metro Water District’s goal of minimizing consumptive uses includes
minimizing outdoor irrigation. Regardless of the source of the water, outdoor irrigation is considered
consumptive and should be minimized. The Metro Water District discourages non-potable reuse for
outdoor irrigation unless it offsets a demand that is or would be met with potable water supply, surface
water or ground water sources.
Non-potable reuse can be costly due to the distribution systems that are required to convey the reclaimed
water to the end user. Non-potable reuse must meet existing return targets in the Chattahoochee basin
and any return targets established through the Comprehensive State-wide Water Management Plan.
The option of sending reuse water to power plant cooling towers for use in lieu of stream water was
investigated. This concept will not work at this time based on the following findings. This concept
provides no net decrease in pollutant loading or consumption. Basically, a power plant cooling tower
system provides no treatment benefit with respect to removal of pollutants, other than heat, with reuse or
source water. Because the thermodynamic heat transfer mechanism for these systems is evaporation,
any existing pollutants in cooling water are returned at a higher end-of-pipe concentration without any
reduction in pollutant mass loading or evaporative consumption.

OTHER PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS
Wastewater management is taking on a new role, as local wastewater providers across the Metro Water
District place more emphasis on stewardship of water resources. Reclaiming water and returning it to
its source basin has received heightened importance. Concerns are growing throughout the state
regarding the depletion of water resources through interbasin transfers and consumptive losses, as
highlighted in the Comprehensive State-wide Water Management Plan. The Metro Water District’s
Wastewater Management Plan provides the widest scale look that has ever been assembled of water
stewardship in the metropolitan north Georgia region.

BASIN CONSIDERATIONS
The Wastewater Management Plan is integrated with the Water Supply and Water Conservation
Management Plan and the Watershed Management Plan to balance the water protection strategies in
each of the major basins within the Metro Water District. Returning reclaimed water to its source is an
important criterion for the Wastewater Management Plan because it supports and sustains water
resources for human and ecological needs. The overall Metro Water District approach focuses on
measures that local governments can apply to achieve basin-wide protection of water resources.

WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN
Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District

MAY 2009

4-9

Section 4: WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT ISSUES
CLIMATE CHANGE IMPACTS
Significant uncertainties are associated with future climate scenarios, and require that water
management strategies in the Metro Water District be flexible and adaptive. Many programs are already
in place to address future resource and system uncertainties. Various federal agencies are currently
reviewing their programs for potential adjustments needed to respond to climate change. As more
information is developed about climate change impacts, the Metro Water District Plans will be critically
reviewed and updated to prepare for the future.
Due to the uncertainties associated with climate change the impacts and planning for such are fairly
broad and difficult to define. With conflicting climate change scenarios, the potential exists to
experience extended periods of both dry and wet weather. These periods of extreme weather conditions
can result in lower assimilative stream capacities during dry periods and problems with I/I that limit
collection and treatment facility capacities during wet weather periods. Economic and regulatory
impacts of climate change may result in the limitation of gases released from treatment facilities and
increased efficiencies of processes and equipment to reduce power consumption.
Planning for climate changes issues can be incorporated into many other efforts already underway
throughout the Metro Water District. Planning activities already being pursued that may be used to
respond to climate change impacts include:
•

Emergency response planning

•

Energy audits and conservation to reduce operating costs

•

Improvements to collection systems to reduce I/I

•

Improvements to treatment facilities to plan for future effluent quality limits

•

Indirect potable reuse to augment water supplies with high quality effluent

•

Alternative methods for reduction and disposal of residuals

ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND CONSERVATION
The impact of rising energy costs on local wastewater providers is expected to play a larger role in
future facility management. In the future, siting of new facilities, equipment upgrades, and maintenance
decisions will need to consider both the cost and environmental impact of energy uses. Consolidation of
wastewater facilities often leads to pumping of wastewater, and the additional pumping stations will
require increased energy consumption. Future decisions regarding consolidation of treatment should
also consider long-term energy demands in addition to treatment capabilities.

GREY WATER
“Grey water” is defined as the waste discharged from lavatories, bathtubs, showers, clothes washers and
laundry trays. It does not include wastewater from water closets, kitchen sinks, photo lab sinks,
dishwashers, or any other water deemed not appropriate for grey water systems. Grey water or collected
rain water may be appropriate to replace the portion of domestic water demands for industrial uses as
well as residential uses, such as toilet flushing. Georgia DHR does not recommend using grey water for
surface outdoor irrigation.
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There are facilities that provide advanced wastewater treatment in order to create a non potable closed
system for flushing of toilets or for industrial water use. It is anticipated that such devices will become
more prevalent if the proposed change in the plumbing codes goes into effect. Local governments
should consider developing a “model agreement” between the local wastewater provider and the
department which enforces the plumbing codes to ensure proper coordination when (if) changes to the
plumbing code go into effect.

CHEMICALS OF CONCERN
Chemicals of concern is a term used to describe a wide array of chemicals and microorganisms that are
suspected of posing a risk to public health through drinking water, that include pharmaceuticals and
personal care products (PPCP’s) and endocrine disrupting compounds (EDCs). Chemicals of concern
are not presently regulated, partly because of difficulty with analytical techniques, detection limit levels
and lack of baseline information on ambient concentrations.
Educating the public on proper disposal of pharmaceuticals and household chemicals will help reduce
the contribution to the sanitary sewer waste stream.
In the future, if removal/reduction of these chemicals of concern becomes regulated, then it can be
expected that the addition of more advanced treatment technologies will become more common in the
Metro Water District.

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE
The forecasted increase in population and wastewater flows during the next 30 years will require
expansion of existing treatment facilities and the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities in
developing areas. All water users expect long-term plans will equitably address service needs and
environmental protection across the Metro Water District. This Wastewater Management Plan
recommends the placement of new wastewater facilities and discharges in proximity to the growth areas
it will serve.

STATE WATER PLAN
In 2004, the Georgia General Assembly passed the Comprehensive State-wide Water Management
Planning Act to establish a set of policies to govern water management decisions. Following two years
of development and public comment, the Comprehensive State-wide Water Management Plan (State
Water Plan) was adopted by the Georgia General Assembly on January 18, 2008. The overall goal of
the plan is to manage “water resources in a sustainable manner to support the state’s economy, to protect
public health and natural systems, and to enhance the quality of life for all citizens”.
Key themes repeated throughout the State Water Plan include: management of consumptive use to
ensure present and future opportunities for use of the resource; management of point and nonpoint
sources on a watershed basis; and protection of waters that currently meet state standards and restoration
of waters that are currently impaired. Several meetings were held with Georgia EPD throughout the
planning process to provide consistency with the State Water Plan. Future action items that may affect
the Wastewater Management Plan include calculations of assimilative capacity, recommendations for
consumptive use and guidance for calculating return flows from septic systems and LAS.
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Georgia EPD will establish guidelines and criteria for local plans to be implemented by the Metro Water
District and the other planning councils statewide. As the state water planning process progresses, the
Metro Water District will evaluate and update its water resources plans and programs as needed to stay
in compliance with the State Water Plan guidelines and criteria.
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INTRODUCTION
A wide variety of alternative approaches to managing wastewater were considered in the development
of the Metro Water District Plans. Building upon the plans adopted in 2003, this update reevaluated the
existing facility plans in the context of emerging regional and state perspectives on water resources
management. This evaluation looked back at the full range of options and evaluations considered in
2003, and looked forward to other possible scenarios and practices. As most of the major wastewater
management infrastructure is already in place within the Metro Water District, future alternatives rely
upon continued investment in expanding and upgrading existing facilities to meet increasingly stringent
water quality treatment requirements. For growing and newly developing areas of the Metro Water
District, the alternatives include new facilities and management approaches that emphasize maximizing
returns to surface waters where possible, and minimizing interbasin transfers.

EXISTING EVALUATION CRITERIA
The evaluation criteria used for developing the 2003 Long-term Wastewater Management Plan included
maximizing the use of existing facilities, centralizing and consolidating existing facilities, and
minimizing consumptive losses. While most of these alternatives are still appropriate, there are a few
adjustments that are outlined below to address existing conditions in the Metro Water District.
•

Maximizing the use of existing facilities. Wastewater treatment facilities are a major
investment for local wastewater providers, therefore maximizing their use is cost-effective.

•

Consolidation of existing facilities. While facility consolidation is appropriate for some
communities in the Metro Water District, there are distinct advantages to smaller, localized
wastewater treatment facilities in other communities. With rising energy costs, placing
wastewater treatment facilities closer to the population they serve will decrease pumping
requirements. These smaller facilities may also be more appropriate for smaller receiving
streams or streams with limited assimilative capacity. Additionally, better treatment
technologies are now available for both new smaller treatment facilities as well as retrofitting
existing smaller treatment facilities.

•

Minimizing consumptive losses. While septic systems and LAS contribute to consumptive
losses, these treatment methods are no longer considered 100% consumptive. A portion of
wastewater treated through septic systems and LAS is returned, however the volume available
for contemporary uses and users is reduced. While septic systems and LAS are a viable
treatment option for portions of the Metro Water District, they must be carefully planned,
installed, and maintained to protect water quality. Long-term wastewater treatment methods
must balance each community’s need for wastewater returns to local waterways. The Metro
Water District was given planning guidance from Georgia EPD to return 58% of the water
withdrawn in the Chattahoochee basin (basin wide goal). Section 6 shows how this Plan meets
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the 58% target. Other basins may receive planning guidance as part of the Comprehensive
State-wide Water Management Plan.

ADDITIONAL EVALUATION CRITERIA
Maximizing the use of existing facilities and minimizing consumptive losses are still important criteria
and are accompanied by several additional criteria. These evaluation criteria identify emerging issues or
challenges from the first 5 years of Plan implementation.
•

Continue to protect water quality. Protecting surface water quality is especially important in
the Metro Water District because many of the streams in the region are headwaters for other
communities. Surface water in the Metro Water District is heavily used for drinking water
supply and recreation, thus their quality must be safeguarded. Management measures identified
in the Metro Water District’s Watershed Management Plan, action items to improve the
management of septic systems, and a high level of treatment at wastewater facilities are
designed to work collaboratively to protect water quality.

•

Maximize reuse opportunities. With limited drinking water supplies in the Metro Water
District, highly treated effluent is viewed as an amenity to replenish drinking water supplies.
Reuse is becoming more common in the Metro Water District, either as indirect potable reuse or
non-potable reuse. Greywater, another form of reuse, is currently being evaluated by the State
and in the future may provide additional reuse opportunities. Georgia EPD provided the Metro
Water District with a planning goal to reuse 10% of the water withdrawn for potable or nonpotable purposes. This Wastewater Management Plan exceeds this goal, as shown in Section 6,
using a District-wide approach. There is a strong focus on indirect potable reuse, as it also
supports the region’s water supply and includes returns to Lake Lanier and Lake Allatoona.
With this goal in mind, maximizing return flows to local water supplies is encouraged where it is
safe and practical.

•

Advanced treatment technologies. As the use of indirect potable reuse to augment water
supplies increases, it will likely be accompanied by upgrades to treatment technologies at local
wastewater facilities. Membranes and other advanced treatment technologies provide additional
barriers against chemicals of concern entering receiving waterbodies.

•

Limited Assimilative Capacity. There are several receiving streams and waterbodies that do
not meet State water quality standards and have a total maximum daily load (TMDL) for one or
more parameters. To increase the volume of wastewater treated, local wastewater providers may
need to upgrade their facilities to provide additional removal of nutrients or other critical
parameters. In some instances, local wastewater providers may need to perform watershed
improvements to free assimilative capacity or may not be allowed to discharge. Local
wastewater providers, in some communities, have turned to LAS or other wastewater treatment
methods when a discharge permit was not available. Water quality concerns should be carefully
considered when siting and designing new facilities.

•

Decentralized systems. As the number of decentralized systems in the Metro Water District
rises, there is greater concern regarding the long-term maintenance and viability of these
systems. For some communities, decentralized systems will economically provide public
wastewater treatment outside of existing sewer service areas. As many decentralized systems
use LAS treatment, their use must be balanced with other consumptive uses and water quality
concerns within the community.
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•

Wastewater influent variability. Dramatic changes in influent can cause challenges at
wastewater treatment facilities, especially smaller facilities. Strong pre-treatment programs and
FOG (fats, oils, and grease) programs can help reduce the variability. Sewer use surcharge fees
for unusual wastewater influent are also recommended. Proper planning for septic system usage
and septage disposal is also critical for addressing wastewater influent variability and protecting
the wastewater treatment facility.

•

Maximize energy efficiency. A growing interest in energy efficiency has revised previous
thinking regarding consolidation of smaller treatment facilities into larger facilities. Although
treatment costs may be lower at larger wastewater treatment facilities, the long-term operation
and energy costs may be lowest at regionally located facilities. The pumping of wastewater
from one side of a community to another should be minimized, unless it avoids an interbasin
transfer.

•

Minimize interbasin transfers. The Metro Water District has always supported the
minimization of interbasin transfers. Currently, interbasin transfers are a key element in
supplying water throughout the Metro Water District. The Comprehensive State-wide Water
Management Plan will perform more detailed analysis on the impacts to specific donor and
receiving basins.

•

Return flow to the Chattahoochee River. The Chattahoochee basin extends far downstream
from the Metro Water District. Downstream communities want to benefit from this resource,
just as the Metro Water District benefits. It is crucial to return reclaimed water to the river so
that it can be used as the water supply.

•

Enhance reliability of wastewater treatment plants and pumping stations. Many
wastewater treatment plants and pumping stations in the Metro Water District are located
adjacent to waterbodies, therefore consistent and uninterrupted performance is essential.
Appropriate measures should be taken to ensure sufficient reliability and redundancy to protect
local waterbodies.
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One aspect of the Wastewater Management Plan is a vision of wastewater treatment infrastructure that
will be in place in 2035. The infrastructure plan presents a long-term overview of where treatment
facilities will be located and an estimate of their capacity. Because the treatment facilities are owned
and operated by local wastewater providers, they will refine this Plan as time unfolds, optimizing it, and
adding innovation. A list of action items needed to implement the infrastructure plan is included in this
Section and is consistent with Appendix B, County-level Summaries.

INFRASTRUCTURE PLAN
The Plan envisions that over the next 30 years the infrastructure for wastewater collection and treatment
will change the most in the outlying counties of the Metro Water District. Within the urbanized
counties, infrastructure efforts will primarily focus on collections system maintenance and
rehabilitation.
The changes in facilities over the planning horizon have been subdivided into new, existing and
expanded, existing and not expanded, and decommissioned. Figure 6-1 shows the percentages for each
category. It is important to note that these percentages are by facility and not by treatment capacity.
Specific projects are listed by county in Appendix B of this report.
Expansion of existing facilities will be the primary source of additional treatment capacity in the Metro
Water District. Expansion is considered a cost-effective approach but may prove problematic in
watersheds with assimilative capacity
limitations. The facilities scheduled to be
FIGURE 6-1
decommissioned are mostly smaller with
2035 Wastewater Infrastructure
less efficient treatment technologies or
decentralized systems that were deeded to
New
the local wastewater provider. The new
(19)
facilities are primarily located in the
growing counties on the perimeter of the
Metro Water District. The number of
proposed wastewater treatment facilities is
shown in Figure 6-1.
The wastewater treatment facilities shown in
Table 6-1 are a summary of the facilities
outlined in Appendix B of this Plan. The
future facilities were determined based on
the wastewater flow forecasts outlined in
Section 3 and the planning considerations
outlined in Section 5 of this Plan.
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TABLE 6-1
Wastewater Treatment Plants Planned to be in Operation in 2035
Location
by County

Bartow

Wastewater Treatment Plant
Adairsville North WPCP
Adairsville South WPCP
Cartersville WPCP
Bartow Southeast WPCP
Emerson Pond WPCP
West Bartow WPCP (Note 1)

County Total
Canton WPCP (Note 2)
CCWSA Fitzgerald Creek WPCP (Note
2)
CCWSA Rose Creek WPCP (Note 2)
Cherokee
Woodstock WPCP (Note 2)
CCWSA Northeast WPCP (Notes 1,2)
Cherokee Northwest WPCP
(CCWSA/Canton) (Notes 1,2)
County Total

Planned
Permitting
Capacity
(MMF-MGD)
4
1
24
8.1
1.5
4

Receiving Water Body

Basin

Oothkalooga Creek
Oothkalooga Creek
Etowah River
Etowah River
Pumpkinvine Creek Tributary
Etowah River

Coosa
Coosa
Coosa
Coosa
Coosa
Coosa

42.6
8

Etowah River

Coosa

11.75
15
2.5
8

Little River
Lake Allatoona
Rubes Creek
Etowah River

Coosa
Coosa
Coosa
Coosa

Etowah River

Coosa

8
53.25

Clayton WB Casey WRF
Clayton Northeast WRF

30
10

Clayton Shoal Creek LAS/WRF

4.4

Huie LAS/Wetlands to Blalock
Reservoir
Panther Creek
LAS/Wetlands to Shoal Creek
Reservoir

County Total
Cobb Noonday Creek WRF (Note 2)
Cobb Northwest Cobb WRF (Note 2)
Cobb
Cobb RL Sutton WRF
Cobb South Cobb WRF

44.4
20
12
60
50

Noonday Creek
Lake Allatoona
Chattahoochee River
Chattahoochee River

Coosa
Coosa
Chattahoochee
Chattahoochee

County Total
Newnan Wahoo Creek WPCP
Newnan Mineral Springs WPCP
Coweta Sargent WPCP
Coweta Arnco WPCP
Coweta Shenandoah WPCP
Grantville Colley Street LAS (Note 1)

142
6
4
1
1
2

Wahoo Creek/LAS
Mineral Springs Branch/LAS
Wahoo Creek
Wahoo Creek
White Oak Creek
LAS
Yellow Jacket & New Mountain
Creeks
New River

Chattahoochee
Chattahoochee
Chattahoochee
Chattahoochee
Flint
Flint

Clayton

Grantville Ponds
Grantville New River WPCP (Note 1)
Coweta
Grantville Yellow Jacket Creek WPCP
(Note 1)
Senoia LAS
Sharpsburg WPCP (Note 1)
Senoia Southeast WPCP (Note 1)
Newnan Utilities Decentralized Systems
(Note 1)
Coweta private systems (Note 1)
Coweta Bridgeport WPCP
County Total

WA STEWATER MANAGEMEN T PLAN
Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District

0.78
1

Yellow Jacket Creek
LAS

7.5

Line Creek

7.75
2.5
1.2
34.73

White Oak Creek Tributary

Ocmulgee
Ocmulgee
Flint

Chattahoochee
Chattahoochee
Chattahoochee
Flint
Flint
Flint

Flint
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Location
by County

Wastewater Treatment Plant

Planned
Permitting
Capacity
(MMF-MGD)

Receiving Water Body

Basin

DeKalb Polebridge WPCP

39

South River

Ocmulgee

DeKalb Snapfinger WPCP

54

South River

Ocmulgee

County Total
DDCWSA South Central WPCP (Note
1)

93

DeKalb

DDCWSA South Central UWRF
Douglas DDCWSA Northside WPCP
DDCWSA Sweetwater Creek WPCP

Chattahoochee

0.5

Chattahoochee River/LAS

Chattahoochee

Gothards Creek

Chattahoochee

Chattahoochee River

Chattahoochee

Villa Rica North WPCP

Towne Branch

Chattahoochee

Villa Rica West WPCP

6.5

Little Tallapoosa Creek

2

Tallapoosa

27.84

Fayetteville Whitewater Creek WPCP

Whitewater Creek

Flint

Peachtree City Rockaway WPCP

Line Creek Tributary

Flint

Line Creek

Flint

Big Creek

Chattahoochee

LAS

Chattahoochee
Chattahoochee

Peachtree City Line Creek WPCP
County Total
Cumming Bethelview Road WPCP
Forsyth Windemere Urban Reuse LAS
(Note 2)
Forsyth

Chattahoochee River

6
0.84

County Total
Fayette

12

22
22
8
0.55

Forsyth Shakerag/Fowler WRF
Forsyth Manor Water Reuse Facility
(Note 2)

24

Chattahoochee River

0.5

LAS

Forsyth Dick Creek WRF

0.76

Dick Creek

Coosa
Chattahoochee

Cumming Lake Lanier WRF (Notes 1,2)

15

Lake Lanier

Chattahoochee

Forsyth Lake Lanier WRF (Notes 1,2)

10

Lake Lanier

Chattahoochee

County Total
Fulton Johns Creek WRF
Fulton Big Creek WRF
Fairburn LAS
Fulton Cauley Creek Reuse (Note 2)
Fulton Tech. Park/Johns Creek WRF
Fulton Little River WRF
Fulton Fulton Settingdown Cr Golf Course
Reuse (Note 2)
Fulton Camp Creek WRF
Atlanta RM Clayton WRC
Atlanta Utoy Creek WRC
Atlanta South River WRC
Union City WWTP (Note 1)

58.81
20
38
1
5
0.2
2.6

Chattahoochee River
Chattahoochee River
LAS
Cauley Creek
Chattahoochee River
Little River

Chattahoochee
Chattahoochee
Flint
Chattahoochee
Chattahoochee
Coosa

0.2
24
122
44
54
2.5

Reuse
Chattahoochee River
Chattahoochee River
Chattahoochee River
Chattahoochee River
Deep Creek

Coosa
Chattahoochee
Chattahoochee
Chattahoochee
Chattahoochee
Chattahoochee

County Total

313.5

Gwinnett F. Wayne Hill WRC (Note 2)
Gwinnett Gwinnett Crooked Creek WRC

Lake Lanier

Chattahoochee

85

Chattahoochee River

Chattahoochee
Chattahoochee

25

Chattahoochee River

Gwinnett Yellow River WRF

22

Yellow River

Buford Southside WPCP

4.5

Little Suwannee Creek

County Total
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Location
by County

Wastewater Treatment Plant
Gainesville Flat Creek WRF (Note 2)
Gainesville Linwood WRF (Note 2)
Flowery Branch WPCP (Note 2)

Hall

Spout Springs facility (Note 2)
Hall County (Notes 1, 2)
Lula WPCP (Note 1)

Planned
Permitting
Capacity
(MMF-MGD)
18
14
9
7
4
6
1.8

Receiving Water Body
Flat Creek
Lake Lanier
Lake Lanier
Lake Lanier
LAS
TBD
Lula Branch tributary

County Total
Henry Bear Creek WRF/LAS
Henry Indian Creek LAS
Henry Walnut Creek WRF (Note 1)
Hampton WPCP
Henry
Locust Grove Indian Creek WPCP
McDonough Walnut Creek WPCP
Stockbridge WPCP
Henry Leguin Mill WPCP (Note 1)

59.8
1.25
7
27
1.75
3
4
2.25
9.6

County Total
Paulding Pumpkinvine Creek WRF
Paulding Coppermine WRF
Paulding
Paulding Upper Sweetwater WRF
Paulding West/Airport WRF (Note 1)

55.85
30
6.5
2.5
1.5

Pumpkinvine Creek
LAS
Sweetwater Creek
Pumpkinvine Creek

County Total
Rockdale Quigg Branch WRF
Rockdale
Rockdale South River WRF (Note 1)

40.5
9
5

Yellow River
South River

County Total

14

District Total

1,139

Bear Creek/LAS
LAS
Walnut Creek
Bear Creek
Indian Creek
Walnut Creek Tributary
Brush Creek

Basin
Chattahoochee
Chattahoochee
Chattahoochee
Chattahoochee
Chattahoochee
Chattahoochee
Chattahoochee
Flint
Ocmulgee
Ocmulgee
Flint
Ocmulgee
Ocmulgee
Ocmulgee
Ocmulgee
Coosa
Chattahoochee
Chattahoochee
Coosa
Ocmulgee
Ocmulgee

Notes:
1. New or planned facilities
2. Facility is considered a reuse facility, which includes non-potable reuse, planned indirect potable reuse, or incidental indirect potable
reuse.

WASTEWATER TREATMENT
Figure 6-2 shows the breakout for different
discharge locations for publicly-owned
wastewater facilities in 2035 as a percentage
of total treatment volume. Surface water
discharges are preferable in the Metro Water
District as they provide high quality effluent
to local waterbodies so that it is available for
downstream uses and users. As shown in
Figure 6-2, surface water discharges are the
primary discharge location for 2035. Indirect
potable reuse (planned and incidental) is a
form of surface water discharge that is
growing in popularity as a method of
providing reliable drinking water supplies.
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2035 Wastewater Discharge Locations
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Section 6: PLANNED WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITIES
Land application systems (LAS) use treated wastewater to irrigate grassed or forested areas. Additional
treatment benefits are provided through nutrient uptake by vegetation, however, water is not efficiently
returned to local waterbodies for contemporary uses and users.
The reuse percentage includes both non-potable reuse and indirect potable reuse planned by 2035. Nonpotable reuse systems treat wastewater and then reuse this water to replace a potable demand.
Typically, non-potable reuse water is used for irrigation or industrial water uses. Indirect potable reuse
(planned and incidental) return flows upstream of drinking water supplies. While 26% of the
wastewater treated, or 208 AAD-MGD, will be reuse water (planned or incidental), reuse water
represents 21% of the forecasted total water withdrawn of 1,011 AAD-MGD in the 2035 timeframe.
Georgia EPD provided the Metro Water District with planning guidance to reuse 10% of the water
withdrawn for either potable or non-potable purposes. The Metro Water District plan meets this
District-wide planning guidance. Based on projected demands, projected flows and planned wastewater
treatment facility capacities, the Metro Water District anticipates exceeding the 10% reuse goal.
Facilities that will reuse water to account for this percentage include:
•

Canton WPCP

•

Cherokee County Water and Sewer Authority Rose Creek Reuse Facility

•

Cherokee County Water and Sewer Authority Fitzgerald WPCP

•

Cherokee County Water and Sewer Authority Northeast WPCP

•

Cherokee County Water and Sewer Authority Northwest WPCP

•

Clayton County Water Authority W.B. Casey WRF

•

Clayton County Water Authority Shoal Creek WRF

•

Cobb Noonday Creek WRF

•

Cobb Northwest Cobb WRF

•

Cumming Lake Lanier WRF

•

Flowery Branch WRC

•

Forsyth Lake Lanier WRF

•

Forsyth Shakerag/Fowler WRF

•

Forsyth Windemere Urban Reuse LAS

•

Forsyth Manor Water Reuse Facility

•

Fulton Cauley Creek Reuse

•

Fulton Settingdown Creek Golf Course Reuse

•

Fulton Technology Park/Johns Creek WRF

•

Gainesville Flat Creek WRF

•

Gainesville Linwood WRF

•

Gwinnett F. Wayne Hill WRC

WA STEWATER MANAGEMEN T PLAN
Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District

MAY 2009

6-5

Section 6: PLANNED WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITIES
•

Hall County WRF

•

Spout Springs Facility

•

Woodstock WPCP

The Water Supply and Water Conservation Management Plan considers the return of flows to existing
sources outlined in this Wastewater Management Plan as a critical component of meeting future water
supply demands as well as the needs of downstream communities.
Planning guidance provided by Georgia EPD included a District-wide target of 58% returns to the
Chattahoochee River. The Chattahoochee basin extends downstream of the Metro Water District and
returning flows to the basin will provide them the benefit of this resource. Analysis of return flows were
computed for year 2035 by normalizing water and wastewater treatment facility capacities to an average
day basis and then comparing water withdrawn in each basin to that discharged. Note that the sum of
the water withdrawn is 1,011 AAD-MGD, or the total forecasted water demand in 2035. The sum of the
discharges is the forecasted annual average 2035 flow projection, 794 AAD-MGD. Figure 6-3 shows
that the Metro Water District will meet the return target for the Chattahoochee basin in 2035. It is
important to note that this guidance is for the Chattahoochee basin within the Metro Water District and
not a target for each individual local water and wastewater provider.

FIGURE 6-3
Withdrawals and Discharges for 2035
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WASTEWATER TREATMENT STANDARDS
The Wastewater Management Plan proposes that watershed-based standards be used for discharges from
WWTPs. Protective standards would be determined by the Georgia EPD for each river, as is the current
policy. WWTPs on heavily used rivers, such as the Chattahoochee River, would be faced with more
restrictive discharge standards than WWTPs on rivers that receive less discharge. This approach is
considered reasonable, because it protects water quality without requiring a higher level of treatment
than is necessary.
Higher levels of treatment at the WWTPs will undoubtedly be required during the next 30 years. Some
of the reasons include:
•

TMDLs – As the causes of impairments to surface water uses are resolved, more restrictive
discharge limits may be imposed on some WWTPs. These will be specific to the cause of the
impairment, such as excessive nutrients or inadequate dissolved oxygen. Most of the TMDL
challenges in the Metro Water District are related to nonpoint source pollution that will be
mitigated by the management measures in the Watershed Management Plan.

•

In-stream nutrient standards – The Georgia EPD is developing standards, as required by EPA,
to establish allowable concentrations of nutrients, nitrogen and phosphorus, in streams. When
these standards are determined, nutrients in the flow discharged by WWTPs may need to be
reduced below today’s values. Both Lakes Lanier and Allatoona have limits on the discharge of
phosphorus from WWTPs; therefore, higher levels of treatment are anticipated in the future to
support planned facilities.

•

Indirect potable reuse standards – During the latter half of the planning period, indirect
potable reuse will be relied upon to a greater degree. It is anticipated that it will eventually
become appropriate for the Georgia EPD to develop standards for this practice. One part of
these standards will define treatment levels for producing reclaimed water.

•

Managing increasing volumes of wastewater – Growth in the Metro Water District will lead
to increasing volumes of wastewater for treatment and discharge. As the volume of discharges
increases, the level of treatment must increase correspondingly, to provide the same level of
protection for surface water quality.

Recognizing that treatment standards will become increasingly more stringent, it was determined that
treatment technologies available today (those that achieve the Metro Chattahoochee WWTP Limits)
have the capability to likely keep WWTP discharge loads at or below today's levels, for all but a few
watersheds. In these watersheds, additional nonpoint source protection from the Watershed
Management Plan optional local management measures or removal of other point source loads may be
required to meet water quality standards. While this Plan was designed to protect water quality,
determining specific treatment limits that will protect water quality for each discharge is a responsibility
of Georgia EPD.
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ACTION ITEM 6.1 – CONSTRUCT 19 NEW WASTEWATER
TREATMENT PLANTS
Ten new wastewater treatment plants will be needed prior to the next Plan update in Cherokee, Coweta,
Fulton, Hall and Henry Counties. The local wastewater providers need to undertake pre-planning and
land acquisition on an expedited basis if these activities have not already been completed. Planning for
an additional nine new wastewater plants needs to be undertaken in Bartow, Coweta, Forsyth, Fulton,
Hall, Paulding and Rockdale Counties to meet needs after 2010. Planned new wastewater treatment
plants are listed in Table 6-2.

TABLE 6-2
New Wastewater Treatment Plants Constructed by 2035
Utility

Facility Name (Note 1)

Bartow County

West Bartow WPCP

2035 Capacity
4

Cherokee Co WSA

CCWSA Northeast WPCP *

8

CCWSA/Canton

Cherokee Northwest WPCP *

8

Newnan

Newnan Utilities Decentralized Systems *

7.75

Sharpsburg

Sharpsburg WPCP

7.5

Senoia

Senoia Southeast WPCP

Grantville

Grantville Yellow Jacket Creek WPCP *

Grantville

Grantville New River WPCP *

Coweta County

Coweta private systems (deeded to WSA) *

2.50

Coweta County

Coweta Bridgeport WPCP *

1.2

Cumming

Cumming Lake Lanier WRF

15

Forsyth

Forsyth Lake Lanier WRF

10

Union City

Union City WWTP *

2.5

Fairburn

Fairburn LAS

1

Hall County

Hall County WWTF

6

Lula

Lula WPCP *

1.8

Henry Co.

Henry Leguin Mill WPCP

9.6

Paulding Co.

Paulding West/Airport WRF

1.5

Rockdale

Rockdale New South River WRF

0.78

5

Notes:
* facilities planned for service prior to the next plan update
1. New facilities slated to be constructed and decommissioned by 2035 are not included.
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ACTION ITEM 6.2 – EXPAND 48 EXISTING WASTEWATER
TREATMENT PLANTS TO MEET CAPACITY NEEDS
Forty-eight existing wastewater treatment facilities will require capacity expansions before 2035. Some
of these projects are already underway by the local wastewater providers, and these efforts need to
continue. Programmed capital improvements are presented in Appendix B. Appendix B will be
supported by additional level of detail in local wastewater master plans. Treatment processes will be
upgraded with the expansions, as required by regulations to protect surface water quality. The noncapital tasks associated with this action include financing, inter-jurisdictional agreements (where
necessary), and state permitting.

ACTION ITEM 6.3 – UPGRADE WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANTS
TO PROTECT WATER QUALITY
Over the next 30 years, most wastewater treatment plants in the Metro Water District will need to
upgrade levels of treatment. Reasons for upgrading facilities include:
•

Maintaining wasteloads while handling more wastewater flow

•

Meeting potential new treatment standards for indirect potable reuse

•

Increasing the removal of compounds to allow facility expansions while meeting forthcoming
wasteload allocations from Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) assessments

•

Increasing the removal of nutrients to comply with forthcoming regulations on nutrients in
surface streams

As the need for wastewater treatment upgrades will be based on the individual treatment plants, upgrade
projects cannot be assigned a specific schedule in this Wastewater Management Plan, but will be
outlined in the local wastewater master plan (Action Item 9.1).
The water resources in the Metro Water District vary widely in quantity and quality; therefore, using a
single set of treatment limits for all plants is not recommended. Treatment limits will be developed
individually for each watershed based on assimilative capacity, to protect the local water resources.

ACTION ITEM 6.4 – RETIRE 24 EXISTING WASTEWATER
TREATMENT FACILITIES
As treatment requirements become more stringent, several of the smaller facilities will be
decommissioned with flows being sent to new or existing facilities. Several of the facilities that will be
decommissioned in the 2035 planning horizon are decentralized systems that were deeded to the local
wastewater provider and cannot be cost effectively upgraded or expanded. This includes one new
facility that is planned to be decommissioned in the 2035 timeframe.
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ACTION ITEM 6.5 – ENHANCE RELIABILITY OF WASTEWATER
TREATMENT PLANTS AND PUMPING STATIONS
Reliable wastewater treatment and pumping systems are important in the Metro Water District for a
number of reasons. First, many areas of the Metro Water District are in the headwaters of basins, where
there is limited assimilative capacity and where system failures could affect many downstream users.
Second, some wastewater systems in the Metro Water District are located upstream from drinking water
intakes, where failures must be avoided. Third, more return flows are expected in the future to support
the water resources needs of the Metro Water District and downstream, for indirect potable reuse.
The reliability of wastewater treatment plants and pumping stations will be addressed in local
wastewater master plans to maintain compliance with regulatory requirements. Treatment and pumping
facilities should have a firm capacity such that the expected peak flow can be treated or pumped to its
desired destination. Firm pumping capacity is defined as total maximum treatment or pumping capacity
with the largest equipment or process unit out of service. Additionally, a dedicated emergency or
secondary power supply should be provided that is suitable for meeting total maximum treatment or
pumping capacity needs with the primary power supply out of service. For those facilities upstream
from drinking water intakes or recreational waters, even more demanding requirements are anticipated.
These reliability measures for facilities upstream of drinking water intakes could include mechanical
redundancy, multiple-barrier treatment processes, and off-line storage.

ACTION ITEM 6.6 – RECLAIM WATER FOR LAKE LANIER AND LAKE
ALLATOONA
Water withdrawals from Lake Lanier and Lake Allatoona account for 34% of the total water supply for
the Metro Water District in 2035. Given the significance of these water resources, it is in the best
interest of the Metro Water District to sustain these Lakes with the return of reclaimed water. The
returns to Lakes Lanier and Allatoona must balance water quality issues and protect all of the uses of
these waterbodies. The majority of the planned reuse in the Metro Water District is planned indirect
potable reuse to Lakes Lanier and Allatoona.
The cities and counties that withdraw water from Lake Lanier or Allatoona for drinking water supply
should, where practicable, return reclaimed water to these Lakes, ensuring the long-term sustainability
of the resource.
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INTRODUCTION
There are approximately 16,000 miles of sewers and more than 450,000 manholes within the Metro
Water District. Sewers and manholes within the Metro Water District range in age from new to over
100 years old. As the system continues to age, proper inspections and maintenance are critical.
Inspections and maintenance not only maintain a high level of customer service, but also protect water
quality. Identifying and correcting collection system deficiencies in conjunction with overflow spill
response programs may help local water bodies meet State water quality standards.
NPDES and LAS permits require permittees to properly manage, operate, and maintain at all times all
parts of the collection system they control. Some collection system operators within the Metro Water
District have found inspection and maintenance programs to be very helpful in meeting their permit
obligations, reducing or preventing SSOs, maintaining superior system performance, extending the
longevity of sewer system components, maintaining relatively high customer satisfaction, protecting
wastewater treatment plants, and protecting human health and the environment.
All local wastewater providers within the Metro Water District must establish or maintain a wastewater
collection system inspection and maintenance program. These programs should consist of the minimum
elements identified in this Section as well as any additional requirements identified in a local NPDES
and LAS wastewater permit.
The programs outlined in this Section are related to the elements of a Capacity Management Operations
and Maintenance (CMOM) program. Communities that have an approved CMOM program with
Georgia EPD can demonstrate compliance with Section 7 of this Plan through certification of their
CMOM program based on the most recent CMOM audit.
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Section 7: COLLECTION SYSTEM INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE

ACTION ITEM 7.1 – SEWER SYSTEM INVENTORY AND MAPPING
ACTION ITEM
Maintain a sewer system map based on a survey and
inventory of the sewer system.

OBJECTIVE
The survey and inventory data determine attribute locations
of the sewer system components to develop a map of the
system. Wastewater system maps provide operators and
maintenance personnel a better understanding of their system.

DESCRIPTION OF MEASURE

Responsible Party
Local Government
; Local Wastewater Provider
Other: _________________
In Coordination With
; Site Plan Review Staff
Community Development/ Zoning
Local Stormwater Program
; Local Water Providers
County Board of Health
; Other: Local GIS Department

A comprehensive sewer system map is critical for developing
a strong inspections and maintenance program. At a
minimum, the sewer system map will include survey and inventory of the sewer system and horizontal
and vertical locations of critical sewer system components. Without proper mapping of a sewer system,
it is difficult to determine which parts of a sewer system need inspection, or to track ongoing, mostly
unscheduled, maintenance work. Without proper documentation and tracking of inspection and
maintenance work, it is difficult and time consuming to determine the amount of resources that should
be allocated to sewer system inspection and maintenance on an annual basis.
The sewer system inventory and mapping is often the basis for a broader asset management program.
Information collected as a part of sewer system mapping will vary based on the local wastewater system
and may include:
•

Pipe information: size; material; age; condition; direction of flow; and slope

•

Manhole information: location; diameter; depth; material; age; condition; entering and exit line
sizes; direction and elevation

•

Pump station information: location; capacity; number of pumps; condition; method of alarm
indication and method of back-up power

At a minimum, local wastewater providers must compile system information on a paper map. Most
wastewater providers, especially communities with a significant level of new development, will elect for
a GIS-based collection system map. While a GIS based map is not required, the Metro Water District
recommends this approach for inventorying wastewater collection systems. Collection system maps
should be kept current and any system changes should be made to the system map in a timely manner.
Owners of sewer systems can either commit sufficient funding to complete the survey, inventory, and
mapping of their system during one budget period, or commit to funding the program over a period of
time. Although most local wastewater providers have completed initial mapping of the wastewater
system, map maintenance will be an ongoing activity. Once the initial survey, inventory, and mapping
are complete, data on new sewers and associated appurtenances can then be added on an ongoing basis.
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SPECIFIC SUB-TASKS
Sub-Task

Description

Determine sewer system mapping
strategy

Outline a plan, schedule, and budget for sewer system mapping.

Collect field data for sewer system
database development

Complete sewer system inventory and mapping for critical
sanitary sewer components.

Create a sewer system map

Create a sewer system map based on the database. This map
may be a paper map or created using GIS from the sewer
system database.

Update sewer system maps

Update sewer system maps periodically to include sewer system
extensions and rehabilitation projects.

DATA COLLECTION (OPTIONAL)
Many local wastewater providers are purchasing electronic handheld devices for field personnel that
allow for automatic updates to the wastewater system map. Using this technology, data collected in the
field can be uploaded into the electronic map and made available to the entire staff. The handheld
devices reduce the need for cumbersome printing of map books and the liability of having old,
inaccurate maps in the field. While not required by this Wastewater Management Plan, these automatic
data collection tools may be helpful for larger utilities as a tool for more efficient map maintenance.
This procedure would allow operators and maintenance personnel to better understand their system, and
would allow relatively easy retrieval of locational and attribute data when needed for operational,
maintenance, and management purposes.
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ACTION ITEM 7.2 – SEWER SYSTEM ASSET MANAGEMENT
ACTION ITEM

Responsible Party

Maintain a computerized maintenance management system
or asset management program that ensures proper
management of the sanitary sewer system data.

OBJECTIVE

Local Government
; Local Wastewater Provider
Other: _________________
In Coordination With

The objective of establishing a sewer system asset
management program is to facilitate effective operation and
maintenance of the system to ensure its proper functioning
and to minimize the occurrence of overflows that threaten
public health and water quality.

DESCRIPTION OF MEASURE

Site Plan Review Staff
Community Development/ Zoning
Local Stormwater Program
; Local Water Providers
County Board of Health
; Other: neighboring wastewater
providers, as necessary

Collection system assets require routine care to ensure they
function properly. A proper asset management program
will build on the wastewater system inventory (Action Item 7.1) and identify the necessary maintenance
actions recommended for the assets within the system. The asset management program may prioritize
maintenance needs based on criticality of system components.
An asset management program, which may include a computerized maintenance management system
(CMMS), will be developed to improve sewer system management, operation, inspection and
maintenance. A CMMS is a tool for maintaining sewer system data; inventory and tracking equipment,
available maintenance and repair materials, and material procurement information; tracking and
documenting activities; tracking the value of sewer system assets; facilitating adequate overflow
emergency response activities; and facilitating the development and implementation of a capacity
certification program. An asset management system can be sophisticated, as in the case of a GIS-based
program, or it can be of a more simple form, such as a spreadsheet. If a GIS-based program is chosen,
system data may be used to map an entire sewer system; or portions thereof as needed for inspection and
maintenance purposes. Moreover, the GIS-based program can be used to overlay sewer systems on land
use categories or impaired stream segments for determining areas in need of inspection and
maintenance.
Whenever possible, asset management programs for various jurisdictions within the Metro Water
District should be designed in a manner that promotes coordination, communication, and data sharing
among various sewer systems and local stormwater systems.

SPECIFIC SUB-TASKS
Sub-Task

Description

Select a CMMS or asset management
approach

Determine whether a CMMS or asset management will be used
and purchase any necessary software.

Implement a CMMS or asset
management system

Maintain information on inspections, maintenance, and
rehabilitation in the CMMS or asset management program.
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ACTION ITEM 7.3 – SEWER SYSTEM INSPECTION PROGRAM
ACTION ITEM
Maintain a sanitary sewer system inspection program that
determines the condition of the sanitary sewer system and
identifies any needed maintenance and rehabilitation
activities.

OBJECTIVE
Sanitary sewer inspections are critical in identifying existing
problems as well as identifying future collection system
operational challenges. Sanitary sewer system inspections
can be used to:

Responsible Party
Local Government
; Local Wastewater Provider
Other: _________________
In Coordination With
Site Plan Review Staff
Community Development/ Zoning
; Local Stormwater Program
Local Water Provider
County Board of Health
Other: _________________

•

Evaluate the prevailing conditions of various sewer
system components

•

Identify the types and locations of sewer system defects that allow the entry of extraneous flow
(I/I)

•

Estimate the volume of I/I from various sewer system defects and the total I/I entering the
system, to the extent possible, and document I/I estimation method

•

Gather data needed to facilitate the correction of sewer system defects

DESCRIPTION OF MEASURE
The sewer system inspections program may be regularly scheduled inspections of the entire system or
may follow a criticality-based asset management approach. Older areas of the wastewater system, areas
with higher flow volumes, and certain pipe materials are more prone to failures, therefore local
wastewater providers may choose to inspect these areas more regularly due to the greater risk of failure
or sanitary sewer overflows in these areas.
There are a number of sewer system inspection methods, depending on the area of the system being
investigated and the purpose of the investigation. Table 7-1 lists several example inspection techniques
and their applicability. The wastewater system inspection program must identify the regularity and type
of inspections that will occur depending on the type and/or criticality of the assets in the wastewater
collection system. The wastewater system inspection program must identify who is responsible for
documentation of the inspections, using either handheld devices connected to the inventory database or
using paper records.

WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN
Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District

MAY 2009

7-5

Section 7: COLLECTION SYSTEM INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE
TABLE 7-1
Example Sanitary Sewer System Inspection Methods
Inspection Method

Where it should be used

What it will find

Physical inspections of
manholes and sewer
pipes/lines

Manholes and above-ground
sewer pipes

Manholes
Frame & cover defects
Structural defects
Flow surcharging
Root intrusion
Sewer pipes
Signs of leakage and blockages
Exterior structural defects

Smoke testing

Manholes and sewer pipes

Sources of I/I
Location of illegal connections
Location of broken sewers
Location of buried manholes

Dye-water testing

Sewer pipes

Sources of Exflow/Exfiltration
Proof of building connection to sewer
system
Location of illegal connections
Estimating flow velocity

Closed Circuit Television
Inspection (CCTV) or other
internal pipe evaluation

Sewer pipes

Structural defects
Maintenance Needs
Sources of I/I at joints, breaks,
connections
Cross connections or illegal connections

Right-of-way/easement
inspection

Missing/unrecorded sewer pipes and
manholes
Flow surcharging
Trees with potential for root intrusion

SPECIFIC SUB-TASKS
Sub-Task

Description

Establish inspections procedures

Develop an inspection schedule, inspection types to be
performed, and necessary procedures for system inspections.

Execute inspection program

Perform inspections, tracking information using the CMMS or
asset management program.
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IMPAIRED WATERS (OPTIONAL)
Local wastewater providers may choose to inspect portions of the collection system that are adjacent to
impaired waterbodies more regularly than other areas of their system. Surface water data revealing high
fecal coliform levels, for example, may indicate a sewer line failure. Therefore, increased inspections of
these areas may be a priority, depending on local conditions.

STANDARDIZED CONDITION ASSESSMENT (OPTIONAL)
Predicting and monitoring the internal conditions of sanitary sewer gravity pipes is challenging. Many
local wastewater providers in the Metro Water District have developed programs to assess the condition
of their sanitary sewer collection system. The most common inspections are of gravity sewers and
manholes. There are standards for the assessment of both gravity pipelines and manholes developed by
the National Association of Sewer Service Companies (NASSCO). Local wastewater providers may
elect to use NASSCO programs or any other method of assessing infrastructure condition. This
standardized condition assessment is outlined as one option available to Metro Water District
communities.
The NASSCO Pipeline Assessment and Certification Program (PACP) presents a standardized
assessment methodology of manholes based on a visual assessment and of gravity sewer pipes based on
internal inspections (such as CCTV). The PACP ranking system was developed to be direct and
objective, allowing for the true prioritization of pipes within the system for maintenance or
rehabilitation. The PACP assigns a condition grade on a scale of 1 through 5, where 5 indicates sewer
system infrastructure requiring immediate attention. Grades are based on the potential for further pipe
deterioration or failure. Grades are assigned for two categories, structural defects that would be handled
through a pipe rehabilitation program (Action Item 7.5) or Operation and Maintenance (O&M) defects
that would be handled through pipe maintenance (Action Item 7.4). Using the assessment of each
segment of pipe and the overall pipe rating, there is a PACP procedure to calculate a pipe rating index,
which is an indicator of the distribution of severe defects for that pipe. Priorities for maintenance and
rehabilitation can then objectively be made based on the pipe rating index.
The NASSCO manhole condition assessment and certification program (MACP) was developed for the
standardized grading of defects within manholes. It offers a reliable and consistent manhole evaluation
system to the sanitary sewer industry. The MACP uses the defect coding system, form and style
established in the PACP, and incorporates manhole standards developed by the American Society of
Civil Engineers (ASCE).
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ACTION ITEM 7.4 – SEWER SYSTEM MAINTENANCE PROGRAM
ACTION ITEM
Maintain a sanitary sewer system maintenance program
that focuses on minimizing system failures and costeffectively extending the longevity of the wastewater
collection system.

OBJECTIVE
Scheduled proactive maintenance of the sanitary sewer
collection system can prevent SSOs and other problems
from occurring. Emergency maintenance activities may
also be required based on information learned during
sanitary sewer system inspection activities.

Responsible Party
Local Government
; Local Wastewater Provider
Other: _________________
In Coordination With
Site Plan Review Staff
Community Development/ Zoning
; Local Stormwater Program
Local Water Provider
County Board of Health
Other: _________________

DESCRIPTION OF MEASURE
The focus of sewer system maintenance activities is maintaining the hydraulic capacity of the sewer
system since the primary function of the sanitary sewer system is conveyance. Additionally, a
maintenance program must ensure operation and reliability of mechanical systems such as pump stations
and generators.
Typically, two different classes of problems can reduce hydraulic capacity and reliability: structural and
operational. Structural defects involve the degradation of the sewer pipe itself. Serious structural
defects can lead to pipe collapse, causing SSOs. Sewer repair and rehabilitation activities are focused
on restoring the structural integrity of the pipe. Most operational defects affect the hydraulic capacity of
the pipe. Roots, sediments, fats, oils, and grease can all reduce the cross-sectional area of the pipe,
which in turn reduces its hydraulic capacity. Sewer cleaning and source control activities are directed
toward preventing or reducing the impacts of operational defects on the collection system. The sewer
system maintenance program will include the following:
•

Standard operating procedures as needed to support maintenance activities

•

Routine inspection and service of all pumps and associated equipment

•

Periodic cleaning of sewers and associated appurtenances

•

Routine inspection and maintenance of the sewer system such as rights-of-way, stream
crossings, stream banks adjacent to sewers, and force mains

•

Tracking of maintenance activities

Maintenance data should be tracked, either in paper files, in an asset management database, or in a GIS
database, to facilitate easy access and coordination with other sewer system management-related
activities.
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SPECIFIC SUB-TASKS
Sub-Task

Description

Establish maintenance procedures

Develop a program and schedule for collection system
maintenance activities

Implement maintenance program

Perform maintenance activities; either a routine maintenance
program or a criticality-based approach.
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ACTION ITEM 7.5 – SEWER SYSTEM REHABILITATION PROGRAM
ACTION ITEM

Responsible Party

Maintain a program for prioritizing and performing needed
sanitary sewer system rehabilitation projects.

OBJECTIVE
Sanitary sewer system rehabilitation projects restore the
structural integrity of the sewer system and reduce the
hydraulic loads by eliminating I/I.

DESCRIPTION OF MEASURE
Local wastewater providers within the Metro Water District
will maintain a sewer system rehabilitation program. The
purpose of a sewer system rehabilitation program is to
ensure rehabilitation projects identified during system
inspections are properly recorded and implemented. The
sewer system rehabilitation program, at a minimum, will
include the following:

Local Government
; Local Wastewater Provider
Other: _________________
In Coordination With
Site Plan Review Staff
Community Development/ Zoning
; Local Stormwater Program
Local Water Providers
Local Wastewater Provider
County Board of Health
; Other: neighboring wastewater
providers, as necessary

•

Procedures for prioritizing rehabilitation projects based on severity of defects, cost effectiveness,
and hydraulic capacity

•

Schedule for sewer system rehabilitation projects

SPECIFIC SUB-TASKS
Sub-Task

Description

Prioritize rehabilitation projects

Develop a priority list of rehabilitation projects.

Develop schedule and budget

Based on available budget and staff project the timeframe for
the most critical rehabilitation projects.

Implement rehabilitation program

Rehab infrastructure based on schedule and budget for critical
infrastructure.

Annual planning and budgeting

Consider rehabilitation needs as part of the annual budget
process.

Rehabilitation project documentation

Document the rehabilitation performed in the asset management
program or CMMS program.

REHABILITATION TECHNIQUES (OPTIONAL)
Several traditional and new rehabilitation projects that may be considered by local wastewater providers
are outlined below. Many of the local wastewater providers in the Metro Water District have ongoing
rehabilitation programs, with a number of projects already accomplished.
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Trenchless technology is a method of construction for replacing sanitary sewer pipelines without
employing the longer-term disruptive aspects of conventional open cut excavation. Benefits of
rehabilitation work performed using trenchless technology versus conventional rehabilitation methods
include shorter disruption of sewer service during work and lower costs. Common trenchless
technologies used in sewer system rehabilitation programs include pipe bursting and sliplining. Pipe
bursting is a method for replacing a failing sewer pipe by inserting a new pipe of equal or larger
diameter into an existing pipe by bursting open the existing pipe and pulling or pushing a new pipe into
the old pipe and expanding it into the surrounding soil. The new pipe is simultaneously inserted into the
hole created by the expander. Sliplining involves sliding a liner pipe of slightly smaller diameter into an
existing sewer pipeline and grouting the residual annular space to secure the liner position and improve
resistance to external loads.
Manhole repair technologies include grouting, cementicious lining, fiberglass, epoxy and expansive
synthetic materials. Grouting rehabilitation involves grouting manhole defect areas where there is
evidence of leaks. Manhole leaks are often concentrated at joints, pipe inverts or lift holes. Typically,
grouting is used to repair smaller leak areas found in manholes. Alternatively, cementicious lining,
fiberglass, epoxy and expansive synthetic materials are used for full manhole rehabilitation where leaks
are found over a large proportion of the manhole. In this technology, manholes are fully lined to seal
the areas where leaks are occurring.
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ACTION ITEM 7.6 – CAPACITY CERTIFICATION PROGRAM
ACTION ITEM
Maintain a program and process for certifying wastewater
collection system capacity for new development and
redevelopment projects.

OBJECTIVE
A capacity certification program, that includes the calculation
of a system’s capacity, can reduce the number of SSOs in the
Metro Water District. Capacity certification programs allow
local wastewater providers to determine whether adequate
wastewater collection and treatment capacities exist or will be
available within their sewer systems, before authorizing new
flows and sewer service connections.

Responsible Party
Local Government
; Local Wastewater Provider
Other: _________________
In Coordination With
; Site Plan Review Staff
; Community Development/ Zoning
Local Stormwater Program
Local Water Providers
County Board of Health
; Other: neighboring wastewater
providers, as necessary

Some portions of the Metro Water District are experiencing a
great deal of infill development and re-development activity, which is expected to continue. When one
home on a large lot is subdivided into multiple lots and residences, the volume of the wastewater
increases. Similarly, if a sewer system extends beyond the originally planned boundaries; additional
flows are added to the system. These additional flows can strain the existing collection system that was
initially designed for lower volume flows. Capacity certification programs allow local wastewater
providers to determine whether adequate wastewater collection and treatment capacities exist or will
exist within their sewer systems, before authorizing new flows and sewer service connections.

DESCRIPTION OF MEASURE
The conveyance capacity of a sanitary sewer system can be estimated using manual calculations or a
commercially-available hydraulic model. The prevailing base and peak flows are estimated using data
from strategically placed permanent and temporary flow meters, rainfall data collectors and sewer
system inspection data. A hydraulic model or calculations estimate the remaining (unused) capacity of
the sewer system. The accuracy of the capacity determination is dependent upon the quality of data
used in its calculation.
The intent of the capacity certification program is to base decisions regarding system expansions and
new connections on the available sewer system capacity. Prior to allowing new connections into a
sewer system, local wastewater providers should ensure there is sufficient capacity in the sewer system
to handle predicted flows.
The capacity certification program must be clearly described. It should address at what point in the
planning/development process various levels of review are performed (during initial building permit
application, requests for zoning/rezoning, sewer connection requests, etc.) and which agencies of the
organization will be responsible for certifying capacity availability. Building permit applications should
include detailed plans, estimated wastewater flows, and supporting calculations. The authorizing
agency within a jurisdiction will certify that the system has available adequate capacity to collect,
transmit, and treat additional flows associated with new building construction and occupancy.
Alternately, the authorizing agency will certify that ongoing or planned sewer system improvements
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would provide the capacity needed to handle the additional flows. A capacity certification form will be
completed and signed by authorized representatives before a service connection is allowed.
Certification of sewer collection capacity alone is not sufficient. In addition to certifying capacity, it is
necessary to certify transmission and treatment capacities to ensure reduction in sewer system
overflows, while ensuring compliance with the requirements of wastewater permits. Using these
guidelines, each jurisdiction will develop its own unique capacity certification program based on system
specific conditions and available information.

SPECIFIC SUB-TASKS
Sub-Task

Description

Maintain a flow and rainfall monitoring
program

Maintain flow and rainfall monitoring to support the hydraulic
modeling and capacity certification program.

Maintain a hydraulic model or manual
calculation approach

Maintain a modeling software or manual calculation
approach to determine available capacity.

Determine system capacity

Using manual calculations or hydraulic modeling, determine
the system capacity.

Maintain procedures for certifying available
capacity

Maintain a written procedure for certifying available capacity
for proposed developments and sewer system extensions

Certify availability of capacity for proposed
developments

Certify that capacity is available or will be available.

FLOW & RAINFALL MONITORING
Most wastewater treatment facilities have flow and rainfall monitors as part of their wastewater permit
requirements. Additional flow monitors may be needed to address capacity certification, depending on
the location of existing flow monitoring devices and the extent of the system.
If strategically located, flow monitors can track wastewater flow trends and aid in determining the
volume of I/I entering the collection system upstream of the flow monitor. The combination of flow and
rainfall monitoring is typically used to estimate the peak flows associated with various rainfall events. It
is recommended that flow and rainfall monitoring be performed continuously within old and
deteriorating sewer systems. Where possible, flow monitoring should be performed continuously at all
major pump stations and wastewater treatment facilities. If possible, it is recommended that flow and
rainfall data be stored in the asset management database discussed in this Section.
In lieu of traditional flow monitoring, some systems may be able to determine actual flows using run
time data from pump stations within the collection system. Pump station run time calculations are
acceptable if they accurately determine the volume of flow through the system.

HYDRAULIC MODELING
The conveyance capacity of a sewer system can be estimated through manual calculations or based on
data output from a hydraulic model of the collection system.
A hydraulic model is a tool that can be used to determine the available sewer system capacity and to
estimate the ability of the system to handle additional wastewater flows. Local wastewater providers
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with rapidly expanding collection systems, planning facility expansions, experiencing redevelopment at
higher densities, or having sanitary sewer overflow challenges may require a hydraulic model of their
system or the affected portion of their system to support the capacity certification program. A
computer-based model may be preferred due to the number of iterations expected with planned system
extension. A comprehensive sewer system map (Action Item 7.1) will provide the base data needed to
develop an accurate hydraulic model. Flow and rainfall monitoring will be used to calibrate the
hydraulic model as well as provide the needed information on anticipated inflow and infiltration
volumes.
The hydraulic model of each sewer system will be maintained and updated as needed to minimize
sanitary sewer overflows, but at a minimum prior to planned future expansions that may stress the
collection system. Some local wastewater providers may choose a method of calculation of available
capacity in lieu of developing a hydraulic model, such as a spreadsheet. Regardless of the tool chosen,
the local wastewater provider must have a means for determining available capacity in the system and
determining the impact of additional wastewater flows on the collection system.
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ACTION ITEM 7.7 – GREASE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
ACTION ITEM
Develop a grease management program.

OBJECTIVE
Fats, oils, and grease (FOG) management programs can
ensure the longevity of sanitary sewer system capacity by
alleviating maintenance challenges and overflows caused by
blockages associated with grease accumulation in sewers.

DESCRIPTION OF MEASURE

Responsible Party
Local Government
; Local Wastewater Provider
Other: _________________
In Coordination With
; Site Plan Review Staff
Community Development/ Zoning
; Local Stormwater Program
Local Water Providers
; County Board of Health
; Other: neighboring wastewater
providers, as necessary

The discharge of grease into sewer systems contributes to
serious clogging problems and costs the local wastewater
providers substantial amounts of time and money in
unclogging and cleaning the system. Major grease
discharges typically include industrial facilities, commercial facilities (such as restaurants), multi-family
residential units, and schools. The cumulative effects of grease discharges from single-family
residential units can also be considerable, especially in areas with smaller than 8-inch sewer lines.
Grease is responsible for a significant amount of system blockages experienced in the Metro Water
District.
Many municipalities in the Metro Water District have incorporated grease trap requirements for
commercial food establishments or processors that discharge a large volume of waste oils or tallow.
Although existing municipal codes and ordinances require the installation of grease traps, the lack of
routine maintenance of grease traps can lead to sewer line failure. Local governments have a role in
assuring that grease trap owners routinely maintain their traps and reduce the amount of waste oils
discharged to the sewer system. Control of grease from commercial establishments, multi-family units,
and institutions would further reduce the amount of grease entering sanitary sewer systems, which
would undoubtedly reduce clogging of sewer systems.
The grease management program must include the following:
•

Legal authority regulating the discharge of grease from industrial and commercial facilities

•

Legal authority for an enforcement program

•

Written methods and procedures for preventing/controlling discharges of grease from industrial
and commercial facilities

•

Inspection/tracking method

•

Grease management education program to ensure that the community understands the
importance of reducing/eliminating grease discharges into the sewer system

•

Inspection and permitting program for trucks used in pumping of grease traps
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Commercial waste transports must be registered with Georgia EPD, as outlined in the Georgia Water
Quality Control Act (O.C.G.A. §12-15-21). This Act also requires that a local governing authority
inspect commercial trucks annually. Local governments in the Metro Water District can choose to
implement an inspection program or delegate inspection responsibilities to a designee. The Georgia
FOG (Fats, Oils and Grease) Alliance provides training for local government staff on conducting these
inspections.
The grease management program must include an education component for industrial and commercial
facilities, residents, schools and others that have grease traps installed at their facilities. Education of
these groups will highlight the importance of routine maintenance and the proper disposal of fats, oils
and grease. More information on establishing a public education program can be found in the education
section of this plan.

SPECIFIC SUB-TASKS
Sub-Task

Description

Develop procedures for grease control
and enforcement

Establish grease trap requirements for industrial and commercial
facilities

Fats, oils and grease (FOG) education

Implement education targeted at generators of fats, oils and
grease

GREASE STORAGE (OPTIONAL)
Local wastewater providers may also choose to require secondary containment for outdoor grease
storage containers (optional). Spills from grease storage containers stored outdoors will not negatively
impact the collection system but will negatively impact watershed health. Examination of outdoor
grease containment areas is optional as part of the local grease trap inspection program.
Some local wastewater providers may choose to inspect and track the collection, transport and disposal
of grease trap waste. Tracking grease is optional, but may help communities with challenges related to
improper grease disposal or illicit discharges.
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ACTION ITEM 7.8 – SEWER SYSTEM OVERFLOW EMERGENCY
RESPONSE PROGRAM
ACTION ITEM

Responsible Party

Maintain a local Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) for
responding to and reporting sanitary sewer overflows that
complies with Georgia EPD and US EPA requirements.

Local Government
; Local Wastewater Provider
Other: _________________

OBJECTIVE

In Coordination With

A sanitary sewer system overflow response program
ensures a reliable process for responding to and reporting
sanitary sewer overflows to protect human health and the
environment. Maintaining a SOP will likely improve
response time for responding to and reporting overflows or
spills.

Site Plan Review Staff
Community Development/ Zoning
; Local Stormwater Program
; Local Water Providers
; County Board of Health
; Other: Georgia EPD

DESCRIPTION OF MEASURE
Local wastewater providers in the Metro Water District must maintain a written SOP for responding to
and reporting sanitary sewer overflows or “spills.”

SPECIFIC SUB-TASKS
Sub-Task

Description

Review overflow response program

Ensure local response program complies with Federal and
State requirements.

Add SOPs to ensure proper response
to overflows

Develop and add SOPs as needed to ensure proper response
to overflows.

The sanitary sewer overflow SOP needs to be in accordance with the Georgia Rules and Regulations for
Water Quality Control (391-3-6-.05) Emergency Actions. The sanitary sewer overflow SOP must
include procedures that will be followed, to ensure expedient notification and response to spills, major
spill, or overflows impacting or having the potential to impact the public, surface waters, ground
surfaces, and structures. Common SOP provisions include:
•

Procedures to ensure dispatch of personnel and equipment immediately to correct and repair
conditions causing or contributing to overflows

•

Procedures for investigating the causes of overflow events or spills

•

Procedures for estimating spill quantities and areal extents

•

Procedures for immediate Georgia EPD notification in the event a spill or major spill occurs

•

Procedures for public notification in the event an overflow occurs

•

Procedures for reporting spill or major spill to the local media (television, radio and print media)

•

Procedures for limiting public access to areas affected by overflows
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•

Procedures for reporting spill or major spill to local health departments immediately

•

Procedures for City/County stormwater staff notification

•

Procedure for immediately posting a notice as close as possible to where the spill or major spill
occurred and where the spill or major spill entered State waters

•

Procedure for publishing notice of major spill according to the Georgia Rules and Regulations
for Water Quality Control

•

Procedures for notifying downstream city, county and public agencies as required by the
Georgia Rules and Regulations for Water Quality Control

•

Training program to ensure personnel are adequately trained regarding the provisions and
implementation of the SOP when overflows occur

•

Procedures to minimize the volume of untreated wastewater flowing or transmitted to the
portion of the sewer system impacted by overflow events

•

Procedures for monitoring and sampling major spill-impacted waters immediately, as well as
procedures for analyzing water samples impacted, or potentially impacted, by overflow events

•

Procedures for reporting the results of the monitoring, sampling, and analysis of water samples,
impacted or potentially impacted by overflows, to appropriate regulatory authorities

In order to integrate wastewater management with watershed management in the Metro Water District,
wastewater providers should notify appropriate staff as soon as possible regarding any SSOs or spills
that might affect surface waters or drinking water supplies both within and downstream of the local
wastewater provider’s jurisdiction.
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ACTION ITEM 7.9 – SEWER SYSTEM INSPECTION AND
MAINTENANCE TRAINING
ACTION ITEM

Responsible Party

Maintain a staff training program for sewer system
inspection and maintenance.

OBJECTIVE
New staff training programs and continuing education for
inspection and maintenance personnel is needed to ensure
the sewer system inspection and maintenance program is
effective.

DESCRIPTION OF MEASURE

Local Government
; Local Wastewater Provider
Other: _________________
In Coordination With
Site Plan Review Staff
Community Development/ Zoning
Local Stormwater Program
; Local Water Providers
County Board of Health
; Other: neighboring wastewater
providers, as necessary

The training program should be designed so that wastewater
personnel are well trained regarding all aspects of the sewer
system inspection and maintenance program, especially
related to their areas of responsibility. The sewer system inspection and maintenance training program
should include the following:
•

Format and outline of initial general training for all employees. This training should cover all
aspects of the sewer system, including the management, operation, inspection and maintenance
program

•

Format and outline of employee-specific training programs. These programs should include
detailed courses covering specific inspection and maintenance activities

•

Procedures for tracking all training activities

•

Schedules for personnel training, including periodic refresher training

Staff training programs and continuing education may be designed to comply with State requirements
for operations and maintenance personnel. For example, local wastewater providers must provide State
mandated training such as Wastewater Collections System Operator training and Erosion and
Sedimentation Control training to appropriate staff.

SPECIFIC SUB-TASKS
Sub-Task

Description

Review existing staff certifications

Review existing staff certifications to ensure they meet State
requirements.

Secure additional needed training

Schedule additional training, as needed for new or existing
personnel.
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INTRODUCTION
This Section discusses management recommendations for on-site sewage management systems serving
a single family residence as well as recommendations to better manage the use of larger private
decentralized systems that treat wastewater generated by more than one property or residence. An onsite sewage management system is defined as a system which has been permitted for installation by a
local County Board of Health under the rules promulgated by the Georgia Department of Human
Resources (Georgia DHR). A private decentralized wastewater system is defined as any privately
owned wastewater collection, treatment or disposal system serving more than one residential lot or
business, or which has a daily flow in excess of 2,000 gallons per day, or which transfers flows between
more than one parcel or tract of land. The most common on-site sewage management systems within
the Metro Water District are septic systems; therefore this Wastewater Management Plan uses the term
septic system and on-site sewage management system interchangeably.
Decentralized wastewater systems are a viable wastewater treatment option for some communities if the
decentralized system is owned and operated by a Responsible Management Entity and incorporated into
local wastewater master plans. Responsible Management Entity (RME) is defined as a legal entity that
has the technical, managerial, and financial capacity to ensure viable long-term, cost-effective,
centralized management, operation, and maintenance of decentralized wastewater systems in accordance
with appropriate regulations and generally accepted accounting principles.
Approximately one-fifth of residential wastewater and one-tenth of the all wastewater generated in the
Metro Water District is treated by septic systems, however, the percentage of wastewater treated by
septic systems is anticipated to decline as population density increases and more sewer service is made
available. Septic systems have been proven to be an environmentally sound method for on-site
wastewater treatment when properly designed, sited, constructed, and maintained. When they are not,
they can become a source of ground and surface water contamination, as well as a public health hazard.
Most counties within the Metro Water District have experienced septic system failures; once these
systems fail, the result can be damaging to the environment and expensive to correct. Therefore, it is
important to avoid future problems by ensuring septic systems are installed, operated, and managed
properly. Continued emphasis on planning, management and maintenance of on-site wastewater
systems is needed.
Comprehensive Land Use Plans (CLUPs) provide the foundation for septic system and decentralized
system planning. CLUPs establish existing and future land use which drives the use of septic systems.
As discussed in this Section, CLUPs must carefully consider the long-term impacts of future growth on
septic systems and decentralized systems.
In Georgia, Chapter 290-5-26 of the Rules of the Georgia DHR, “On-Site Sewage Management
Systems,” establishes statewide regulations for septic systems. Georgia DHR’s “Manual for On-Site
Sewage Management Systems” (Georgia DHR Manual) details requirements for siting, design,
WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN
Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District

MAY 2009

8-1

Section Section
8: SEPTIC
9: LOCAL
SYSTEMS
PLANNING
AND DECENTRALIZED
RECOMMENDATIONS
SYSTEMS
installation, and operation of septic systems. These regulations establish the minimum requirements that
are enforced by the local County Boards of Health.
The Rules and Regulations for On-Site Sewage Management Systems, Chapter 290-5-26, defines the
design limits for conventional, chamber or alternative systems as no smaller than 1,000 gallons or no
larger than 10,000 gallon per day (gpd) of capacity. Although the lower design limit is 1,000 gpd there
are many systems that treat less than 1,000 gpd. The majority of residential septic systems fall into this
range and are regulated by Georgia DHR and in turn the County Boards of Health. Any septic system
larger than 10,000 gallons is permitted by Georgia EPD; these large septic systems are typically used as
community-wide treatment systems or for commercial or institutional developments. Georgia EPD
regulates these community on-site sewage management systems through a general permit. Nondomestic on-site wastewater systems must be approved by Georgia EPD prior to permitting by the
county.
The local County Board of Health is responsible for establishing local requirements that include:
•

Specifying locations where septic systems may be installed

•

Specifying minimum lot size or land areas which may be served by septic systems

•

Specifying the types of residences, buildings, or facilities which may be served

•

Issuing permits for installation and repair of septic systems

•

Inspecting septic systems prior to completion of installation

•

Providing for ongoing maintenance of septic systems (except for non-mechanical residential
sewage management systems)

While the County Board of Health is responsible for the siting, design and construction, the Wastewater
Management Plan focuses on the planning and policy frameworks to be established by the local
governments and local wastewater providers in the Metro Water District in coordination with the
County Board of Health.
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ACTION ITEM 8.1 – SEPTIC SYSTEM PLANNING
ACTION ITEM
Develop a plan that identifies where and under what
conditions septic systems are appropriate considering longterm water quality and quantity concerns.

OBJECTIVE
Protect human and environmental health by requiring the
proper planning of septic systems.

DESCRIPTION OF MEASURE

Responsible Party
; Local Government
Local Wastewater Provider
Other: _________________
In Coordination With
; Site Plan Review Staff
; Community Development/ Zoning
; Local Stormwater Program
; Local Wastewater Providers
; Local Water Provider
; County Board of Health
; Other: neighboring local
governments and wastewater
providers (where appropriate)

Each local government in the Metro Water District must
identify appropriate locations and conditions for septic system
usage and then identify and plan for future sewered and
unsewered areas as part of their Comprehensive Land Use
Plan (CLUP) and local wastewater master plan. This
planning will include how to handle the wastewater generated
in transitional areas that are currently served by septic but in the future will become sewered. This
septic system planning will be coordinated with and included in the local wastewater system master plan
as described in Section 9 of this Plan, the local water supply master plan as described in the Water
Supply and Water Conservation Management Plan, CLUP and coordinated with the County Board of
Health. This planning should consider any need for return flows identified in the Water Supply and
Water Conservation Management Plan.
Local governments should begin the septic system planning process by identifying the general location
of existing septic systems as well as existing sewer lines. The next step is to determine the areas
planned for future septic systems as well as the number of anticipated septic systems based on local
zoning within their community. Areas that are not intended to be served by sewer in the future should
be zoned appropriately for long-term septic system use. For most areas in the Metro Water District,
minimum lot sizes of one-acre or greater should be considered to ensure enough suitable soil for the
initial septic system as well as a full size replacement drainfield.
Local governments need to identify the areas that are currently undeveloped or served by septic system
but are planned for sewer service in the future. Once these transitional areas have been identified the
local government will need to determine if development on private decentralized facilities will be
allowed or if development will occur on septic systems. If private decentralized systems are used then
local wastewater master plans should account for these private systems and create a plan to tie in the
areas, including obtaining easements, served by these facilities into the larger collection system once
those private facilities are decommissioned. Planning for future wastewater service, septic systems, and
decentralized systems will be based on the future land use plan created as part of the CLUP process.
Septic system planning must include necessary policies to address connection to sewer in the near term,
(for example, within the next 5 years) and long term, within the next 20 years. This topic is further
discussed in Action Item 9.2.
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Areas that are planned for septic systems, both short and long-term should consider how the septage
generated from regular maintenance of septic systems will be handled. Septage disposal is discussed
further in Action Item 8.4 with anticipated flows by county shown in Figure 3-3.

SPECIFIC SUB-TASKS
Sub-Task

Description

Determine future septic system areas
and local requirements

Identify areas planned for future sanitary sewer service and
areas intended for long-term septic usage.

Develop near term and long-term
policies for transitioning unsewered
areas to sewered areas.

Develop policies to address the conversion of septic system to
sewer as the system extends and the requirements for
connection to sewer.
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ACTION ITEM 8.2 – SEPTIC SYSTEM CRITICAL AREA
MANAGEMENT
ACTION ITEM
Identify septic system critical areas, both existing problem
areas and potential problem areas, and assign additional
management requirements for septic systems in those areas.

OBJECTIVE
Limit the potential negative impact of failing septic systems
in areas that are considered sensitive or problematic.

DESCRIPTION OF MEASURE
Critical areas are those areas where the risks and/or potential
impacts of septic system failures are higher and areas where
failure could readily impact a drinking water supply source.
Each local government must identify critical areas that have
experienced problems or could possibly experience failures in
the future. In determining critical areas for septic systems,
the following areas should be considered:

Responsible Party
; Local Government
Local Wastewater Provider
Other: _________________
In Coordination With
; Site Plan Review Staff
; Community Development/ Zoning
; Local Stormwater Program
Local Water Provider
; Local Wastewater Providers
; County Board of Health
; Other: neighboring local
governments and wastewater
providers (where appropriate)

•

Septic systems in small drinking water supply watersheds

•

Septic systems found around lakes or other water features

•

Areas with high failure rates

•

Areas with limited soil conditions, rock, steep slopes, or high groundwater levels

•

Other problem areas as defined by County Board of Health or local jurisdictions

The local wastewater providers and County Boards of Health are encouraged to participate in local
government efforts to identify critical areas. Local wastewater providers may choose to extend sanitary
sewer service to some critical areas that are adjacent to current or planned service areas. Local water
providers are encouraged to participate in the identification of critical areas, especially if there is the
potential to impact drinking water supplies.
Once the critical areas are identified, local governments must determine what additional management
options apply to septic systems within these critical areas. Additional management options for
consideration are outlined for both existing and new septic systems in critical areas as shown in Table 81. Management options may vary within a jurisdiction based on the critical area being protected. For
example, critical areas with bedrock or poor soils may require larger minimum lot sizes for septic
systems, but critical areas associated with a drinking water supply watershed may require
inspections/maintenance of septic systems every 5 years.
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TABLE 8-1
Management Options Matrix for Critical Areas
Management Option

New Septic
Systems

Existing
Septic
Systems

Require connection to sanitary sewer when system fails (if
available).

X

If sanitary sewer is not available when system fails, then
require repairs to be made using current regulations
including a soils test to determine the best type of system
for the site.

X

Require larger minimum lot size (based on site criteria).

X

Increase tank size by 50% and increase drain field length.

X

Track location of septic system in database.

X

Require Health Department to be involved in initial site
plan review for new developments (before roads and lots
are cut).

X

Make critical areas a priority for sewer service in local
wastewater management plans.

X

X

Require inspection and/or maintenance at 5 year intervals.

X

X

Institute or enhance water quality monitoring.

X

X

Require 2 full-size drain fields with a switching valve be
installed and alternate flow annually to extend the life of
the drain fields.

X

Special homeowner education program.

X

X

X

SPECIFIC SUB-TASKS
Sub-Task

Description

Identify critical areas.

Identify critical areas with risk and/or potential impacts for septic
system failures.

Conduct additional management of
septic systems in those critical areas.

Determine the appropriate conditions for septic systems in
certain critical areas.
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ACTION ITEM 8.3 – SEPTIC SYSTEM MAINTENANCE EDUCATION
ACTION ITEM
Educate homeowners about the need to properly maintain
septic systems.

OBJECTIVE
Protect human and environmental health by educating
homeowners on how to maintain their septic systems.

DESCRIPTION OF MEASURE
There are a variety of reasons that septic systems fail
including age, poor soils, improper installation practices, and
homeowners placing more demand on the septic system than
the system was originally designed to handle.

Responsible Party
; Local Government
Local Wastewater Provider
Other: _________________
In Coordination With
; Site Plan Review Staff
; Community Development/ Zoning
; Local Stormwater Program
; Local Wastewater Providers
Local Water Provider
; County Board of Health
; Other: neighboring wastewater
providers (where appropriate)

In Georgia, each system owner is responsible for proper
operation and maintenance of their septic system. The Georgia DHR Manual provides general guidance
for operation and maintenance. Most septic system owners are not aware of this guidance and generally
do not think about their septic system unless a major failure has occurred. Local jurisdictions need to
focus on educating homeowners about how to properly maintain their septic system and on proper
septage disposal practices. Homeowners may be encouraged, through education programs, to ask where
septage will be disposed following a pump out. This education may be a component of the local
education program discussed in Section 11.
Septic system education should help homeowners determine whether or not they have a septic system
and if they have a septic system, how they can determine the location of their septic system drainfield
and any other components of their septic system. Once the drainfield is located, homeowners should
avoid driving over the drainfield and planting trees around the drainfield to preserve its functionality.
Preserving the integrity of the drainfield area should be a priority for all septic system owners. For
mechanical systems, homeowners should know the location of the power source for the on-site sewage
management system to prevent problems. The Metro Water District has developed tools to educate
homeowners on the need for maintenance. These tools are available on the Metro Water District’s
website.
Per O.C.G.A. § 31-3-5, the Georgia DHR is not allowed to regulate ongoing maintenance of nonmechanical residential sewage management systems, including traditional septic systems. With the
large number of septic systems within the Metro Water District that are reaching the end of their useful
life this limitation should be removed so Georgia DHR is able to require maintenance on all septic
systems.
Preventative maintenance steps can prolong the life of a septic system, such as preventing excessive
water from leaky plumbing, directing gutter downspouts away from the drainfield area and not allowing
trees or heavy vehicles to be placed over the drainfield area. There are two elements common to all
septic systems; a tank to break down solids and an absorption field (also known as a drainfield or
leachfield) to distribute the wastewater into the soil.
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The two basic categories of septic systems include mechanical and non-mechanical systems. Nonmechanical septic systems are the traditional gravity flow system, most common in the Metro Water
District. Ongoing maintenance for non-mechanical systems includes pumping out the solids from the
tank to preserve the proper function of the drainfield. Pump out frequency is a result of indoor use
including the number of people and the presence or absence of a garbage disposal. Pump out intervals
are more regular for septic systems that serve a greater number of people or have a garbage disposal.
Mechanical systems require electricity and typically have a pump that aids in either the wastewater
treatment process or the distribution of the effluent. More frequent maintenance intervals are suggested
for mechanical systems because of the dependence on moving parts to make the system function
properly. The maintenance requirements of mechanical systems vary depending on the specific
manufacturer.

SPECIFIC SUB-TASKS
Sub-Task

Description

Implement a septic system homeowner
education program

Educate homeowners about the need to properly maintain
septic systems and about proper septage disposal practices.
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ACTION ITEM 8.4 – SEPTIC TANK SEPTAGE DISPOSAL
ACTION ITEM
Local governments must develop a plan for the disposal of
septage generated within their jurisdiction at local wastewater
treatment plants or alternative disposal locations.

OBJECTIVE
Minimize illegal dumping by providing for proper septage
disposal.

DESCRIPTION OF MEASURE

Responsible Party
; Local Government
Local Wastewater Provider
Other: _________________
In Coordination With
; Site Plan Review Staff
; Community Development/ Zoning
; Local Stormwater Program
; Local Wastewater Providers
Local Water Provider
; County Board of Health
; Other: neighboring wastewater
providers (where appropriate)

Although proper septage disposal is the responsibility of the
septage generator, local jurisdictions must develop a septage
disposal plan to facilitate its proper disposal by residents. If a
local government accepts septage at a local wastewater
facility, that facility must develop acceptable parameters for
septage disposal to include at a minimum: the days/times of the week septage is accepted and the
volume of septage allowed per day. Septic systems should not be permitted by the County Board of
Health if sufficient capacity for septage disposal has not been identified.
Septage haulers are required to submit copies of their hauling manifests to wastewater facilities.
Wastewater providers must forward these manifests to the County Board of Health department as a
record of proper septic tank maintenance. Monitoring hauling manifests will help to minimize public
health and environmental problems associated with illegal septage disposal. Local wastewater providers
should plan for future septage disposal demands based on local wastewater master plans, anticipated
zoning density, and the average disposal frequency (Action Item 9.1). Local wastewater providers
should plan for future septage demands when designing wastewater treatment plant expansions and/or
new wastewater facilities. Illegal dumping of septage into local waterways presents a water quality
problem and illegal dumping into manholes can disrupt operations at the wastewater treatment facilities.
Currently, the location and condition of septic systems is not consistently tracked and managed
throughout the state. Some local governments in the Metro Water District have taken steps to locate and
inventory the septic systems in their jurisdiction. To better manage and track septic system permits,
repairs and failures, the DHR should create a database for septic systems in Georgia. The County Board
of Health should use this database to track septic system permits, repair activities and system failures.
Local wastewater providers should support this effort by providing septage manifests and local
governments should support this effort by providing available local data to their County Board of
Health.

WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN
Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District

MAY 2009

8-9

Section Section
8: SEPTIC
9: LOCAL
SYSTEMS
PLANNING
AND DECENTRALIZED
RECOMMENDATIONS
SYSTEMS
SPECIFIC SUB-TASKS
Sub-Task

Description

Develop a plan and acceptable
parameters for septage disposal

Local governments must plan for septage disposal when
determining future areas served by septic. Local wastewater
providers must determine acceptable parameters for septage
disposal at local wastewater treatment facilities.

Collect septage manifests and provide
to County Board of Health

Local wastewater providers must collect and provide septage
manifests to County Board of Health.

Consider septage disposal needs when
upgrading or designing new
wastewater treatment facilities

Local wastewater providers should consider future septage
needs when designing new or upgrading wastewater facilities.
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ACTION ITEM 8.5 – PRIVATE DECENTRALIZED WASTEWATER
SYSTEMS ORDINANCE
ACTION ITEM
Adopt a local ordinance to manage the use of private
decentralized wastewater systems.

OBJECTIVE
Establish requirements for the proper design and maintenance
of private wastewater systems to protect human and
environmental health.

DESCRIPTION OF MEASURE
A private decentralized wastewater system is defined as any
privately owned wastewater collection, treatment or disposal
system serving more than one residential lot or business, or
which has a daily flow in excess of 2,000 gallons per day, or
which transfers flows between more than one parcel or tract
of land.

Responsible Party
; Local Government
Local Wastewater Provider
Other: _________________
In Coordination With
; Site Plan Review Staff
; Community Development/ Zoning
; Local Stormwater Program
; Local Wastewater Providers
Local Water Provider
; County Board of Health
; Other: neighboring wastewater
providers (where appropriate)

Local governments in coordination with local wastewater providers should determine the long-term
community impact of decentralized systems and adjust long-term wastewater master plans accordingly
(Action Item 9.1). Local governments (those who issue building permits) must either:
•

Enact a local ordinance prohibiting private decentralized wastewater systems

•

Enact a local ordinance establishing specific conditions for private decentralized wastewater
systems

In selecting from these two options, each community should consider the long-term impacts of private
decentralized wastewater systems on water quality, assimilative capacity, and on consumptive use.
Private decentralized systems share some of the same challenges as septic systems in that if not properly
operated and maintained they can impact water quality. When determining whether to allow private
decentralized systems, local governments should consider the long-term impacts on existing and
planned wastewater operations. Private decentralized systems are often required through the regulatory
process to use land application or subsurface disposal methods for treated effluent. Such disposal
methods may be considered a consumptive use and their impact on future water supplies should also be
factored into the local ordinance decision.
Most of the jurisdictions in the Metro Water District have at one time or another relied upon small
private decentralized wastewater treatment systems to establish sewer services. Some communities may
view private decentralized systems as building blocks towards the long-term expansion of the
wastewater collections system without requiring initial public funding or a community can choose to
incorporate decentralized wastewater systems into the permanent portfolio of wastewater collection,
treatment, and disposal alternatives.
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If communities do allow private systems for this purpose, the local ordinance must reference minimum
requirements for design, construction, ownership, and operation to protect public health and water
quality. Technical specifications for the installation of private systems may also be included in the
guidance document. The ordinance must require private systems to post an Operational Bond and have
a Trust Indenture issued by the local jurisdiction issuing the land disturbance permit or the local
wastewater provider. The Trust Indenture is an important aspect of the local ordinance, as it establishes
the entity responsible for maintenance if the private owner is unable to perform. Several communities
within the Metro Water District have inherited private wastewater facilities that were not properly
maintained. The ordinance must also specify that the private system must obtain approval from Georgia
EPD prior to construction.
Local governments must send a copy of their private wastewater system ordinance to Georgia EPD,
Georgia DCA, and incorporate it into local wastewater master plans (Action Item 9.1). With the
ordinance, Georgia EPD can evaluate permit requests from private service providers. Local wastewater
providers with an ordinance in place as of March 2009 that addresses private wastewater management
systems are considered to be in compliance with this action item and are not required to change their
existing ordinance.

SPECIFIC SUB-TASKS
Sub-Task

Description

Adopt a private wastewater system
ordinance

Adopt a private wastewater system ordinance that either
prohibits private systems or provides technical specifications for
these systems.

Provide a copy of the ordinance to
Georgia EPD and Georgia DCA

Provide the ordinance to Georgia EPD and Georgia DCA and
incorporate into local wastewater master plans.
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ACTION ITEM 8.6 – SEPTIC SYSTEM COORDINATION
ACTION ITEM
Develop written procedures to involve the County Board of
Health in initial site plan review of new developments and
annual water quality discussions.

OBJECTIVE
This measure allows the most suitable soils for septic system
operation to be identified before the roads and lots are
established to ensure the best areas for septic systems are
preserved.

DESCRIPTION OF MEASURE
There are two specific opportunities for improved
coordination between local governments and County Boards
of Health; during the new development permitting process
and while addressing local water quality challenges.

Responsible Party
; Local Government
Local Wastewater Provider
Other: _________________
In Coordination With
; Site Plan Review Staff
; Community Development/ Zoning
; Local Stormwater Program
; Local Wastewater Providers
Local Water Provider
; County Board of Health
; Other: neighboring wastewater
providers (where appropriate)

Local jurisdictions that issue building permits on lots to be served by septic systems must develop a
written procedure that requires the soils inspection and health department permit process be started
before any lots are laid out and any land disturbing activities are allowed. Early soil samples are
especially important for new developments that will be permanently served by septic systems. The
results of the soils analysis should guide the lot configuration to ensure the best soils are preserved for
potential septic system locations.
Coordination can also be beneficial in identifying and addressing potential water quality challenges. An
annual coordination meeting must be held each year with the County Board of Health, local
governments, and the local wastewater providers to discuss water quality concerns. Failed septic
systems can have a negative impact on water quality. It is important, but not required, for water quality
monitoring programs to consider septic system locations and contributions when evaluating data. Water
conditions assessments that include surface water quality monitoring are required in the Metro Water
District’s Watershed Management Plan (Management Measure 6.G.1). Investigation of possible septic
system failures by the County Board of Health staff based on locally collected water quality data and the
Georgia EPD 303(d) list of impaired waters is important for the protection of water quality and should
be discussed at the annual coordination meeting.
The monitoring process should unfold as follows: water quality monitoring indicates an area with
elevated contaminant levels and then the County Board of Health staff checks local records to determine
if any septic systems are located upstream or adjacent to the monitoring station. If septic systems are
present, then field investigations would be conducted to determine if one or more failed systems exist,
and if any untreated wastewater is reaching the adjacent water body.
A major resource in identifying system failures is from public nuisance complaints of odors or foul
water run-off. To effectively respond to customer complaints, local governments may elect to establish
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a procedure for communicating these complaints with the County Board of Health for further
investigation.

SPECIFIC SUB-TASKS
Sub-Task

Description

New development coordination

Develop written procedure that requires the soils inspection and
health department permit process be started before land
disturbing activities are allowed.

Water quality coordination

Coordinate local water quality challenges with the County Board
of Health departments, where appropriate.
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The Metro Water District’s Wastewater Management Plan is a regional planning document that must be
implemented by the local governments and local wastewater providers. A local wastewater master plan
is a more detailed, long-range plan specific to each community and their wastewater treatment system.
Local wastewater master plans need to be integrated with the Metro Water District’s Wastewater
Management Plan as well as other state and regional plans.

LOCAL WASTEWATER MASTER PLANS
Because the Wastewater Management Plan is regional in breadth, it covers a wide range of topics. The
specifics will be developed and/or refined at the local level by the local jurisdiction. A local wastewater
master plan typically evaluates the local system and facilities and recommends solutions to address the
design, construction, and financing of facilities to meet anticipated regulatory requirements, residential
and commercial growth, and system reliability needs. Local wastewater master plans are important for
providing a dependable wastewater system for existing and future customers.
Local wastewater master plans, at a minimum, must ensure that wastewater services are developed cost
effectively, with a long-term regional perspective while providing good customer service. This Section
discusses the actions required to implement the recommendations associated with local wastewater
master plans.
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ACTION ITEM 9.1 – DEVELOP LOCAL WASTEWATER MASTER
PLANS
ACTION ITEM
Develop a local wastewater master plan that addresses
wastewater collection, wastewater treatment, and effluent and
biosolids management.

OBJECTIVE
Local wastewater providers should develop and implement a
local wastewater master plan (also called a wastewater
management plan) that identifies future sewer service areas,
projects future wastewater flows, identifies treatment capacity
needs and collection system extensions and expansions to
support proposed infrastructure improvements to the
wastewater management system. To remain current and
relevant, wastewater master plans should be updated every 5
years, at a minimum.

DESCRIPTION OF MEASURE

Responsible Party
Local Government
; Local Wastewater Provider
Other: _________________
In Coordination With
; Stormwater Department
; Community Development/ Zoning
; Local Water Providers
; County Board of Health
; Other: neighboring wastewater
providers (where appropriate)
Related Regulations
; NPDES Water/Wastewater
Safe Drinking Water Act
; Other: O.C.G.A § 36-70-20, the
Service Delivery Act

Wastewater master plans typically address local and sitespecific issues related to wastewater collection, wastewater
treatment, reuse (both indirect potable and non-potable), and
effluent and biosolids management. The master plans should have a minimum planning horizon of 30
years. Recognizing that wastewater master plans are “living documents,” local wastewater providers
should consult master plans when making critical infrastructure decisions and update these plans as
necessary to address changing local conditions.
Local wastewater providers have flexibility in the development of their local wastewater master plan. A
large system will likely have a more detailed master plan than a smaller system. Wastewater master
plans should include the following minimum elements:
•

Introduction – describes the planning period, program objectives, regulatory framework and
key stakeholders involved in the planning process.

•

Inventory and evaluation of existing wastewater system – identifies the existing sewer
service area and analyzes the local wastewater collection system, including hydraulic capacity,
as well as wastewater treatment capabilities, including optional analyses of wastewater treatment
processes, the identification of problems with treatment processes, and identifies reuse
opportunities.

•

Future wastewater flow forecasts – projects future wastewater flows based on demographic
forecasts and the projected sewer service area boundary and future reuse needs.

•

Future wastewater conveyance and treatment alternatives – create system alternatives for
future expanded areas and flows with a recommended solution for conveyance and treatment
capacity needs, as well as effluent and biosolids management in the recommended solution.
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Communities with septic systems need to consider septage disposal needs when upgrading or
designing new wastewater treatment facilities. If reuse applications are considered then a
summary of treatment technology, quantities, quality, and permitting requirements should be
included. The consumptive use implications of these alternatives should be identified and
factored into the decision making process.
•

Future sewered and unsewered area planning – Local wastewater master plans need to
identify and plan for wastewater management. Planning for the near term must be included,
long-term planning is expected to be generic in nature and evolve through the master plan
updates. The planning will address the following areas:
1. Areas to be sewered within the near term (approximately 5 years).
2. Areas that are in transition and will not be sewered in the near future but are expected to be
sewered in the next 20 years. The local wastewater plans should address how wastewater
will be handled in these transition areas with consideration of the requirements in Section 8,
Septic Systems and Decentralized Systems. Local jurisdictions need to determine if
development on private decentralized facilities will be allowed. If private decentralized
systems are used then local wastewater master plans should account for these private
systems and create a plan to tie in the areas, including obtaining easements, served by these
facilities into the larger collection system once those private facilities are decommissioned.
3. Areas that are not planned to be sewered. Areas that are not intended to be served by
sewer in the future should be zoned appropriately for long-term septic system use. For
most parts of the Metro Water District, one-acre or more minimum lot sizes should be
considered. It is recommended that the County Board of Health be involved in the
septic system area planning.

•

Implementation of recommended alternative – describes the recommended alternative,
including a high level overview of the potential environmental impacts, required permits,
institutional impacts, estimated costs and a capital improvements phasing plan associated with
the recommended alternative. Environmental justice analyses should be conducted, as
appropriate, as part of the local wastewater master planning process.

INTERGOVERNMENTAL COOPERATION
These master plan amendments should be developed in cooperation with all affected jurisdictions.
These jurisdictions may include the county, cities within the county, neighboring counties, and local
wastewater providers. All inter-jurisdictional projects should be in compliance with O.C.G.A § 36-7020, the Service Delivery Act.
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LOCAL PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS
Wastewater master plans should address local wastewater collection, wastewater treatment, reuse, and
effluent and biosolids management issues. Local wastewater master plans should address the following
key issues:
•

Consumptive use – consider local and regional implications of development on septic systems
and reuse water for outdoor irrigation.

•

Water reuse – public perception and acceptance of using this effluent disposal method.
Coordination between water and wastewater planning is essential for implementation of water
reuse programs.

•

Local system expansions – include a schedule for system expansions that plans for capacity
before current treatment capacities have been exceeded. This schedule should include the
number of facilities, location, and treatment capacities. Plans for future growth and how the
wastewater generated from this growth will be treated should also be addressed.

•

Biosolids handling and management – outline the treatment and short term storage needs as
well as transport and disposal methods and treatment systems. If any of these factors are
affected by seasonal or weather conditions (land disposal or drying beds) provisions should be
made to accommodate such conditions. Planning and sizing for such biosolids facilities should
be in accordance with wastewater treatment facility capacities and anticipated septage receiving
needs.

•

Septage disposal – local jurisdictions should have a plan for the disposal of septage generated
within their jurisdiction, either at a local wastewater treatment plant or alternative disposal
location.

•

Private wastewater systems – local jurisdictions must develop an ordinance as outlined in
Section 8, to manage the use of private wastewater systems. Local plans should account for
these systems and create a plan to tie in the areas, including obtaining easements, served by
these facilities into the larger collection system once those private facilities are decommissioned.
If a local government has an ordinance in place prohibiting private wastewater systems the local
government must send Georgia EPD a copy of the ordinance so Georgia EPD will be able to
make appropriate permit issuing decisions that do not conflict with local ordinances.

SPECIFIC SUB-TASKS
Sub-Task

Description

Develop a local wastewater master
plan

Develop a local wastewater master plan that addresses
wastewater collection, wastewater treatment, and effluent and
biosolids management.

Revise local wastewater master plans

Revise the local wastewater master plan every 5 years and as
needed to support projects and to remain consistent with
regional and State policy.
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ACTION ITEM 9.2 – ESTABLISH POLICIES FOR CONNECTIONS TO
PUBLIC SEWER
ACTION ITEM

Responsible Party

Local governments must establish policies for connections to
public sanitary sewer.

OBJECTIVE
Allow for the transitioning of areas within the community
from septic system service to the public sewer systems.

DESCRIPTION OF MEASURE

; Local Government
Local Wastewater Provider
Other: _________________
In Coordination With
Site Plan Review Staff
; Community Development/ Zoning
Local Stormwater Program
; Local Wastewater Providers
; Local Water Provider
; County Board of Health
; Other: neighboring wastewater
providers (where appropriate)

It is recommended that local governments establish a policy
on connections to public sewer in coordination with the local
wastewater master plan. The focus of the connections policy
is on areas that are currently not served by sanitary sewer but
are proposed for future sewer service. The local wastewater
provider may elect to extend sewer service with utility funds
and/or require developers to extend the sanitary sewer system to service new development areas. Local
wastewater providers should also consider whether other measures such as installing dry sewers for
future wastewater service connections are appropriate for their community.
The sewer connection policy should address:
•

Connections to new developments – If the new development is within the planned area for
future sewer service and a new sewer will not be extended for the development, the policy needs
to address whether or not dry sewers are to be installed at the time of development.

•

Connections to existing developments – The policy will need to address how sewer
connections will be made within the development, which is likely covered in the sewer
specifications. It will need to address which properties will connect to municipal sewer systems
at a later time and how these connection costs will be handled.

•

Connections to isolated properties – When sewers are extended to new developments and past
properties on septic systems, the policy needs to address whether or not these properties will be
required to connect to the sewer immediately, or only if their septic system fails.

•

Funding methods – The policy must address what the costs of connecting to the sewer system
will be, and who will pay them.

SPECIFIC SUB-TASKS
Sub-Task

Description

Develop policies for connections to
public sewer

Determine local policies for connections to public sewer for
transitioning areas.
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ADDITIONAL POLICIES (OPTIONAL)
Specific solutions will vary, depending on the individual local wastewater provider and the extent of
wastewater treatment facilities in each jurisdiction. Policies may but are not required to include:
•

In locations where the local wastewater master plan designates an area to be eventually served
by sewer, but septic systems are allowed as an interim treatment solution, local jurisdictions
should consider whether or not developers should be required to install dry sewers for future
connection to the public sewer.

•

In areas within one mile of an existing sewer, where the wastewater master plan calls for future
sewer, developers should be required to extend the sewer rather than to install septic systems.

For existing developments in critical areas and areas with multiple failing septic systems, consideration
should be given to extending and connecting to public sewer during the development of local
wastewater master plans.
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This Section focuses on State and regional policy recommendations to further the implementation
of wastewater best practices in the Metro Water District. These recommendations are intended
for State and regional agencies, and require no action on the part of local governments or local
wastewater providers. Implementation of these policy recommendations is intended to advance
the progress towards addressing integrated water resources protection within the Metro Water
District. The recommendations identify actions to be taken, the agency to lead the action, and the
year for the action to begin (shown in parentheses).

WASTEWATER PERMITTING
Within Georgia EPD, there are four different programs within the Watershed Protection Branch
that play an active role in wastewater permitting.
•

The Engineering and Technical Support program review and approve engineering reports, plans
and specifications for wastewater treatment facilities and sewer system extensions.

•

The Permitting Compliance and Enforcement program issues NPDES and Land Application
permits to municipal, industrial, federal, and privately owned water pollution control plants.

•

The Watershed Planning and Monitoring program performs water quality modeling for
wasteload allocations, water use classifications, and water quality standards in Georgia.

•

The TMDL Implementation program reviews watershed assessment plans.

Wastewater permits are issued under the same branch as permits for water supply and water
withdrawals. While consolidation of these permits and permit requirements such as reporting may
not be practical, Georgia EPD should continue its current efforts to improve coordination and
communication among the groups handling these permits in order to expedite projects included in
the Wastewater Management Plan. Recommendations for coordination and communication
include the following:
•

Permit reviews. Wastewater permit applications with minor review comments from Georgia
EPD should be given priority in the re-review cycle. Permits have traditionally been reviewed
on a first come, first serve basis. If additional information or clarification is required to process
permit applications, applicants should not be placed at the end of the queue for review upon resubmittal. Re-submittal reviews should recognize the date of the initial review submittal. (2009
– 2010)

•

Consolidate permit cycle. Wastewater discharge permits are typically issued on a five-year
cycle and water permits are issued on a ten-year cycle. Georgia EPD should allow local
providers to consolidate permits or slightly adjust the permit cycles to be coordinated by river
basin. (2009 – 2011)
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•

Consolidate and standardize reporting. Local wastewater providers have several reporting
requirements, such as NPDES permits and watershed monitoring reports. These reports can be
simplified to meet multiple requirements. Revisions to permit reporting could include webbased reporting or other recommendations resulting from the Georgia Association of Water
Professionals (GAWP) Watershed Streamlining Task Force. (2009 – 2010)

•

Consolidate wastewater permit storage. Currently, some permits are maintained at the Georgia
EPD central office, while some of the smaller facility permits are retained at the regional
Georgia EPD offices. Records for both private and municipally-owned systems should be
maintained in one centralized repository and one permit database to provide accessibility and
consistency in data. (2009)

WASTEWATER RETURNS
This Wastewater Management Plan outlines the future demand for wastewater treatment within
the Metro Water District. The Comprehensive State-wide Water Management Plan recognizes the
value of returning wastewater flows to local waterbodies so that it is available for instream and
downstream uses and users. The current anti-degradation requirements and lack of assimilative
capacity in some cases, limit the volume of return flow through highly treated wastewater
effluent. The following recommendations should be considered by Georgia EPD related to
facilitating return flows within the Metro Water District:
•

Georgia EPD should encourage and facilitate the return of highly treated effluent to local
waterbodies so that it is available for instream and downstream uses and users. (ongoing)

•

Modify the existing anti-degradation policy to allow for wastewater discharges in areas with
sufficient assimilative capacity to receive highly treated effluent. (2009 – 2010)

•

Provide incentives for communities who improve water quality providing additional assimilative
capacity or convert from a more consumptive treatment method (LAS, septic, decentralized) to a
less consumptive method. (2009 – 2010)

PRIVATE WASTEWATER FACILITIES
Currently, a private entity can get a wastewater permit unless there is a local policy prohibiting
these facilities. Local governments should develop their own ordinances to regulate private
facilities. Private wastewater facilities are not required to develop and implement watershed
assessments and watershed protection plans under their permits, as public systems are required to
do. Although private systems tend to be much smaller than public wastewater systems, if a
community grows with a number of private systems there can be a significant impact to water
quality. Most private systems are based on land application systems that do not efficiently return
flows for instream and downstream uses and users. As a state-wide issue, Georgia EPD, through
implementation of the Comprehensive State-wide Water Management Plan, should consider the
following policy changes:
•

Require decentralized systems in the Metro Water District to comply with the same
requirements as municipal wastewater permittees, such as the implementation of watershed
assessments and watershed management plans to the extent that private facilities are capable of
implementing such requirements since they cannot pass ordinances to implement some aspects
of the programs that cities and counties can do. (2009 – 2011)
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•

Track the approximate flow from private systems so that their impact can be more readily
understood on water quantity and quality. (2009 – 2011)

COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLAN COORDINATION
Georgia Department of Community Affairs (Georgia DCA) is responsible for overseeing required
Comprehensive Land Use Plans under the Georgia Planning Act.
Georgia DCA currently reviews Comprehensive Land Use Plans (CLUPs) for compliance with the
Metro Water District Plans. The local CLUPs direct where growth will occur locally and should
be coordinated with local wastewater providers. Local governments, through Section 7 of this
Plan, are required to plan for future areas that will be developed on septic systems. Planning for
septic systems should be included as a requirement of CLUP plans as the staff setting future land
use direction should be cognizant of the impact on water quality and quantity.
The following recommendations should be considered by Georgia DCA related to required
Comprehensive Land Use Plan reviews:
•

The new Comprehensive Land Use Plan review audit checklist should be updated as needed to
encourage coordination between land use planning and wastewater planning in accordance with
this Wastewater Management Plan. (2009)

The Department of Community Affairs should consider adding additional minimum planning
requirements related to future growth on septic systems. (2009)

SEPTIC SYSTEM PLANNING AND COORDINATION
The Georgia Department of Human Resources (Georgia DHR) is responsible for setting standards
for the installation of septic systems and post-construction inspections of septic systems. The
Georgia DHR is also responsible for working with homeowners on addressing failed septic
systems. As growth on septic systems can impact wastewater facility operations and failure of
septic systems can have an impact on watershed health they play an important role in
implementation of both the Wastewater Management Plan and the Watershed Management Plan.
The following recommendations should be considered by Georgia DHR:
•

County Board of Health professionals should participate in annual meetings with local
governments and local wastewater providers. (2009 and ongoing)

•

Local governments under this Plan are required to identify critical areas that may not be
appropriate for septic systems or where additional management of septic systems is needed.
County Board of Health professionals should work with the local jurisdictions to identify these
critical areas and support the additional management measures that local jurisdictions require in
these critical areas. (2009 and ongoing)

•

Consider amending current law to allow establishment of maintenance requirements for nonmechanical residential onsite sewage management systems (i.e. septic systems). Per O.C.G.A. §
31-3-5, the Georgia DHR is not allowed to regulate ongoing maintenance of non-mechanical
residential onsite sewage management systems, including traditional septic systems. This
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limitation should be removed so Georgia DHR is able to require maintenance on all septic
systems. (2009)
•

To better manage and track septic system permits, repairs and failures, the Georgia DHR should
create a database for septic systems in Georgia. The County Board of Health should use this
database to track septic system permits, repair activities and system failures. (2010)

•

Georgia DHR needs to develop a program to address professionals who perform poor soil
classifications. Develop a method to enforce or correct consistent mistakes made by installers,
pumpers, and soil classifiers. More aggressive action is needed by the State to de-certify
contractors and poor soil classifiers. (2010)

•

Georgia DHR needs to develop clear definitions and guidelines on how to properly label extra
rooms on building plans and how they should be included in the design, planning, and
permitting process. Septic systems are sized based on the number of bedrooms, therefore proper
labeling on house plans can impact functionality. Rooms that are not labeled as bedrooms are
often used as bedrooms leaving the septic system undersized for the actual demand. (2009)

WASTEWATER PROGRAM EVALUATION
It is important to assess the progress towards implementation of the Wastewater Management
Plan. Therefore, the Metro Water District should work through the Technical Coordinating
Committee, and if necessary, a sub-committee of the TCC to discuss options for measuring
progress to improve the Metro Water District annual progress reports. Metro Water District staff
should facilitate discussions to establish additional methodologies for measuring progress of the
Wastewater Management Plan (2009 – December 31, 2010).
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INTRODUCTION
Education and public awareness is essential to effective water resources management. The 2003
Wastewater Management Plan developed an education and public awareness program that has made
significant progress in reaching the Metro Water District population with its messages on wastewater
and septic system maintenance over the last five years.
The Metro Water District education and awareness program is specifically designed to:
•

Raise public awareness of water issues and needs to foster support for solutions

•

Educate the public and identified target groups in order to increase awareness and encourage
behavioral changes

•

Coordinate with other public as well as private entities to maximize the visibility of the Metro
Water District and its messages

The Metro Water District education and public awareness program is comprised of two elements: a
regional program managed by the Metro Water District staff; and education activities undertaken by
local governments. The Metro Water District provides a regional education and public awareness
program, through the Clean Water Campaign. The Clean Water Campaign works through the Education
TCC to expand upon the key wastewater management themes identified in this plan and develop mass
media content and educational tools. The local government’s role in the education and public awareness
program is to reach out to specific groups in their community, provide education materials and share
knowledge of subject matter with the public through specific education and outreach activities. Without
local implementation of the education program the full potential of this plan cannot be realized.
The following pages outline key messages, the identified targeted audiences and the various delivery
techniques. This is followed by an overview of the Metro Water District’s regional education and
public awareness program and activities. The final part of this section includes the local education and
public awareness requirements.
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EDUCATION & PUBLIC AWARENESS APPROACH
WASTEWATER MESSAGES
The Metro Water District along with the Wastewater TCC has created central messages, identified
below, for both the regional and local wastewater management education and public awareness
program.
•

The Metro Water District places a priority on protecting our water resources through advanced
levels of treatment, through best technologies, and the careful placement of effluent discharge.

•

Wastewater is a valuable resource that needs to be recycled to meet the growing water demands.

•

Consolidation and creation of large wastewater facilities may allow for more efficient and
reliable wastewater treatment.

•

Education is necessary on management of septic systems to maximize their effectiveness while
minimizing the negative impacts on the environment. This needs to be accomplished through
proper siting, installation, maintenance, and monitoring of septic systems.

•

A continuous sewer system inspection and maintenance effort will substantially reduce spills
and overflows to property and streams.

TARGET AUDIENCES
Identifying stakeholders helps in tailoring messages and education materials. While regional
wastewater messages will be consistent, specific information may be more applicable to certain
audiences. The Metro Water District has identified the appropriate target audiences for the Wastewater
Management Plan in Table 11-1.

TABLE 11-1
Education Focus for Target Audiences
Target Audience

Education Focus

Homeowners

Homeowners must be educated about what not to put in the toilet or
down the drain. This includes education on proper grease disposal to
prevent sewage blockages in their home’s plumbing system as well
as the city’s / county’s collection system. Proper pharmaceuticals
disposal is another area that homeowners need to be educated about
because it is easier to reduce the initial source of these chemicals to
the environment than remove these chemicals through water or
wastewater treatment processes.

Septic System Owners

Both commercial and residential owners of septic systems need to be
educated on ways to preserve the life of their septic system. This
includes education that they have a septic system and are not on a
sewer system. This group also needs to be educated about the need
for regular maintenance as well as every day steps that need to be
taken to preserve the effectiveness of their septic system. An
example of this would be to know where the drainfield is located and
not drive vehicles over it, build anything on top of it or plant any large
vegetation over the drainfield.
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Restaurant / Food Service
Industry

The education for this group needs to focus on the effect grease can
have on a sewer collection system and the water quality problems
associated with sanitary sewer overflows caused by grease
blockages.

Water Professionals

Metro Water District Wastewater Management Plan goals and
requirements.

Local Government Staff

This audience requires recurring messages due to the changes in
personnel. Because they are influential figures, members of the
community will contact them with questions and suggestions. They
are also in a position to spread information regarding Metro Water
District activities.

Local Elected Officials /
Governing Boards

It is important that elected officials understand the importance of
managing and maintaining the sewer collection system and the need
for future sewer / septic system area planning. This education should
also include the water quality problems that may occur when sewer
collection systems and septic systems are not properly managed.
Importance of promoting and sufficiently funding the implementation
of the Metro Water District’s wastewater management measures.

Builders / Developers / Septic
Installers

It is important to educate this group on the effect initial site design
and installation has on long-term septic system performance.

Industrial Pre-Treatment

Education is needed on the effect that a strong wastewater effluent
has on a local government’s wastewater treatment facilities
performance.

County Board of Health

The education for this group needs to focus on coordination with
other local government personnel and departments. This group
should be used as a resource for assisting in identifying septic
system critical areas and should be kept informed of the educational
materials available from the Metro Water District on septic system
maintenance. This group should be utilized to refine the messages
used to educate homeowners about proper septic system use and
maintenance.

DELIVERY TECHNIQUES
There are a number of ways to reach target audiences in a public education effort both at a local and
regional level. Some examples of these delivery methods are outlined below.

Internet
•

Website – An internet site or page can provide an inexpensive way to foster awareness and
education of wastewater management issues at the community or regional level. A website can
also serve as an information clearinghouse for other educational materials, and provide resources
and additional links for target groups such as the general public, the development communities
and various industries.
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•

Email – Email newsletters can provide information on upcoming outreach events as well as tips
on nonpoint source pollution control for targeted audiences and the general public. Email is
often the least expensive way to reach a larger number of individuals and entities.

•

Streaming media – Tools such as streaming audio and video, webcasts, online training
workshops and other interactive electronic media tools provide additional opportunities for
reaching target audiences.

Printed Materials
•

Brochures & Fact Sheets – Brochures, fact sheets and other literature can be for general
information or provide messages and tips specific to a particular topic or target group. Printed
materials often complement other education and public awareness activities such as public
outreach events, workshops and on-site inspections of businesses.

•

Bill Inserts – Printed materials can be designed to accompany utility bills or other
correspondence to local citizens and businesses. Inserts can include brochures, newsletters, tips
on best management practices and events notices. Bill inserts are an excellent way to distribute
educational materials without additional postage expenses.

•

CD / DVDs – CD and DVD-ROMs are mediums for providing interactive educational material
and are especially well-suited for youth and classroom education. In addition, video DVDs can
be used to distribute content such as public service announcements (PSAs), video programs and
instructional/training videos.

•

Posters – Wall posters provide a great deal of information quickly to the target audience at a
stationary location and can be displayed at locations such as libraries, schools and other public
locations.

Mass Media
•

Press Relations – Both local communities and the Metro Water District can work with the
media to ensure coverage of wastewater management issues and activities. This can include
both articles and events listings in general circulation newspapers, specialty papers and regional
magazines; radio and television interviews; features on radio and television news and public
affairs programming; and coverage of events such as septic workshops and grease management
training.

•

Television Public Service Announcements – Television advertising using PSAs provide an
immediate impact with a visual message. Broadcast channels reach a wide audience but are
high-priced. Cable television offers local communities the ability to target their citizens and
even tailor advertising to specific channels and audiences.

•

Radio Public Service Announcements – Radio PSAs are an alternative to television and
provide a less expensive way to reach a large number of individuals with septic and sewer
messages and tips.

•

Outdoor Advertising – Billboards and other outdoor advertising such as bus shelter ads can be
a way to reach audiences through a different medium. These outdoor ads are well suited to short
theme messages and specific tips on grease management.
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•

Other Advertising – Other advertising methods that may be considered include movie theater
PSAs, paid ads in newspapers and print magazines, and sponsorship of traffic and/or weather
spots on radio.

Outreach and Involvement
•

Workshops – Workshops and seminars are opportunities to provide more detailed information
and training to citizens, businesses and industry groups.

•

Speakers Bureau – A speakers bureau provides an opportunity for government staff and other
professionals to address community organizations, business groups, homeowners’ associations,
church groups and educational institutions on issues related to wastewater management.

•

Events – Hosting or participation in community events provides an opportunity for the
distribution of information and resources directly to target communities. In addition, topicspecific events such as watershed fairs and river/stream cleanups are an important way to
involve citizens directly in wastewater management efforts.

•

Kiosks / Exhibits – A kiosk or exhibit provides a way to present information and educational
messages at workshops and other events. Exhibits may be permanent or portable and can have
static displays, videos or interactive features. Portable display boards are often effective for use
at events or workshops.

•

Promotional Items – Promotional giveaways such as magnets, pencils and bumper stickers, can
be imprinted with wastewater management tips and distributed at community events, schools
and workshops.

REGIONAL EDUCATION AND PUBLIC AWARENESS PROGRAM
Over the years, the Metro Water District has developed a comprehensive education and public
awareness plan that includes all the elements outlined in this section. A regional education and public
awareness program has many benefits including reducing duplication of effort, improving cost
effectiveness by sharing costs, and expanding the size and scale of education efforts to include mass
media such as television and radio advertising.
These benefits were recognized in 2000 by 19 metro area local governments which formed the Clean
Water Campaign, a regional stormwater education program. In order to maximize local governments’
education funds, the Clean Water Campaign became the Metro Water District’s comprehensive
stormwater education campaign. The Clean Water Campaign not only focuses on stormwater education,
but also water pollution in general. The wastewater messages are closely aligned with the Clean Water
Campaign, by educating the public and identified target groups on how to protect water quality by
making behavior changes as they relate to sewer and septic discharge. The Clean Water Campaign
provides a number of educational resources on wastewater such as brochures, posters, television PSAs,
videos and promotional items.

WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN
Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District

MAY 2009

1 1- 5

Section
Section
9: LOCAL
11: EDUCATION
PLANNING
AND
RECOMMENDATIONS
PUBLIC AWARENESS
TABLE 11-2
Educational Materials Available to Local Governments by the Metro Water District
Educational Tools

Description

Brochures

The Metro Water District provides camera ready
brochures for local governments to personalize with their
own logo and contact information. These files are
available for all Clean Water Campaign and septic
system educational materials.

CD/DVD

The Metro Water District provides a number of
educational materials such as PowerPoint presentations,
videos and public service announcements.

Presentations

The Metro Water District provides pre-packaged
presentations with speaker’s notes on a variety of topics
such as Septic Maintenance and Care and Grease
Management.

Clean Water Campaign Website

The Metro Water District provides a comprehensive
water pollution prevention education campaign, the Clean
Water Campaign. The Clean Water Campaign has a
website, www.cleanwatercampaign.com. The website
provides news articles, an event calendar which includes
workshops, training and community events. This website
also allows citizens to report water polluters
anonymously.

Exhibits

The Metro Water District has a mobile exhibit board and
“water drop” costume available to loan to local
governments for community events. The mobile exhibit
board has facts and tips on water pollution prevention.
Local governments can also customize the exhibit board
with local information.

Press Materials

The Metro Water District provides templates for press
releases, fact sheets, news articles, flyers, mailers and
newsletter inserts to be used by local governments.

A large portion of the regional education and public awareness program is the media campaign. The
regional media campaign is made up of paid advertising through a variety of outlets such as television,
radio, outdoor, theatre and print advertising. In the past, the Metro Water District has partnered with
local television stations to air water pollution prevention PSAs and create additional water pollution
prevention PSAs with local weather personalities.
Clean Water Campaign messages are also developed into radio PSAs or embedded into traffic reports on
nearly 30 radio stations within the Atlanta region. The media campaign has proven successful in
educating the public on water pollution prevention. An annual survey is conducted on behalf of the
Clean Water Campaign to gauge the effectiveness of the regional education campaign. The survey
reveals overwhelmingly that the public are aware of the Clean Water Campaign and its messages.
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In addition to the educational resources of the Clean Water Campaign, additional wastewater
educational materials can be found on the Metro Water District website. Information on the website
includes wastewater and septic system basics, sanitary sewer management and septic system
management information. Wastewater educational materials have been developed by the Metro Water
District including:
•

Septic System Status and Issues Working Paper – This white paper was developed in 2005/2006
to promote a better understanding of the issues surrounding septic systems in the Metro Water
District. This document educated local governments, elected officials and other stakeholders on
the challenges related to septic systems. The document outlines the background on septic
system function and types, the management of septic systems in Georgia, and the results from a
septic system survey performed by the Metro Water District.

•

Septic System Maintenance Folder – Proper management and maintenance of septic systems has
been a strong homeowner education message for the Metro Water District. Over 20 percent of
the Metro Water District is served by septic systems and proper maintenance is critical for
protecting and preserving water quality. The Metro Water District, working with the Septic
System Subcommittee, developed a septic system maintenance folder for homeowners to be
distributed by the local governments. The folder provides space to record important information
and maintenance records for the homeowner’s septic system as well as providing tips for proper
use and maintenance.

•

Septic System Maintenance video – The Metro Water District website includes a link to Georgia
DHR septic information including a video that is provided to all homeowners buying new homes
on septic systems after April 1, 2007.

The Education TCC, BAC and the Metro Water District have outlined a few topics that should be
addressed over the next five years.
•

The proper disposal of pharmaceuticals is a new issue identified in the Wastewater Management
Plan. Educating the public on the proper disposal of pharmaceuticals and household chemicals
is needed. There is a national public awareness campaign sponsored by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, the American Pharmacists Association, and the Pharmaceutical Research and
Manufacturers of America that may be helpful in developing the regional program and
messages.

•

The proper maintenance of septic systems has always been a message in the Wastewater
Management Plan. Homeowners should know whether they are served by septic systems or
sanitary sewer and how to properly maintain their septic system.

•

The Wastewater Management Plan requires local utilities to develop a grease management
program. A component of this is educating the public about the proper disposal of fats, oils, and
grease (FOG). The presence of FOG in a sewer collection system continues to present
maintenance challenges for wastewater collections personnel as well as causing water quality
problems when sanitary sewer overflows occur due to grease blockage.

•

There are several types of reuse: non-potable or “purple pipe” reuse; indirect potable reuse; and
grey water.
Indirect potable reuse – returning treated wastewater to water supply sources. Indirect
potable reuse (IPR) has always occurred, but is now planned to sustain water resources.
Positive examples of IPR in the Metro Water District include Clayton County Water
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Authority Constructed Wastewater Treatment Wetlands and Gwinnett County Department
of Water Resources’ discharge to Lake Lanier.
Non-potable reuse – distribution and reuse of treated wastewater effluent used for
irrigation or industrial processes.
Grey water reuse utilizes water from showers and lavatories. Grey water reuse inside the
home is currently not allowed due to restrictions within the current plumbing code. Using
grey water to flush toilets is currently being considered at the state level, but until the
plumbing code is revised, it is not a recommended element of the Wastewater
Management Plan.
•

Minimizing inflow and infiltration (I/I) and overflows through proper system maintenance is an
important component of the Wastewater Management Plan. Education on the proper use of the
sewer system such as items that should not be flushed or the impacts of vandalism on the
system. Missing manhole covers can increase I/I problems as well as present a safety concern so
the public should be enlisted in reporting missing covers. Additionally, educating the public on
the identification and reporting of sanitary sewer overflows can help improve response time.

The Metro Water District will continue to work through the Education TCC and the Metro Water
District Staff to create educational resources to support these topics. The success of both the regional
and local education and public awareness programs can only be successful if the Metro Water District
and the local governments continue to partner to reach the identified targeted audiences with the
outlined key messages.

LOCAL EDUCATION AND PUBLIC AWARENESS PROGRAM
The goal of local education programs is to achieve awareness of wastewater management issues with the
goal of building public support for local actions and activities as well as changing behaviors that leads to
the long-term protection of our water resources. Involving the public in local wastewater efforts is
crucial because it promotes broader public support, helps create an ethic of stewardship and community
service and enables the public to make informed choices about water resources management. Changes
in basic behavior and practices are necessary to achieve maximum, long-term improvements in water
quality.
On a local level, Metro Water District communities are responsible for developing their own local
education and public awareness programs that help both individual citizens as well as business and
organizations to become aware of their role in water pollution prevention. This includes general
information on wastewater management and issues as well as ways to prevent common sources of water
pollution.

LOCAL EDUCATION REQUIREMENTS
When developing a local education and public awareness program, communities are required to include
both public education and outreach, as well as public participation and involvement activities:
•

Education and outreach activities are designed to distribute educational materials and
messages, and perform outreach to inform citizens and target audiences.

WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN
Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District

MAY 2009

1 1- 8

Section
Section
9: LOCAL
11: EDUCATION
PLANNING
AND
RECOMMENDATIONS
PUBLIC AWARENESS
•

Public participation and involvement activities provide opportunities for citizens to
participate in programs and active implementation of watershed protection programs, such as
community events and speaking engagements.

Communities in the Metro Water District are required to implement a minimum number of education
and outreach, and public participation and involvement activities annually as part of their local
education program as shown in Table 11-3. Table 11-4 provides some examples of activities that could
be considered as public education and outreach versus public participation and involvement. To provide
support in meeting the local public education requirements of the Wastewater Management Plan a list of
additional public education resources are outlined in Table 11-5. These minimum education and
outreach programs may be in coordination with other Metro Water District communities, local
water/wastewater providers, Keep Georgia Beautiful affiliates, or other local education partners.

TABLE 11-3
Minimum Local Education/Outreach and Public Participation/Involvement Requirements
Population

Education and Outreach

Public Participation and

Activities

Involvement Activities

1

1

All communities

TABLE 11-4
Wastewater Example Education/Outreach and Public Participation/Involvement Activities
Education and Outreach Activities

Public Participation and Involvement
Activities

Bill stuffers or Newsletters

Community Workshops

Brochures at local government facilities

Wastewater treatment facility tours

Website with wastewater education information

Water festivals

Speakers bureau presentations

Citizen advisory group

Local TV station programming

School classroom education

Other innovative education and outreach activities

Other innovative public participation and involvement
activities
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TABLE 11-5

Wastewater Public Education Resources
Public Education Resources
Materials

Materials Description/Resource Location

Metro Water District Materials
Clean Water Campaign
Resources

Various water resource and pollution prevention printed media, audio and video and
teachers resources.
http://www.cleanwatercampaign.com

Georgia EPD Materials
Pollution Prevention
Assistance Division

Fats, oils, and grease educational materials
http://www.p2ad.org

Georgia Project Wet

Water Education Resources for Teachers
http://gaprojectwet.org

Adopt-a-Stream

Volunteer Water Sampling and Monitoring Program
http://www.georgiaadoptastream.org

River of Words

Poetry, Writing and Art program for K-12
http://gaprojectwet.org

Rivers Alive

Georgia Outdoors

Annual Volunteer Waterway Cleanup
http://www.riversalive.com
Public Broadcasting Television Show to inform about preserving Georgia’s Natural
Resources
http://www.gpb.org

Georgia DHR
Georgia DHR

Education materials on proper septic system design, installation, use and
maintenance.
http://health.state.ga.us/programs/envservices/index.asp

Other Public Education Materials
Georgia FOG Alliance
Georgia Association of
Water Professionals

UGA Urban Agriculture

http://www.georgiafog.com/
Student and Teacher Resources link to materials websites all water resources
http://www.gawponline.org/resources.htm
Various resources on septic systems.
http://ugaonsite.com/
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INTRODUCTION
The implementation actions for the Wastewater Management Plan are a blueprint for State, regional and
local wastewater providers in the 15-county Metro Water District to follow. The broad roles for these
entities are summarized below.

ROLES
Local Wastewater Providers
•

Own and operate local wastewater systems that manage, collect and treat

•

Plan and construct wastewater infrastructure

•

Participate in the Metro Water District including coordination with the Water Supply and Water
Conservation Management Plan and Watershed Management Plan

•

Participate in regional efforts for water resources management related to implementation of this
Plan

Local Governments
•

Coordinate Local Comprehensive Land Use Plans with local wastewater master plans

•

Plan for long-term use of septic systems or decentralized systems if the future land use plan
indicates growth that is not served by a local wastewater provider

Metro Water District
•

Promote inter-jurisdictional collaboration for water resources management

•

Serve as a forum and clearinghouse for regional issues, such as septic system management

•

Present a regional voice for water resources management

•

Provide local jurisdictions with support and guidance for implementing this Wastewater
Management Plan

Georgia EPD
•

Issue wastewater discharge permits in accordance with this Wastewater Management Plan

•

Continue regulatory functions over wastewater collections and treatment

•

Support regional planning
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Section 12: IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
Georgia Environmental Facilities Authority
•

Support the Wastewater Management Plan through increased funding participation

IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULES
Four separate implementation schedules are included in this Section, one for local wastewater providers,
one for local governments, one for the Metro Water District, and one for State agencies. It should be
noted that local wastewater providers are only responsible for implementing management measures
identified on the local implementation schedule and are not responsible for Metro Water District or
State-level tasks. Local wastewater providers should use this implementation schedule in combination
with Appendix B, County-Level Summaries, which provides greater detail on new wastewater facility
construction, decommissioned facilities, or expansion projects. The implementation schedules in this
Section outline the programmatic requirements of this Wastewater Management Plan.
The reference page numbers provide the location of the full description of each measure in the
Wastewater Management Plan where additional implementation guidance may be found. New program
implementation or creation of a program is indicated differently than ongoing implementation in the
implementation schedule. The distinction provides a quick snapshot for the level of intensity of
implementation on an annual basis.
Tasks in the implementation schedule are outlined individually for the first few years of the Wastewater
Management Plan, considered the short-term. The action items for implementation in the calendar years
2012 to 2015 are considered medium-term and the action items for the 2015 to 2035 time-frame are
considered long-term recommendations. The schedule for medium-term and long-term tasks may be
adjusted during updates every 5-years, following an adaptive management approach.
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TABLE 12-1
Local Wastewater Provider Implementation Plan
Note: Additional implementation items related to each county are included in Appendix B, County Level Summaries.

Category

#

Planned Wastewater
Treatment Facilities

6

Wastewater Collection
System Inspection and
Maintenance

7.1
7.2
7.3
7.4
7.5
7.6
7.7
7.8
7.9
8.4

Septic systems and
decentralized systems

Local Wastewater Master
Plans
Local Education Program

8.5
9.1
9.2
12

Implementation Action Item

2009

2010

2011

2012 2015

2015 2035

Perform capital improvements in accordance
with Metro Water District Wastewater
Management Plan
Sewer System Inventory and Mapping
Sewer System Asset Management
Sewer System Inspection Program
Sewer System Maintenance Program
Sewer System Rehabilitation Program
Capacity Certification Program
Grease Management Program
Sewer System Overflow Emergency Response
Program
Sewer System Inspection and Maintenance
Training
Provide local government with acceptable
parameters for septage disposal at facilities
Coordinate with local government on the
development of a private wastewater system
ordinance
Develop local wastewater master plans and
update every 5 years at a minimum.
Establish policies for connections to public sewer

6-1 to 6-10
7-2 to 7-3
7-4
7-5 to 7-7
7-8 to 7-9
7-10 to 7-11
7-12 to 7-14
7-15 to 7-16
7-17 to 7-18
7-19
8-9 to 8-10
8-11 to 8-12
9-2 to 9-4
9-5 to 9-6

Develop and implement a local wastewater
education and public awareness program
Active Implementation
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TABLE 12-2
Local Government Implementation Plan
Category

#
8.1
8.2

Septic Systems and
Decentralized Systems

8.3
8.4
8.5
8.6

Implementation Action Item

2009

2010

2011

2012 - 2015

2015 - 2035

Ref. Pages

Septic System Planning
Septic System Critical Area Management

8-3 to 8-4

Septic System Maintenance Education
Septic Tank Septage Disposal
Private Decentralized Wastewater Systems
Ordinance
Septic System Coordination

8-7 to 8-8
8-9 to 8-10

Active Implementation
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TABLE 12-3
Regional Agency Implementation Plan
Category

Implementation Action Item

Wastewater
Work with the TCC to develop metrics for evaluating the
Management
Wastewater Management Plan implementation
Program Evaluation
Assist with program design, coordinate implementation as
Program Assistance needed, monitor and report compliance and revise
program as needed.
Continue to support local education efforts with regional
Education and Public education programs
Awareness
Investigate enhancing wastewater messages with new
recommended topics
Active Implementation
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TABLE 12-4
State Agency Implementation Plan
Category

Implementation Action Item

2009

2010

2011

2012 2015

2015 2035

Ref. Pages

Georgia Environmental Protection Division (Georgia EPD)
Review permit re-reviews based on the original submittal date

10-1

Consolidate permit cycles

10-1

Consolidate and standardize reporting

10-2

Consolidate wastewater permit storage

10-2

Encourage return of highly treated wastewater

10-2

Administrative Actions Consider modifications to the existing anti-degradation policy
Consider incentives for wastewater providers who improve water quality

10-2
10-2

Require decentralized systems in the Metro Water District to comply
with the same requirements as municipal wastewater permittees, such
as the completion of a watershed assessment and management plan
Track the approximate flow of private systems so that their impact can
be more readily understood on water quantity and quality

10-2
10-3

County Boards of Health

Recommended
Legislative and
Regulatory Changes

Environmental Health professionals should participate in annual
meetings with local governments and wastewater utilities
Environmental Health professionals should work with the local
jurisdictions to identify these critical areas and support the additional
management measures that local jurisdictions require in these critical
Consider amending current law to allow establishment of maintenance
requirements for non-mechanical wastewater systems
Create a database for septic system permits, repairs, and failures

10-3
10-3
10-3
10-4

Develop a program to enforce or correct mistakes made by installers,
pumpers, and soil classifiers
Develop clear definitions and guidelines on proper labeling of extra
rooms on building plans

10-4
10-4

Georgia Department of Community Affairs (Georgia DCA)

Recommended
Legislative and
Regulatory Changes

The new Comprehensive Land Use Plan review audit checklist should
be updated as needed to encourage coordination between land use
planning and water supply planning in accordance with this Wastewater
Management Plan
The Department of Community Affairs should consider adding additional
minimum planning requirements related to future growth on septic
systems
Active Implementation
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IMPLEMENTATION COSTS
Implementation of the action items within this Wastewater Management Plan will need to be accounted
for in future budgets. The implementation schedules provide an overview of when programs must be
implemented, and therefore when funding is required. Costs were estimated through a combination of
technical literature review and actual expenditures provided by local wastewater providers in the Metro
Water District. The infrastructure and programmatic costs reflect present day costs for actions. Facility
and infrastructure costs will vary by community and therefore should be refined as part of local master
planning. This range of costs for programmatic elements will also fluctuate at the local wastewater
provider level based on the local service area issues and challenges.

TABLE 12-5
Estimated Annual Implementation Cost by Program Category
Action
Number
Description
6.0 Planned Wastewater Treatment Facilities
6.1
Construct 19 new wastewater treatment plants
6.2
Expand 48 existing wastewater treatment plants
6.3
Upgrade wastewater treatment plants
6.4
Retire 24 existing wastewater treatment plants
6.5
Enhance reliability of WTPs and pumping stations
6.6
Reclaim water for Lake Lanier and Lake Allatoona
SUB-TOTAL
7.0 Collection System Inspection and Maintenance
7
Collection system inspection and maintenance
8.0 Septic Systems and Decentralized Systems
8
Septic systems and decentralized systems
9.0 Local Wastewater Planning
9.1
Develop local master plans

Estimated Costs
(Note 1, 4)
Cost in million dollars
$664
$2,758
$1,326
$11
Note 2
Note 3
$4,760
Cost in million dollars
$2,296
Cost in million dollars
$6
Cost in million dollars
$2.25

10.0 State and Regional Policy Recommendations
Cost in million dollars
10
State and Regional Policy
$0.20
11.0 Education and Public Awareness
Cost in million dollars
11.1
Local education program
$2.3
11.1
Regional education program
$1.2
Totals
$7,067
Local wastewater providers, governments, County Board of Health
$1.3
Metro Water District
Georgia EPD
$0.1
$7,067.9
TOTAL
Notes:
1. Costs for planning period based on local and regional project cost data.
2. Site specific costs will be determined through local wastewater master planning.
3. Cost included in the facility construction and expansion costs above.
4. Based on year 2008 dollars.
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IMPLEMENTATION FUNDING
Successful implementation of the Metro Water District Wastewater Management Plan hinges on each
local wastewater provider’s ability to fund the implementation actions. All local governments should
develop a stable funding mechanism that will provide for complete implementation of the Wastewater
Management Plan. The funding methods outlined in this Section are divided into primary and
secondary funding methods. The only primary funding method appropriate for funding implementation
of the required Action Items is wastewater rates. There are a number of secondary funding methods,
however, that may help augment primary funding methods for specific projects or programs. A blend of
funding methods is recommended to support implementation of the Metro Water District Wastewater
Management Plan.

WASTEWATER RATES
Like other public utilities, local wastewater providers charge customers for services associated with
wastewater management, collections, and treatment. Wastewater rates provide a stable and dedicated
revenue source for implementation of the Action Items in this Wastewater Management Plan.
Wastewater rates should be based on a local rate study and designed to provide a sufficient revenue
stream to support program costs and facility maintenance.

GENERAL APPROPRIATIONS (GENERAL FUND)
Revenues from local taxes typically comprise the “General Fund” which funds most activities
performed by local governments. Annually, the local government divides the general fund based on
local priorities into budgets for police, fire, transportation and other activities. The General Fund is an
existing funding source that may be used to augment local wastewater rates for special projects; such as
the extension of the wastewater collection system to serve economic development purposes. The
General Fund is not commonly used to fund wastewater programs in the Metro Water District.

LOANS/BONDS
Loans and bonds allow immediate expenditures on wastewater treatment projects beyond readily
available local funds. Bonds are not a revenue source, but rather are a means of borrowing money for a
specific purpose. Funds are typically paid over a 15-year to 20-year period with interest charges, similar
to a home mortgage. Despite interest charges, loans and bonds are often a financially sound method for
funding capital improvement projects. For some capital improvement projects, such as wastewater
treatment plant upgrades and collections system rehabilitation, the upfront expenditure may be less than
the long-term expense of damage or the possible environmental impact from procrastination.
Typically loans and bonds are used for capital improvement projects that cannot wait until local funds
are available; loans and bonds are not recommended for routine operations. Repayment schedules for
loans and bonds can be developed to smooth out peaks and valleys in revenue requirements and thus
reduce the need for sporadic large rate increases.
General Obligation and Revenue Bonds – Debt financing of capital projects can be accomplished by
issuing general obligation bonds, revenue bonds, or a combination of the two. General obligation bonds
are issued based on the “taxing powers” of the local government therefore no assets are required as
collateral. Revenue bonds are issued based on revenues generated by a specific revenue-generating
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entity such as special service fees, special assessments, or water rates. Because revenue bonds typically
exclude property tax revenues, the interest rate on revenue bonds is typically higher.
Bonds require voter approval in a referendum and are subject to local administrative policy regarding
debt ceilings. Most bonds are financed over a 15-year period with interest payments based on the
community’s bond rating.
Georgia Environmental Facilities Authority Loans – The Georgia Environmental Facilities Authority
(GEFA) provides low-interest state loans to assist local governments across the state with a number of
environmental-related efforts. Loan programs administered by GEFA cover water, wastewater, solid
waste, and land conservation projects. Low interest loans are available for a maximum timeframe of 20
years with population-based limits on loan amounts. GEFA loans require that a community has a good
payment history for previous GEFA loans, the project has identified and secured 100% of the total
project funds, and the minimum debt service coverage is 105%. There is one GEFA loan capable of
supporting implementation of this Wastewater Management Plan; the Clean Water State Revolving
Fund.
•

The Clean Water State Revolving Loan Fund (CWSRF) is a federal loan program administered
by GEFA that funds a wide variety of wastewater infrastructure and non-point source projects.

Communities in the Metro Water District that apply for a GEFA loan must demonstrate through a
Georgia EPD audit that they are in compliance with this Wastewater Management Plan, as well as the
Water Supply and Water Conservation Management Plan and the Watershed Management Plan.
WaterFirst – Although typically considered a voluntary recognition program, communities designated
by the Georgia Department of Community Affairs (DCA) as “WaterFirst” communities receive
discounts on GEFA loan interest rates. The WaterFirst Community Program is a voluntary partnership
sponsored by the DCA to increase the quality of life in communities through the wise management and
protection of water resources. The award program recognizes local governments that make the
connection between land use and water quality, and requires thinking beyond political boundaries to
recognize the inextricable links created by shared water resources. Becoming a WaterFirst community
demonstrates the desire to be responsible stewards of water resources for both environmental and
economic benefits today and in the future.

SERVICE FEES
Local governments have the authority to establish special taxes or service fees to address specific local
challenges. Service fees include SPLOST funds, impact fees, special assessments/tax districts, and inlieu of construction fees as outlined below.
SPLOST Funds – A Special Purpose Local Option Sales Tax (SPLOST) can be voted on and approved
by communities for the purpose of funding the building and maintenance of public facilities. Cities and
counties are allowed to add up to a 1% sales tax levied against the sale of goods and services with a
SPLOST. A SPLOST is recommended by an elected body and voted upon by residents generally during
a scheduled election. A SPLOST expires at the end of six years. If additional funds are still needed,
they must be voted upon and approved again by the citizens of the community. Counties and school
systems are required to provide an independent accountants' report, examining the way the funds were
allocated and verify that the system receiving the funds managed those funds appropriately. SPLOST
revenues are generated from sales tax versus property tax, therefore are attractive in communities with
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significant commercial centers or high tourism rates. SPLOST funds are often helpful for large,
community-supported capital projects such as the rehabilitation of aging collections system
infrastructure.
Sewer Surcharge Fees – Sewer surcharge fees or industrial pre-treatment fees are another method of
local service fee, wherein local wastewater providers can recuperate a portion of the fees expended to
handle additional flows from the food service industry or other industry users. The fees can be based on
the additional strength in effluent or excessive flow rates. DeKalb County’s grease permit fees are an
example of a sewer surcharge fee. The surcharges can help fund programs for proactive maintenance of
the collection system and treatment facility.
Development Impact Fees – Local governments may legally assess new development projects with an
impact fee located within a proposed local wastewater service area. The impact fee is calculated based
on expenses incurred to provide the additional public capacity needed to serve the new growth and
development and not based on the benefits received. Development impact fees to pay for wastewater
projects are not common in Georgia, because the burden of proof is on the local government to
accurately demonstrate the cost of the impact.
Development impact fees related to local services, including connection fees, pretreatment surcharges,
and/or plan review fees, are common in the Metro Water District. These are generally one-time fees
with revenues used specifically to fund salaries for personnel needed to perform the reviews and
inspections required for the new development projects. These fees may be paid directly to the local
wastewater provider or to the local government depending on the plan review process for each
community.
Community Improvement Districts (CIDs) are a unit of government with the power to provide
governmental services and facilities. CIDs are similar to authorities that are often created by special tax
districts. The benefit of the CID is that they may issue tax-exempt special assessment bonds to finance
facilities that provide essential governmental functions, such as wastewater-related projects. The debt is
supported by the assessment power of the CID and not by the local government. CIDs are often used to
support economic development activities.
In-Lieu Construction Fees – Local governments may elect to construct larger regional wastewater
treatment facilities that provide benefit to new development areas as well as existing areas through a
local Capital Improvement Plan. A local government might also choose to have the developer build or
upgrade the whole system from their site to the plant if the new capacity would require these upgrades.
A local government could also require a developer to install dry sewers in areas where septic tanks are
permitted now but will be serviced by sewer at some point in the future. Local governments might also
elect to charge fees to developers that did not participate in the system improvements but will benefit
from the improvements.

GRANTS
A grant is a form of federal or state financial aid that does not need to be repaid and is typically based on
demonstrated need. Grants typically require a local match but are a good way to leverage existing
funds. While grants are helpful to extend locally-available funds, they typically are awarded on a
competitive basis and involve a long lead time to secure funds. Most grants will not fund completed
projects.
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Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) – The CDBG grant program provides funding for
projects that substantially benefit low and moderate income persons. Eligible wastewater-related
projects could include collections system rehabilitation, extension of sanitary sewer service, conversion
of septic systems to public sewer service, and other projects with a distinct benefit to low and moderate
income persons. CDBG funds are distributed within the Metro Water District in two different manners
depending on the county:
•

CDBG Entitlement Communities receive their funds directly from the US Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD). Jurisdictions in the Metro Water District that are
currently entitlement communities include; Clayton, Cobb, DeKalb, Fulton, and Gwinnett
Counties and the cities of Atlanta, Gainesville, Marietta, and Roswell. Entitlement communities
develop their own programs and funding priorities. HUD determines the amount of each
entitlement grant by a statutory dual formula which uses several objective measures of
community needs, including the extent of poverty, population, housing overcrowding, age of
housing and population growth lag in relationship to other metropolitan areas. There are a
number of local requirements for communities to receive their annual funding allocations.

•

CDBG Non-Entitlement Communities receive funds on a competitive grant basis from the
Georgia Department of Community Affairs (Georgia DCA) with approximately $36 million
available for the annual competition. Counties that participate in the state-wide competitive
grant process in the Metro Water District include; Bartow, Cherokee, Coweta, Douglas, Fayette,
Forsyth, Hall, Henry, Paulding and Rockdale.
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INTRODUCTION
The Wastewater Management Plan was updated in compliance with the minimum planning elements
identified in O.C.G.A. §12-5-583. The legislation identifies the need to periodically assess regional
progress towards implementation of the specific actions identified in the Wastewater Management Plan
and towards meeting the long-term goal of comprehensive water resources management.
The O.C.G.A. specifically states the following Plan requirements:
“[E]stablishment of short-term and long-term goals to be accomplished by the plan and measures
for the assessment of progress in accomplishing such goals and plan.”
“The District shall review …management plan(s) and (their) implementation annually to determine
whether there is a need to update such plan(s) and shall report to the director the progress of
implementation of its goals…”
“…the District shall prepare updated …management plan(s) no less frequently than every five
years…”
The short and long-term wastewater management goals are summarized in Section 12 in the
implementation schedule and the county level summaries in Appendix B. The wastewater action items
provide the framework for evaluating implementation of this Wastewater Management Plan. This
section provides an overview of the required plan reviews and plan updates.

PLAN REVIEWS AND UPDATES
There are two types of plan reviews and updates: annual reviews and plan updates that occur every five
years. The reviews and updates are an important component of the adaptive management approach for
all three of the Metro Water District’s long-term management Plans (wastewater, water supply and
water conservation and watershed).
Adaptive management is a type of natural resource management in which decisions are made as
part of an ongoing science-based process. Adaptive management involves testing, monitoring, and
evaluating applied strategies, and incorporating new knowledge into management approaches that
are based on scientific findings and the needs of society. Results are used to modify management
policy, strategies, and practices. (USGS)
This adaptive management approach recognizes the limitations of current knowledge regarding future
situations and the inevitability of change. These Plans provide a big-picture context for specific actions
based on best available data, and will need to be adjusted as better information or new conditions arise.
By design, the short-term management measures are outlined in greater detail than the long-term
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management measures. Recommendations for the first 5 years are reasonably firm, whereas those
beyond 20 years are expected to be refined several times before they are implemented.

ANNUAL REVIEWS
The purpose of the annual plan review is to identify and discuss implementation challenges to determine
if there is a need for plan amendments. The evaluation process provides stakeholders an opportunity to
discuss concerns about a particular element of the Wastewater Management Plan. The annual reviews
are a reminder that the Plans are adaptable, dynamic, and flexible.

PLAN UPDATES
Plan updates occur at least every 5 years and take a more holistic look at changed conditions and
implementation actions since the last Plan Update. Evaluations of changed conditions for Plan Updates
may include:
•

Population forecasts and trends

•

Wastewater management issues

•

Identify additional wastewater treatment facilities needed to address demands

•

County level summaries located in Appendix B

Undoubtedly, other issues will emerge that merit in-depth consideration in the future. As with existing
efforts, future planning work should be open and inclusive, involving all Metro Water District members
and stakeholders.

RECOMMENDED ANNUAL REVIEWS AND UPDATES
Table 13-1 displays key items for the Metro Water District to consider in its annual reviews and 5-year
updates. It is essential that an updated Plan be prepared no less frequently than every 5 years in order to
allow for appropriate adjustments.
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TABLE 13-1
Summary of Plan Elements to be Reviewed and Updated Regularly by the Metro Water District
Key to Actions: z = Required ~ = Recommended | = Desirable » = Automatic Plan Review Trigger

Plan Elements
Metro Water District Plan recommendations

Annual Reviews
Review
Update
z
|

Five-Year Update
Review
Update
z
~

Education & Public Awareness Programs

z

~

z

~

Watershed mandatory local management
measures

z

~

z

~

Local conservation pricing

z

Local water conservation programs

z

~

z

~

Recommended Metro Water District actions

z

~

z

~

Recommended actions for state agencies

|

z

Related Metro Water District and State Plans
(Water Supply/ Wastewater/ Watershed, etc)

|

z

Local sewer system operation and maintenance
programs

|

z

z

z

New population and demand forecasts
Funding trends

z

~

z

z

Special Triggers for Plan Reviews
Note: Any of these actions should trigger an automatic review of their implications for Metro Water
District Plans, and needed Plan modifications. Additionally, the status of any of these pending actions
should be monitored routinely.
State-wide Comprehensive Water Management
Plan resource assessments or guidance

»

|

z

z

Georgia EPD policy or permit requirement
changes

»

|

z

z

Georgia EPD guidance on ACF and ACT basins
modified

»

|

z

z

Georgia EPD permit action on water withdrawal,
reservoir or discharge (issued/denied/modified)

»

|

z

z

Court rulings on general standards or districtspecific cases (e.g. discharges to Lake Lanier)

»

|

z

z

Legislative action relevant to Plans

»

~

z

z

Major policy action by Metro Water District Board

»

|

z

z

New reservoir permit actions

»

|

z

z

Major change in Georgia DHR regulations on
septic systems

»

~

z

z

Major change in Georgia EPD policies or
regulations

»

~

z

z

Major change in GEFA or federal funding levels
or policies

»

|

z

z
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PLAN ACCOUNTABILITY
Municipalities have a high level of accountability for implementing the Wastewater Management Plan’s
required action items through the Georgia EPD audit process. Georgia EPD auditors conduct a thorough
review of the local programs and procedures to determine consistency with the Metro Water District
Wastewater Management Plan. Communities must substantially comply with the Metro Water District
plan provisions in order to modify or obtain new wasteload allocations, water withdrawal permits,
GEFA loan funding, or the renewal of MS4 stormwater permits. Overall, this system has worked well
to ensure implementation of the provisions of all three Metro Water District plans.

ANNUAL PLAN SURVEY AND REPORTING
The Metro Water District performs an annual survey of local jurisdictions to appraise overall progress
towards implementing the Wastewater Management Plan. A summary of these survey results are
published annually in the Metro Water District’s Annual Activities and Progress Report.
Information that will be collected as part of the annual survey and evaluation of progress will include:
•

Sewer System Inspection and Maintenance Programs – status of asset management program,
collection system inspections, maintenance and rehabilitation programs, and capacity
certification programs

•

Emergency Overflow Response and Grease Management – status of local program
development and implementation

•

Local Wastewater Master Planning – reporting of status of master plans (or updates)

•

Septic Systems – status of planning for and acceptance of septage disposal including land
applied septage and applicable restrictions on acceptance, planning future sewer versus
unsewered areas

•

Decentralized Systems – status of local ordinance for decentralized systems

•

Education and Awareness – collect data on local education and public awareness activities

As additional metrics for measuring progress are developed by the Metro Water District and TCC (see
Section 10), they will be included in the annual survey and progress report.

CONCLUSIONS
While the performance will be reported annually by the responsible entities, the final measure of
implementation success will be the longer term, demonstrable trends of:
• Development of local wastewater master plans that are consistent with this Wastewater
Management Plan
• Planned indirect potable reuse of reclaimed water
• Heightened public awareness and community support through an effective public education and
awareness program
• Availability of adequate funding of infrastructure intended to meet the growth needs of the
Metro Water District
• Progress on improving surface water quality
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The table below provides an index to the Sections that address the requirements for the
Wastewater Management Plan.
Requirement for Wastewater Management Plan

Location in Report

Requirements in Senate Bill 130
§ 12-5-583 (b) (1) Identification of anticipated wastewater treatment
capacity requirements over the life of the plan

Section 3 – Wastewater Flow
Forecasts

§ 12-5-583 (b) (2) Recommended future and expansions of existing
wastewater treatment facilities

Appendix B – County Level
Summaries

§ 12-5-583 (b) (3) Measures to maximize efficiency through multijurisdictional approaches to avoid duplication of efforts and
unnecessary costs

Appendix B – County Level
Summaries and Section 10 –
State and Regional
Recommendations

§ 12-5-583 (b) (4) A timetable for phasing out existing plants if
appropriate; upgrading or expanding existing plants; and construction
of new plants

Appendix B – County Level
Summaries

§ 12-5-583 (b) (5) An inspection and maintenance program for sewer
collection systems with timetables for any necessary upgrades or
replacement of substandard segments of such systems

Section 7 – Wastewater
Collection System Inspection
and Maintenance

§ 12-5-583 (b) (6) An inspection and maintenance program for septic
tanks in critical areas and recommendations for effective management
of decentralized wastewater system

Section 8 – Septic Systems
and Decentralized Systems

§ 12-5-583 (b) (7) Identification of appropriate opportunities for graywater reuse or the implementation of other technologies to increase
wastewater treatment capacity or efficiency

Section 2 – Existing
Wastewater Management
Conditions and Section 6 –
Planned Wastewater
Treatment Facilities

§ 12-5-583 (b) (8) Education and public awareness measures
regarding wastewater management

Section 11 – Education and
Public Awareness

§ 12-5-583 (b) (9) Establishment of short-term and long-term goals to
be accomplished by the plan and measures for the assessment of
progress in accomplishing such goals and plan

Sections 12 –
Implementation Plan and
Section 13 – Future Plan
Evaluation

Requirements in Georgia EPD’s Water Planning Standards for Wastewater Plants
1. The plan shall include items 1-9 in OCGA 12-5-583.
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Requirement for Wastewater Management Plan

Location in Report

2. The plan shall, at a minimum, be consistent with all applicable
federal and state laws and rules.

Section 4 – Wastewater
Management Issues

3. The plan shall identify various wastewater treatment alternatives,
including direct and indirect effluent reuse and opportunities for
pollution prevention. The capital and operations costs for the entire
District for each alternative shall be identified along with the
environmental benefits/impacts of each alternative.

Section 5 – Planning
Considerations, Section 6 –
Planned Wastewater
Treatment Facilities, Section
12 – Implementation Plan

4. The plan shall include a general cost schedule for the selected
wastewater treatment option including identification of funding sources
and mechanisms.

Section 12 – Implementation
Plan

5. The plan shall include a provision that at least ten percent of treated
wastewater within the District shall be directly reused (for potable or
non-potable purposes) in the planning horizon.

Section 6 – Planned
Wastewater Treatment
Facilities

6. The plan shall be consistent with the watershed management plan
and the water supply/water conservation plan.

Section 1 – Introduction

7. The planning horizon shall be at least twenty years.

Section 3 – Wastewater Flow
Forecasts

8. The plan shall develop and analyze options to minimize future
interbasin transfers.

Section 6 – Planned
Wastewater Treatment
Facilities
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COUNTY-BY-COUNTY WASTEWATER FACILITY CAPACITY
AND EXPANSION SCHEDULE
Integration of the three water resources plans; Water Supply and Water Conservation Management Plan,
Watershed Management Plan, and the Wastewater Management Plan, is reflected in the facility plans
outlined in this Section. Planning considerations, such as the return of high quality effluent to Lake
Lanier and Lake Allatoona to replenish drinking water supplies and the decommissioning of less
efficient wastewater treatment facilities to benefit water quality, shaped the county-level summaries.
This Appendix outlines the schedule for expanding wastewater facility treatment capacities in the Metro
Water District. Appendix B details the capital projects and non-capital programs specific to each county
in the Metro Water District. Capital projects include new wastewater treatment facilities, facility
expansions and decommissioning of existing facilities. Non-capital programs include planning,
intergovernmental agreements and other studies necessary to protect water resources and facilitate
planned expansions.
The schedule shown is intended to be a general guideline to identify wastewater treatment needs through
the planning horizon of 2035. In Appendix B, the expansion capacities are intended to be in operation
before the end of the period shown, however planning, design and construction of expansions may begin
in the previous period. Actual timing of new or expanded facilities will occur when local growth and
planning indicates the need for additional capacity. Facility capacities listed in Appendix B of the
Wastewater and Water Supply and Water Conservation Management Plans for each planning period are
considered as maximums and that local jurisdictions may plan within and up to that capacity. All new
facilities and facility expansions identified in Appendix B are subject to permitting by Georgia EPD and
must meet all state standards associated with the necessary permits. Inclusion within this plan does not
guarantee a permit, however facilities must be reflected within Appendix B to initiate permitting
discussions with Georgia EPD.
It may be necessary to add some small public, private, and/or public-agency wastewater treatment
facilities on an interim basis, until growth fills in sufficiently to allow consolidation at the major
facilities as allowed by local policies and ordinances. Some local wastewater providers may elect to
decommission a facility during a prior period to that shown in Appendix B. Small facilities that will be
decommissioned and wastewater flows consolidated at another facility within the Metro Water District
will not require a plan amendment to decommission the small facilities.
Appendix B focuses on facility capacity and does not reflect upgrades to the level of treatment at
existing wastewater facilities. In some cases, the level of treatment will relate to the effectiveness of
non-point source pollution controls outlined in the Watershed Management Plan and the impact on
assimilative capacity of receiving streams. This Wastewater Management Plan outlines a facility plan
that protects water quality.
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Appendix B: COUNTY LEVEL SUMMARIES
PLANT CAPACITIES
Wastewater treatment plant capacities, listed in Appendix B, were designed to match the projected 2035
maximum monthly flow or wastewater facility treatment demand. It is recognized that plant capacity is
added in convenient increments and not to match a specific projected flow. At times, it may be
desirable to construct somewhat more capacity than is shown in Appendix B to add a convenient
increment of capacity. For example, if a WWTP with 5 MGD capacity needs to handle a projected
demand of 8 MGD, the most cost efficient plan may be to double the current capacity to 10 MGD. The
convenient increments of plant capacity for expansion projects should be determined through local
wastewater master plans tailored both to the facility and the community.
The forecasts of plant capacity in Appendix B were based on a District-wide average peaking factor of
1.25 (peak month average day/average annual day) for water demands and a 20% I/I factor. In reality,
due to variations in water and collections systems efficiency, these factors will vary for each local
wastewater provider. Each local wastewater provider must determine the necessary treatment capacities
in the local wastewater master plans.
Significant proposed changes in plant capacity will be evaluated against the essential elements of the
Wastewater Management Plan through the Plan Amendment process, outlined in Section 13. Minor
changes in phasing of capacity are considered consistent with this Wastewater Management Plan and do
not require an amendment.

PHASING
The capital improvement project phasing shown in Appendix B was developed to provide adequate
treatment capacity for the projected wastewater demands in that phase, and to make steady progress
toward implementing the essential elements of the Wastewater Management Plan. Within this context,
the timeframe for capital improvements in Appendix B is flexible. For example, delaying the date that a
plant is decommissioned is generally acceptable. Expanding a plant in more or fewer projects is also
generally acceptable. The local wastewater master plans are expected to delve into the timeframes for
capital improvements in greater detail than this regional Wastewater Management Plan.
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Appendix B: COUNTY LEVEL SUMMARIES
Bartow County
Summary of Needs

Wastewater Flows & Capacities
Bartow County Needs
Total Projected Flow to Plants
Treatment Capacity

2010 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2015 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2025 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

16
16
20.0

19
19
30.5

25
25
38.6

2035 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)
34
34
42.6

Capital Projects
New treatment capacity will be provided by expanding the Adairsville North and Cartersville WPCPs and building new facilities in West and Southeast Bartow County. One existing facility will be phased-out. Growth
over the planning horizon will enlarge the service areas of the major facilities, leading to expansion of these larger facilities coupled with the decommissioning of several existing smaller facilities.

Phasing Plan
By 2010

2011 to 2015

Facilities (Note 1)

Project Type

Plant Capacity
at End of
Period
Project Type
(MMF-MGD)

Project
Capacity
(MMF-MGD)

2026 to 2035

Proposed Projects

Proposed Projects

Proposed Projects
Project
Capacity
(MMF-MGD)

2016 to 2025

Plant Capacity
at End of
Period
(MMF-MGD)
Project Type

Project
Capacity
(MMF-MGD)

Proposed Projects
Plant Capacity
at End of
Period
Project Type
(MMF-MGD)

Project
Capacity
(MMF-MGD)

Adairsville North WPCP

No expansions

1.0

Expand

3.0

4.0

No expansions

4.0

No expansions

Adairsville South WPCP

No expansions

0.5

Expand

0.5

1.0

No expansions

1.0

No expansions

Cartersville WPCP

No expansions

15.0

Expand

5.0

20.0

West Bartow WPCP
Emerson Pond WPCP
Bartow Southeast WPCP
Bartow Two Run WPCP

Expand

1.05

1.5

Expand
1.9
Decommission, Flow to
Cartersville WPCP

2.0

Total Capacity (MMF-MGD)

No expansions
Expand

2.0

1.5
4.0

No expansions
Initial
Construction
4.0
No expansions
Expand

4.1

20.0

Expand

4.0

Plant Capacity
at End of
Period
(MMF-MGD)
4.0
1.0
24.0

4.0

No expansions

4.0

1.5

No expansions

1.5

8.1

No expansions

8.1

20.0

30.5

38.6

42.6

Notes:
1) The schedule shown is intended to be a general guideline to identify general capacity needs. While the expansion capacities are intended to be in operation before the end of the period shown, exact timing of expansions should be
determined by local wastewater master plans.

Non-Capital Programs
The following non-capital programs are specific to Bartow County. These programs are in addition to those that apply to all counties within the Metro Water District.
Develop multi-jurisdiction agreements among the county and cities.
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Appendix B: COUNTY LEVEL SUMMARIES
Cherokee County
Summary of Needs

Wastewater Flows & Capacities
Cherokee County Needs
Total Projected Flow to Plants
Treatment Capacity

2010 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2015 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2025 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2035 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

17
17
24.5

20
20
32.25

28
28
40.25

40
40
53.25

Capital Projects
New treatment capacity will be provided by expanding the Canton WPCP, Cherokee County Water and Sewer Authority's (CCWSA) Fitzgerald Creek and Cherokee Rose Creek WWTPs and through
CCWSA construction of two new wastewater treatment facilities: Northeast Cherokee WPCP and the Northwest WPCP. The City of Woodstock WPCP will continue to treat sewage from the City of Woodstock.
Regionalization with adjoining jurisdictions can only be achieved by combining assimilative capacity from a requesting jurisdiction contingent upon mutually agreeable negotiations between the parties.
Basin Considerations
Treated flow will be discharged to surface water bodies in the Etowah River Basin. More stringent phosphorus limits will likely be imposed as a result of the recent TMDL for Lake Allatoona.
Phasing Plan
By 2010

2011 to 2015

Proposed Projects

Facilities (Note 1)
Woodstock WPCP
CCWSA Fitzgerald Creek WPCP
CCWSA Rose Creek WPCP
Canton WPCP

Project
Type

Proposed Projects

Plant Capacity
Project
at End of
Capacity
Period
(MMF-MGD)
(MMF-MGD)

No expansions
Expand

4.0

No expansions

2016 to 2025

2.5
6.0
6.0

Project
Type

Proposed Projects

Plant Capacity
at End of
Project Capacity
Period
(MMF-MGD)
(MMF-MGD)

No expansions
Expand

5.75

No expansions

Project
Type

Project
Capacity
(MMF-MGD)

Plant Capacity
at End of
Period
(MMF-MGD)

2.5

No expansions

2.5

No expansions

2.5

11.75

No expansions

11.75

No expansions

11.75

6.0
8.0

Expand

4.0

10.0

5.0

15.0

4.1

6.0

New

2.0

2.0

No expansions

2.0

Expand

2.0

4.0

Expand

4.0

8.0

Cherokee Northwest WPCP (Note 2)

New

2.0

2.0

No expansions

2.0

Expand

2.0

4.0

Expand

4.0

8.0

32.25

No expansions

8.0

Expand

Expand

24.5

2.0

Project
Type

Project
Capacity
(MMF-MGD)

Proposed Projects
Plant Capacity
at End of
Period
(MMF-MGD)

CCWSA Northeast WPCP

Total Capacity (MMF-MGD)

Expand

2026 to 2035

No expansions

40.25

8.0

53.25

Notes:
1) The schedule shown is intended to be a general guideline to identify general capacity needs. While the expansion capacities are intended to be in operation before the end of the period shown, exact timing of expansions should
be determined by local wastewater master plans.
2) Cherokee Northwest WPCP capacity is shared between CCWSA (60%) and the City of Canton (40%).

Non-Capital Programs
The following non-capital programs are specific to Cherokee County. These programs are in addition to those that apply to all counties within the Metro Water District.
Participate in joint planning study with Forsyth County and affected cities to develop a regional approach to wastewater management for the Upper Etowah Basin.
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Appendix B: COUNTY LEVEL SUMMARIES
Clayton County
Summary of Needs

Wastewater Flows & Capacities
Clayton County Needs
To DeKalb County
Total Projected Flow to Plants
Treatment Capacity

2010 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2015 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2025 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2035 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

36
-2
34
38.4

37
-2
35
38.4

40
-3
37
44.4

46
-4
42
44.4

Capital Projects
New treatment capacity will be provided by expanding the WB Casey WRF.
A new pump station will return flows previously sent to the City of Atlanta to the Casey WRF.
Basin Considerations
The Clayton Northeast WRF will continue to discharge in the Ocmulgee River Basin. The Clayton WB Casey WRF will also discharge to the Ocmulgee River Basin via the wetlands treatment
system, which will be expanded as to discontinue land application. The Clayton Shoal Creek WRF will continue to discharge to the wetlands treatment system.
Phasing Plan
By 2010

2011 to 2015

Proposed Projects

Facilities (Note 1)
Clayton WB Casey WRF

Project
Type

Proposed Projects

Proposed Projects

Plant Capacity
Project
at End of
Capacity
Period
(MMF-MGD) (MMF-MGD)

Project
Type

Plant Capacity
at End of
Project
Period
Capacity
(MMF-MGD)
(MMF-MGD)

No expansions

24.0

No expansions

24.0

Clayton Shoal Creek WRF

No expansions

4.4

No expansions

4.4

Clayton Northeast WRF

No expansions

10.0

No expansions

10.0

Total Capacity (MMF-MGD)

38.4

2026 to 2035

2016 to 2025

38.4

Project
Type
Expand

Proposed Projects

Plant Capacity
at End of
Project
Period
Capacity
(MMF-MGD) (MMF-MGD)
6.0

Project
Type

Project
Capacity
(MMF-MGD)

Plant Capacity
at End of
Period
(MMF-MGD)

30.0

No expansions

30.0

No expansions

4.4

No expansions

4.4

No expansions

10.0

No expansions

10.0

44.4

44.4

Notes:
1) The schedule shown is intended to be a general guideline to identify general capacity needs. While the expansion capacities are intended to be in operation before the end of the period shown, exact timing of expansions
should be determined by local wastewater master plans.

Non-Capital Programs
The following non-capital programs are specific to Clayton County. These programs are in addition to those that apply to all counties within the Metro Water District.
Continue agreements with DeKalb County. The City of Atlanta agreement is set to expire in 2009; construction of a new pump station will return the majority of the flow to the Casey WRF.
Participate in multi-jurisdictional arrangements with DeKalb County for capacity in the DeKalb Polebridge WPCP.
Evaluate the feasibility of pumping Dekalb flows back to the Northeast WRF.
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Appendix B: COUNTY LEVEL SUMMARIES
Cobb County
Summary of Needs

Wastewater Flows & Capacities
Cobb County Needs
To North Fulton (Willeo Creek
Watershed)
From North Fulton (Chattahoochee
Basin)
From Fulton - Sandy Springs
From Paulding County (Chattahoochee
Basin)
To Paulding County (Coosa Basin)
From Paulding County (Coosa Basin)
Total Projected Flow to Plants
Treatment Capacity

2010 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2015 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2025 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2035 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

88

91

98

108

0

0

0

-3.5

8

8

10

3.5
14

6
-0.55
0.3
101
122

6
-0.55
0.3
105
132

8
-0.55
0.3
116
132

10
-0.55
0.3
132
142

Capital Projects
New treatment capacity will be provided by expanding the Cobb County South WRF and revising permitted capacity at RL Sutton WRF. Wastewater from the Sandy Springs area in Fulton County will continue to be treated,
and the flow will increase sufficiently, so that the City of Atlanta does not need to expand its WPCPs before 2035.
Basin Considerations
The Cobb County Noonday Creek and Northwest WRFs will continue to discharge to the Coosa Basin, and the Cobb County RL Sutton and South Cobb WRFs will continue to discharge to the Chattahoochee River.
Wastewater from within Cobb County will continue to be collected according to the natural drainage basin patterns for these two major basins.
Phasing Plan
By 2010

Facilities (Note 1)
Cobb Noonday Creek WRF
Cobb Northwest Cobb WRF
Cobb RL Sutton WRF
Cobb South Cobb WRF

Project
Type

No expansions
No expansions
Revise
Permit
10.0
No expansions

Plant Capacity
at End of
Period
(MMF-MGD)
20.0
12.0
50.0
40.0

Project
Type

Plant Capacity
Project Capacity at End of Period
(MMF-MGD)
(MMF-MGD)

No expansions
No expansions
Revise
Permit
10.0
No expansions

2026 to 2035

Proposed Projects

Proposed Projects

Proposed Projects
Project
Capacity
(MMF-MGD)

2016 to 2025

2011 to 2015

Project
Type

Project Capacity
(MMF-MGD)

Proposed Projects
Plant Capacity
at End of
Period
(MMF-MGD)

Project
Type

Plant Capacity
at End of
Project Capacity
Period
(MMF-MGD)
(MMF-MGD)

20.0

No expansions

20.0

No expansions

20.0

12.0

No expansions

12.0

No expansions

12.0

60.0

No expansions

60.0

40.0

No expansions

40.0

No expansions
Expand
10.0

60.0
50.0

Total Capacity (MMF-MGD)

122
132
132
142
Notes:
1) The schedule shown is intended to be a general guideline to identify general capacity needs. While the expansion capacities are intended to be in operation before the end of the period shown, exact timing of expansions should be
determined by local wastewater master plans.

Non-Capital Programs
The following non-capital programs are specific to Cobb County. These programs are in addition to those that apply to all counties within the Metro Water District.
Continue regional cooperation on wastewater treatment issues.

WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN
Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District

MAY 2009

B- 6

Appendix B: COUNTY LEVEL SUMMARIES
Coweta County
Summary of Needs

Wastewater Flows & Capacities
Coweta County Needs
Total Projected Flow to Plants
Treatment Capacity

2010 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2015 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2025 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

8
8
12.23

10
10

15
15

18.84

25.34

2035 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)
25

25
34.73

Capital Projects
Additional capacity will be provided by installing a new WPCP in southeast Coweta County and Sharpsburg. Most of the small facilities will expand with several private facilities constructed and deeded to
the local wastewater provider.
Basin Considerations
Some flows to the Chattahoochee Basin could be land applied after treatment. Surface water discharge can be considered for these flows. Flow from the new Southeast Coweta WPCP will be discharged
in the Flint Basin.
Phasing Plan
By 2010
Proposed Projects

Facilities (Note 1)
Coweta Arnco WPCP
Coweta Sergeant WPCP
Newnan Mineral Springs WPCP
Newnan Wahoo Creek WPCP
Newnan Utilities Decentralized Systems (Note 2)
Coweta Shenandoah WPCP
Senoia LAS (Note 4)
Sharpsburg WPCP (Notes 3 - 5)
Senoia Southeast WPCP (Note 5)
Grantville Colley Street LAS (Note 5)
Grantville Ponds (Note 5, Note 6)
Grantville Yellow Jacket Creek WPCP (Note 5,
Note 6)
Grantville New River WPCP (Note 5, Note 6)
Coweta private systems (deeded to WSA)
Coweta Bridgeport WPCP

Project
Project
Capacity
Type
(MMF-MGD)
No expansions
No expansions
Expand
1.25
No expansions

2011 to 2015
Proposed Projects
Plant Capacity
at End of
Period
(MMF-MGD)
0.10
0.06
2.0
3.0

New
1.0
Expand
1.11
No expansions

1.0
2.0
0.49

No expansions
No expansions
New
New
New
New

0.25
0.25
2.5
0.30

0.78
2.50
0.30

Project
Project
Capacity
Type
(MMF-MGD)
No expansions
No expansions
Expand
1.25
Expand
1.0
Expand
1.25
No expansions
Expand
0.51
New
0.3
New
2.0
No expansions
No expansions
No expansions
No expansions
No expansions
Expand
0.30

2026 to 2035
Proposed Projects

2016 to 2025
Proposed Projects

Plant Capacity
at End of
Period
(MMF-MGD)
0.10
0.06
3.25
4.0
2.25
2.0
1.0
0.3
2.0

0.78
2.50
0.60

Plant
Project
Capacity at
Capacity
Project
End of Period
(MMF-MGD) (MMF-MGD)
Type
0.10
No expansions
0.06
No expansions
Expand
0.75
4.0
Expand
2.0
6.0

Plant
Capacity at
Project
Capacity End of Period
Project
(MMF-MGD) (MMF-MGD)
Type
Expand
0.9
1.0
Expand
0.94
1.0
4.0
No expansions
6.0
No expansions

Expand
3.25
No expansions
No expansions
Expand
0.2
No expansions
No expansions
No expansions

Expand
2.25
No expansions
No expansions

7.75
2.0
1.0

5.0
Expand
No expansions
No expansions

7.5

No expansions
No expansions
No expansions
Expand
0.30

5.50
2.0
1.0
0.5
2.0

0.78
2.50
0.90

No expansions
No expansions
No expansions
Expand
0.30

0.78
2.50
1.20

Total Capacity (MMF-MGD)

12.23
18.84
34.73
25.34
Notes:
1) The schedule shown is intended to be a general guideline to identify general capacity needs. While the expansion capacities are intended to be in operation before the end of the period shown, exact timing of expansions should
be determined by local wastewater master plans.
2) The “Newnan Utilities Decentralized Systems” represents an estimation of the anticipated construction of multiple decentralized facilities operated by Newnan Utilities.
3) Initial 0.15 MGD will be to Sharpsburg LAS; an additional 0.15 MGD will either be to the LAS or new point source discharge.
4) Expansion in 2016 to 2025 timeframe will be either to the LAS or new point source discharge.
5) Proposed capacity is to be shared between these facilities as determined by joint local wastewater master planning.
6) Benefits of decommissioning these facilities will be investigated in the 2016 to 2035 time period.

Non-Capital Programs
The following non-capital programs are specific to Coweta County. These programs are in addition to those that apply to all counties within the Metro Water District.
Undertake a joint planning study comprised of the county and local cities to develop a comprehensive, strategic plan for managing wastewater. The study should determine how to best utilize existing and
proposed city and county treatment facilities to serve the whole area.
Develop multi-jurisdiction agreements among the county and cities, as needed.
Develop multi-jurisdictional agreements between the county, City of Senoia, Fayette County and Peachtree City, as needed, for regional plan.
Develop options for large industrial sites to be served by the County in the future.
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Appendix B: COUNTY LEVEL SUMMARIES
DeKalb County
Summary of Needs

Wastewater Flows & Capacities
DeKalb County Needs
To Gwinnett County
To Fulton
From Clayton County
From Rockdale
Total Projected Flow to Plants
Treatment Capacity

2010 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2015 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2025 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2035 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

99
-1
-56
2
0.5
44
56.0

101
-1
-56
2
0.5
46.5
70.0

107
-1
-60
3
0.5
49.5
93.0

117
-1
-64
4
0.5
56.5
93.0

Capital Projects
The treated flow from DeKalb Polebridge and Snapfinger WPCP's will be discharged to two rivers; combined plant discharges from the Snapfinger WPCP and the Pole Bridge Creek WPCP in excess of that currently
permitted (56 mgd) will be either (1) returned to the Chattahoochee River Basin in accordance with a wasteload allocation to be issues by Georgia EPD or (2) indirectly reused for drinking water in DeKalb County thus
reducing the County's future withdrawals from the Chattahoochee River. The reuse option may consist of an increased discharge beyond 56 mgd into the South River with a corresponding downstream water withdrawal
for drinking water.
Basin Considerations
The treated flow from the DeKalb Polebridge and Snapfinger WPCPs will be discharged to two rivers; all flow above 56 MGD in the Ocmulgee basin portion of the County will be returned following one of the two
scenarios outlined in Capital Projects, above.
Phasing Plan
By 2010
Proposed Projects

Facilities (Note 1)

Project
Type

2016 to 2025

2011 to 2015

Proposed Projects

Proposed Projects

Plant Capacity
Project
at End of
Capacity
Period
(MMF-MGD)
(MMF-MGD)

Project
Type

2026 to 2035

Plant Capacity
at End of
Project Capacity
Period
(MMF-MGD)
(MMF-MGD)

Project
Type

Proposed Projects

Plant Capacity
at End of
Period
Project Capacity
(MMF-MGD)
(MMF-MGD)

Project
Type

Plant Capacity
Project Capacity at End of Period
(MMF-MGD)
(MMF-MGD)

DeKalb Polebridge WPCP

No expansions

20.0

Expand

10.0

30.0

Expand

9.0

39.0

No expansions

39.0

DeKalb Snapfinger WPCP

No expansions

36.0

Expand

4.0

40.0

Expand

14.0

54.0

No expansions

54.0

Total Capacity (MMF-MGD)

70.0
93.0
93.0
56.0
Notes:
1) The schedule shown is intended to be a general guideline to identify general capacity needs. While the expansion capacities are intended to be in operation before the end of the period shown, exact timing of expansions should be
determined by local wastewater master plans.

Non-Capital Programs
The following non-capital programs are specific to DeKalb County. These programs are in addition to those that apply to all counties within the Metro Water District.
Maintain existing agreements with Fulton County and with the City of Atlanta for treating wastewater at the RM Clayton and Intrenchment Creek WRCs.
Continue/expand agreements to receive wastewater from Clayton, Gwinnett, Fulton and Rockdale Counties.
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Appendix B: COUNTY LEVEL SUMMARIES
Douglas County
Summary of Needs

Wastewater Flows & Capacities
Douglas County Needs
Total Projected Flow to Plants
Treatment Capacity

2010 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2015 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2025 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2035 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

10
10
12.89

11
11
17.49

15
15
22.64

22
22
27.84

Capital Projects
Over the next 30 years, wastewater treatment plants within the County will be expanded as demanded by growth.
The Douglasville-Douglas County Water & Sewer Authority plans to design and construct an alternate discharge point downstream from the current discharge point for the existing 6.0 MGD South Central Water
Pollution Control Plant. The alternate discharge point will not impact the current permitted capacity of the South Central Water Pollution Control Plant.
Basin Considerations
DDCWSA and Villa Rica North facilities will be discharged to surface water bodies in the Chattahoochee Basin. Villa Rica West discharges to the Tallapoosa Basin.
Phasing Plan
2011 to 2015

By 2010
Proposed Projects

Facilities (Note 1)
DDCWSA Beaver Estates WPCP
DDCWSA Rebel Trails WPCP

Project
Type

No expansions

Project
Type

Project
Capacity
(MMF-MGD)

Plant Capacity
at End of
Period
(MMF-MGD)

0.08

Decommission, flow to
Sweetwater Creek

-

0.04

Decommission, Flow to South
Central WPCP

-

Decommissioned, Flows to
South Central WPCP

-

DDCWSA South Central UWRF

No expansions

0.5

No expansions

0.5

DDCWSA South Central WPCP

No expansions

6.0

No expansions

6.0

DDCWSA Southside WPCP

2026 to 2035

Proposed Projects

Proposed Projects

Project
Plant Capacity
Capacity
at End of Period
(MMF-MGD)
(MMF-MGD)

No expansions

2016 to 2025

Project
Type

Project
Capacity
(MMF-MGD)

No expansions
Expand

3.0

Proposed Projects
Plant Capacity
at End of
Period
(MMF-MGD)

0.5
9.0

Project
Type

Project
Capacity
(MMF-MGD)

No expansions
Expand

3.0

Plant Capacity at
End of Period
(MMF-MGD)

0.5
12.0

DDCWSA Northside WPCP

No expansions

0.6

Expand

1.4

2.0

No expansions

2.0

No expansions

2.0

DDCWSA Sweetwater Creek WPCP

No expansions

3.0

Expand

3.0

6.0

No expansions

6.0

No expansions

6.0

Villa Rica North WPCP

No expansions

0.52

Expand

0.32

0.84

No expansions

0.84

No expansions

0.84

Villa Rica West WPCP (Note 2)

Expand

1.37

2.15

No expansions

2.15

Expand

2.15

4.3

Expand

2.2

6.5

Total Capacity (MMF-MGD)

12.89
17.49
22.64
27.84
Notes:
1) The schedule shown is intended to be a general guideline to identify general capacity needs. While the expansion capacities are intended to be in operation before the end of the period shown, exact timing of expansions should be
determined by local wastewater master plans.
2) Villa Rica West WPCP located within Carroll County and not all flows to this facility are taken into account in the Douglas County total projected flows.

Non-Capital Programs
The following non-capital programs are specific to Douglas County. These programs are in addition to those that apply to all counties within the Metro Water District.
Participate in joint planning study with Cobb and Paulding Counties to develop a regional approach to wastewater management for the portion of Paulding County in the Chattahoochee Basin.
Develop multi-jurisdiction agreement with Paulding County, as needed.
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Appendix B: COUNTY LEVEL SUMMARIES
Fayette County
Summary of Needs

Wastewater Flows & Capacities
Fayette County Needs
Total Projected Flow to Plants
Treatment Capacity

2010 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2015 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2025 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2035Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

11
11
11.0

12
12
14.0

16
16
17.0

22
22
22.0

2016 to 2025

2026 to 2035

Capital Projects
Wastewater treatment in Fayette County will be provided at three existing facilities, two in Peachtree City and one in Fayetteville.
Basin Considerations
Treated flow will be discharged to the Flint Basin.
Phasing Plan
By 2010

2011 to 2015

Proposed Projects

Facilities (Note 1, Note 2)

Project
Type

Plant
Capacity at
Project
End of
Capacity
Period
(MMF-MGD) (MMF-MGD)

Peachtree City Line Creek WPCP

No expansions

2.0

Peachtree City Rockaway WPCP

No expansions

4.0

Fayetteville Whitewater Creek WPCP
(Note 2)

Expand

1.25

5.0

Proposed Projects

Project
Type

Expand

Plant
Capacity at
End of
Project Capacity
Period
(MMF-MGD)
(MMF-MGD)

3.0

14.0

Proposed Projects

Proposed Projects

Project
Type

Project
Capacity
(MMF-MGD)

Plant
Capacity at
End of
Period
(MMF-MGD)

Project
Type

Expand

3.0

17.0

Expand

Plant
Capacity at
Project Capacity End of Period
(MMF-MGD)
(MMF-MGD)

5.0

22.0

Total Capacity (MMF-MGD)
11.0

14.0

17.0

22.0

Notes:
1) The schedule shown is intended to be a general guideline to identify general capacity needs. While the expansion capacities are intended to be in operation before the end of the period shown, exact timing of
expansions should be determined by local wastewater master plans. Proposed expansion capacities will be agreed upon by both jurisdictions in the local wastewater master plan prior to requesting wasteload allocations
or seeking permits.
2) Where proposed capacity is allotted to more than one plant, it is to be shared between them, as determined by need through local wastewater master plans.

Non-Capital Programs
The following non-capital programs are specific to Fayette County. These programs are in addition to those that apply to all counties within the Metro Water District.
Evaluate the need for additional wastewater treatment capacity in local wastewater master plans.
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Appendix B: COUNTY LEVEL SUMMARIES
Forsyth County
Summary of Needs
Wastewater Flows & Capacities
Forsyth County Needs
Total Projected Flow to Plants
Treatment Capacity

2010 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2015 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2025 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

22
22
18.56

29
29
36.41

42
42
42.41

2035Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)
52

52
58.81

Capital Projects
New treatment capacity will be provided by constructing the new Shakerag facility and two new facilities discharging to Lake Lanier and expanding the Fowler WRF. Apportionment of capacity
between the Forsyth County and City of Cumming should be based on the needs and growth of their respective service areas. Allocation of proposed treatment capacity between Forsyth County and
the City of Cumming will be agreed upon by both jurisdictions in accordance with the local wastewater master plan prior to requesting wasteload allocations or seeking permits. The local wastewater
master plan will also include an analysis of the feasibility of constructing a combined facility between the City and County.
Basin Considerations
The City of Cumming will construct a new AWRF that will discharge to Lake Lanier and return flow to the Lake. Forsyth County will construct a new AWRF that will discharge to Lake Lanier (Note
1). Treated flow from the New South Forsyth WWTP / Fowler Reuse System will be land applied and/or discharged into the Chattahoochee River.
Phasing Plan
By 2010

2011 to 2015
Proposed Projects

Proposed Projects

Facilities (Notes 1, 4)
Cumming Bethelview Road WPCP

Project
Type

2016 to 2025

Plant
Project
Capacity at
Capacity
End of Period
(MMF-MGD) (MMF-MGD)

Proposed Projects

Plant Capacity
Project
at End of
Capacity
Period
(MMF-MGD) (MMF-MGD)

Project
Type

Proposed Projects

Plant Capacity
Project
at End of
Capacity
Period
(MMF-MGD)
(MMF-MGD)

Project
Type

Plant
Capacity at
Project
Capacity End of Period
(MMF-MGD) (MMF-MGD)

No expansions

8.0

No expansions

8.0

Cumming Lake Lanier WRF (Note 2)

Initial construction

7.5

No expansions

7.5

Expand

7.5

15

Forsyth Lake Lanier WRF (Note 2)

Initial construction

3.0

Expand

2

5

Expand

5

10

16

Expand

4

20

Expand

4

Forsyth Shakerag/Fowler WRF (Note 3)

No expansions

Expand

4.5

8.0

Project
Type

2026 to 2035

8.5

Expand

7.5

Forsyth Dick Creek WRF

No expansions

0.76

No expansions

0.76

Cumming Lanier Beach South

No expansions

0.04

Decommission

-

Cumming Habersham WPCP (Note 5)

No expansions

0.11

Decommission

-

Forsyth Windemere Urban Reuse LAS

No expansions

0.55

No expansions

Forsyth Manor Water Reuse Facility

No expansions

0.50

No expansions

Forsyth Parkstone at the Bridges LAS

No expansions

0.10

No expansions

No expansions

8.0

24

No expansions

0.76

No expansions

0.76

0.55

No expansions

0.55

No expansions

0.55

0.50

No expansions

0.50

No expansions

0.50

0.10

No expansions

0.10

Decommission

-

Total Capacity (MMF-MGD)
18.56

36.41

42.41

58.81

Notes:
1) The schedule shown is intended to be a general guideline to identify general capacity needs. While the expansion capacities are intended to be in operation before the end of the period shown, exact timing of
expansions should be determined by local wastewater master plans.
2) The proposed Cumming and Forsyth AWRFs that will discharge to Lake Lanier may be built as separate facilities, or may be combined into one facilty.
3) The Shakerage / Fowler reuse system constist of two and potentally more facilities pumping into one reuse system with combined flows being land applied and discharged into the river.
4) The City and County may acquire private wastewater systems that result in minor changes and possible additions to discharge permits.
5) The City of Cumming is currently in negotiations to acquire the private Habersham facility.

Non-Capital Programs
The following non-capital programs are specific to Forsyth County. These programs are in addition to those that apply to all counties within the Metro Water District.
Make provisions to return reclaimed water to Lake Lanier, the source of the area’s drinking water.
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Appendix B: COUNTY LEVEL SUMMARIES
Fulton County
Summary of Needs

Wastewater Flows & Capacities
Fulton County Needs
From Cobb (Willeo Creek Watershed)
To Cobb (Chattahoochee Basin)
To Cobb - Sandy Springs
From DeKalb County
Total Projected Flow to Plants
Treatment Capacity

2010 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2015 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2025 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2035 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

182
3.5
3.5
-8
56
237
291.8

191
3.5
3.5
-8
56
246
308.3

213
3.5
3.5
-10
60
270
308.3

240
3.5
-4.5
64
303
313.3

Capital Projects
New treatment capacity will be provided by expanding the Johns Creek WRFs. Existing arrangements to receive wastewater from DeKalb and Cobb Counties will be continued.
The City of Atlanta will use the current design capacity at its WRCs to treat wastewater flows through 2035. Wastewater may need to be pumped within the City to fully utilize each WRC. It will continue to
receive wastewater for treatment from DeKalb County, Sandy Springs, and southern Fulton County.
The Fulton Camp Creek WRF will expand in the near future. Industrial WWTPs may be converted into pretreatment plants, while others could be retained, expanded or modified. The public-agency WWTPs
will be phased-out. It may be necessary to add some small public, private, and/or public-agency WWTPs on an interim basis in fringe areas of the county, until growth fills in sufficiently to allow consolidation at the
major facility.
Basin Considerations
Treated flow from WWTPs will be discharged to the Chattahoochee River. The Atlanta South River WRC will continue to pump its effluent from the Ocmulgee Basin to the Chattahoochee River. The City of
Atlanta combined sewer overflow and treatment facilities will continue to discharge to the Chattahoochee or Ocmulgee Basin, according to the drainage areas they serve.
Phasing Plan
By 2010

2011 to 2015

Proposed Projects

Facilities (Note 1)
Fulton Big Creek WRF
Fulton Johns Creek WRF
Fulton Cauley Creek Reuse
Fulton Little River WRF
Atlanta RM Clayton WRC (Note 2)
Atlanta Utoy Creek WRC (Note 2)
Atlanta South River WRC (Note 2)
Fulton Camp Creek WRF
Fulton Little Bear Creek WRF
Union City WWTP (Note 3)
Fairburn LAS
Fulton Settingdown Creek Golf Course Reuse
Fulton Technology Park/Johns Creek WRF

Plant
Project
Capacity at
Project
Capacity End of Period
Type
(MMF-MGD) (MMF-MGD)
24.0
No expansions
Expand
8.0
15.0
5
No expansions
1
No expansions
Revise
Permit
22
122.0
Revise
Permit
7
44.0
Revise
Permit
13
54.0
Expand
11.0
24.0
No expansions
New
2.5

No expansions
Decommission, Flow to
Fulton Johns Creek WRF

2016 to 2025

0.1
2.5

Plant
Capacity at
Project
Project Capacity End of Period
(MMF-MGD)
Type
(MMF-MGD)
Expand
14.0
38.0
15.0
No expansions
5.0
No expansions
Expand
1.6
2.6

Project
Capacity
Project
(MMF-MGD)
Type
No expansions
No expansions
No expansions
No expansions

Plant
Capacity at
End of Period
(MMF-MGD)
38.0
15.0
5.0
2.6

Plant
Capacity at
Project
Project Capacity End of Period
Type
(MMF-MGD)
(MMF-MGD)
38.0
No expansions
Expand
5.0
20.0
5.0
No expansions
2.6
No expansions

No expansions

122.0

No expansions

122.0

No expansions

122.0

No expansions

44.0

No expansions

44.0

No expansions

44.0

54.0
24.0

No expansions
No expansions

54.0
24.0

No expansions
No expansions

54.0
24.0

2.5
1.0

No expansions
No expansions

2.5
1.0

No expansions
No expansions

2.5
1.0

0.2

No expansions

0.2

No expansions

0.2

No expansions
No expansions
Decommission, Flow to Fulton
Camp Creek WRF
No expansions
New
1.0

0.2

2026 to 2035
Proposed Projects

Proposed Projects

Proposed Projects

No expansions

-

Total Capacity (MMF-MGD)
291.8
308.3
308.3
313.3
Notes:
1) The schedule shown is intended to be a general guideline to identify general capacity needs. While the expansion capacities are intended to be in operation before the end of the period shown, exact timing of expansions should be
determined by local wastewater master plans.
2) These numbers represent current design capacities for these facilities. The current NPDES permits for the City of Atlanta's facilities do not contain flow limits. The City of Atlanta and Georgia EPD are discussing inclusion of flow
limits in the NPDES permits for some of these facilities.
3) Planning for this facility must be coordinated into the overall county wastewater management plan.

Non-Capital Programs
The following non-capital programs are specific to Fulton County. These programs are in addition to those that apply to all counties within the Metro Water District.
Continue agreements between county and cities.
Continue existing agreement to receive wastewater from DeKalb and Cobb Counties.
Participate in joint planning study with Cherokee and Forsyth Counties and affected cities to develop a regional approach to wastewater management for the Upper Etowah Basin.
Develop multi-jurisdiction agreement, as needed, with Cherokee and/or Cobb Counties for them to receive wastewater generated in Fulton Etowah Basin.
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Appendix B: COUNTY LEVEL SUMMARIES
Gwinnett County
Summary of Needs

Wastewater Flows & Capacities
Gwinnett County Needs
From DeKalb County
Total Projected Flow to Plants
Treatment Capacity

2010 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2015 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2025 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2035 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

96
1
97
100.9

107
1
108
101.5

121
1
122
111.5

135
1
136
136.5

Capital Projects
New treatment capacity will be provided by expanding the Gwinnett Crooked Creek, F. Wayne Hill, and Yellow River WRF's. The other facilities will be phased-out, as flows are consolidated to these
three major plants.
Gwinnett intends to reduce or eliminate discharges to DeKalb County for treatment at the DeKalb Polebridge Creek WPCP. Exact timing of the reduction or elimination of discharge to DeKalb has not
yet been determined. New conveyance infrastructure will be constructed to convey flows to be treated within Gwinnett County.
Basin Considerations
Discharge of reclaimed water to the Yellow River will remain at 22 MGD as is presently permitted.
Reclaimed water produced by Gwinnett F. Wayne Hill WRC (40 MGD) will be returned to Lake Lanier per NPDES permit GA0038130.
The reclaimed water that will be produced by the expansion of the F. Wayne Hill WRC (25 mgd) may be discharged to the Chattahoochee River or Lake Lanier subject to the EPD approvals and
permits.
The additional 9 MGD at the Gwinnett Crooked Creek WRF is to be discharged into the Chattahoochee River.
Phasing Plan
By 2010
Proposed Projects

Facilities (Note 1)

Project
Type

2016 to 2025

2011 to 2015

Plant
Capacity at
Project
End of
Capacity
Period
(MMF-MGD) (MMF-MGD)
2.0

Proposed Projects

Project
Type

Plant
Capacity at
End of
Period
Project Capacity
(MMF-MGD)
(MMF-MGD)

Buford Southside WPCP

No expansions

Expand
1.5
Decommission, Flow to Buford
Southside WPCP

Buford Westside WPCP

No expansions

0.25

Gwinnett Crooked Creek WRC (Note 2)

No expansions

16.0

No expansions

16.0

Gwinnett F. Wayne Hill WRC (Note 2)

No expansions

60.0

No expansions

60.0

Gwinnett Beaver Ruin WRF

No expansions

4.5

Gwinnett Jacks Creek WRF

No expansions

0.62

Gwinnett Jackson Creek WRF

No expansions

3.0

Decommission, Flow to
Gwinnett Yellow River WRF,
Gwinnett F.Wayne Hill WRC

Gwinnett Yellow River WRF

No expansions

14.5

Expand

7.5

3.5

2026 to 2035

Proposed Projects

Project
Type

Plant
Capacity at
End of
Project Capacity
Period
(MMF-MGD)
(MMF-MGD)

Proposed Projects

Project
Type

Project
Capacity
(MMF-MGD)

Plant
Capacity at
End of
Period
(MMF-MGD)

Expand

1.0

4.5

No expansions

4.5

Expand

9.0

25.0

No expansions

25.0

-

No expansions

60.0

No expansions

22.0

Expand

25.0

85.0

22.0

No expansions

22.0

Total Capacity (MMF-MGD)
100.9
111.5
136.5
101.5
Notes:
1) The schedule shown is intended to be a general guideline to identify general capacity needs. While the expansion capacities are intended to be in operation before the end of the period shown, exact timing of expansions
should be determined by local wastewater master plans.
2) The exact timing of this expansion will depend on flow demand. It may be necessary to have this expansion on line prior to the end of the previous planning period.

Non-Capital Programs
The following non-capital programs are specific to Gwinnett County. These programs are in addition to those that apply to all counties within the Metro Water District.
Existing agreements to discharge wastewater to DeKalb Pole Bridge WPCP will remain in place until a determination is made as to exact timing to reduce or eliminate those discharges.
Make provisions to return reclaimed water from the Gwinnett F. Wayne Hill WRC (40 MGD).
If required by EPD, make provisions to return reclaimed water from the expanded Gwinnett F. Wayne Hill WRC (25 MGD) to Lake Lanier.
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Appendix B: COUNTY LEVEL SUMMARIES
Hall County
Summary of Needs

Wastewater Flows & Capacities
Hall County Needs
Total Projected Flow to Plants
Treatment Capacity

2010 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2015 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2025 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

21
21
20.18

27
27
31.80

39
39
47.20

2035 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)
51
51

59.80

Capital Projects
New treatment capacity will be provided by expanding the four major, existing WPCPs within the county. The Lula Pond will be decommissioned and a new tertiary treatment facility will be constructed to meet
the needs of the growing northeast corner of Hall County .
The capital improvements are summarized in the following phasing plan for Hall County.
Basin Considerations
Reclaimed water will be produced and discharged to Lake Lanier or its tributaries.
Phasing Plan
By 2010

2011 to 2015
Proposed Projects

Proposed Projects

Facilities (Note 1)

Project
Type

Flowery Branch WPCP

Expand

Plant
Project
Capacity at
Capacity
End of Period
(MMF-MGD) (MMF-MGD)
1.14

2016 to 2025

Project
Type

2026 to 2035

Proposed Projects

Plant
Project
Capacity at
Capacity End of Period
(MMF-MGD) (MMF-MGD)

Project Type

Proposed Projects

Plant
Project
Capacity at
Capacity End of Period
(MMF-MGD) (MMF-MGD)

2.05

Expand

1.45

3.5

Expand

3.0

6.5

Expand

3.0

18.0

Project Type

Plant
Capacity at
Project
Capacity End of Period
(MMF-MGD) (MMF-MGD)

Expand

2.5

9.0

Gainesville Flat Creek WRF

No expansions

12.0

Expand

3.0

15.0

Gainesville Linwood WRF

No expansions

5.0

Expand

2.0

7.0

Expand

3.5

10.5

Expand

3.5

14.0

4.0
1.5

8.0
3.0

Expand; discharge
to Lake Lanier
Expand

3.0
3.0

11.0
6.0

0.4

1.2

Expand

0.6

1.8

Spout Springs LAS (Note 2)
Hall County (Note 3)
Lula Pond WPCP
Lula WPCP

No expansions

0.75

Decommission flow to Lula
WPCP
New

0.375

Expand
New

3.25
1.5

4.0
1.5

Expand; split
discharge to LAS,
Mulberry Creek
and/or Lake Lanier
Expand

Expand

0.425

0.8

Expand

18.0

No expansions

0.375

Total Capacity (MMF-MGD)

20.18
31.80
47.20
59.80
Notes:
1) The schedule shown is intended to be a general guideline to identify general capacity needs. While the expansion capacities are intended to be in operation before the end of the period shown, exact timing of expansions should be
determined by local wastewater master plans.
2) The Spout Springs LLC LAS may require a cold weather discharge permit to Mulberry Creek in the intermediate years; by 2035 a discharge permit to Lake Lanier or its tributary will be required.
3) This new facility must be in conformance with HB 489 negotiations and local wastewater master plans; the discharge may be to (1) To Flat Creek in North Hall, above Lake Lanier, (2) Directly to the future Glades Reservoir, for flow/
supply augmentation to Lake Lanier, (3) To the City of Gainesville Flat Creek WRF, or (4) Other options that are defined by coordinated planning among Hall County, City of Gainesville, Flowery Branch, and Lula.

Non-Capital Programs
The following non-capital programs are specific to Hall County. These programs are in addition to those that apply to all counties within the Metro Water District.
Make provisions to return reclaimed water to Lake Lanier or its tributaries.
Continue existing, and establish new agreements between the county and cities.
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Appendix B: COUNTY LEVEL SUMMARIES
Henry County
Summary of Needs

Wastewater Flows & Capacities
Henry County Needs
Total Projected Flow to Plants
Treatment Capacity

2010 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2015 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2025 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

16
16
22.02

19
19
40.05

28
28
57.85

2035 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)
39
39

55.85

Capital Projects
Over the next 30 years, wastewater treatment will be consolidated. Several of the existing smaller facilities will be phased-out. Growth over the years will enlarge the service areas of the major facilities,
leading to their expansion and the decommissioning of the existing smaller facilities.
Basin Considerations
Henry Indian Creek LAS will continue as no-discharge systems. The Henry Bear Creek LAS will serve all unincorporated areas of the County in the Flint Basin. The Henry Walnut Creek WRF and
Leguin Mill WPCP will discharge treated flow to surface water bodies in the Ocmulgee Basin.
Provide LAS systems at two of the three WPCPs to be expanded if supported by consumptive use.
Phasing Plan
By 2010

2011 to 2015

Proposed Projects

2016 to 2025

Proposed Projects

Facilities (Note 1)

Project
Type

Project
Capacity
(MMF-MGD)

Plant Capacity
at End of
Period
(MMF-MGD)

Hampton WPCP

Expand

1.25

1.75

Henry Bear Creek WRF/LAS

Expand

Project
Type

Project
Capacity
(MMF-MGD)

2026 to 2035
Proposed Projects

Proposed Projects
Plant Capacity
at End of
Period
(MMF-MGD)

No expansions

1.75

No expansions

1.25

Project
Type

Project
Capacity
(MMF-MGD)

Plant Capacity
at End of
Period
(MMF-MGD)

No expansions

1.75

1.75

No expansions

1.25

No expansions

1.25

7.0

No expansions

7.0

1

1.25

No expansions

1.5

Henry Springdale Road WPCP

No expansions

0.5

No expansions

0.5

No expansions

0.5

Henry Springdale LAS

No expansions

1.1

No expansions

1.1

No expansions

1.1

0.4

No expansions

0.4

Henry Springdale/Walnut Creek WPCP

0.4

Henry Walnut Creek WRF

No expansions
Expand;
LAS
4.0

8.0

Locust Grove Indian Creek WPCP

Expand

1.5

3.0

McDonough Walnut Creek WPCP

Expand

1.0

2.0

Stockbridge WPCP

Expand

0.75

2.25

New

0.27

0.27

Henry Leguin Mill LAS
Henry Leguin Mill WPCP

1.5

No expansions
Expand;
Discharge
10.0
No expansions
Expand

2.0

No expansions
Decommission, Flow to
Henry Leguin Mill WPCP
New

4.8

3

18.0

Expand

Expand

4.0

9.0

Project
Plant Capacity
Capacity at End of Period
(MMF-MGD)
(MMF-MGD)

No expansions

Henry Indian Creek LAS

Expand

Project
Type

Decommission, Flow to
Henry Walnut Creek WRF

-

27.0

No expansions

3.0

No expansions

3.0

No expansions

27.0
3.0

4.0

No expansions

4.0

No expansions

4.0

2.25

No expansions

2.25

No expansions

2.25

9.6

No expansions

9.6

4.8

Expand

4.8

Total Capacity (MMF-MGD)

57.85
55.85
22.02
40.05
Notes:
1) The schedule shown is intended to be a general guideline to identify general capacity needs. While the expansion capacities are intended to be in operation before the end of the period shown, exact timing of expansions
should be determined by local wastewater master plans.

Non-Capital Programs
The following non-capital programs are specific to Henry County. These programs are in addition to those that apply to all counties within the Metro Water District.
Develop multi-jurisdiction agreement with DeKalb County to receive wastewater from the northern corner of the county at the DeKalb Polebridge Creek WPCP.
Evaluate participation between City of McDonough, and other cities within Henry County for regional development of new WPCPs and conveyance projects.
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Appendix B: COUNTY LEVEL SUMMARIES
Paulding County
Summary of Needs

Wastewater Flows & Capacities
Paulding County Needs
To Cobb County (Chattahoochee Basin)
Total Projected Flow to Plants
Treatment Capacity

2010 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2015 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2025 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2035 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

12.17
-5.75
6.42
9.5

20
-5.75
14.25
21.5

37
-7.75
29.25
30.0

50
-9.75
40
40.5

Capital Projects
By 2035, wastewater treatment for the areas in the Coosa and Tallapoosa Basins will be consolidated at the Paulding Pumpkinvine Creek WRF, which be expanded. Wastewater produced in the
Chattahoochee Basin area will be discharged to Cobb County, or possibly Douglas County, for treatment. Existing smaller facilities will be phased-out and flows consolidated at larger facilities.
Basin Considerations
Treated flow from the Paulding Pumpkinvine WRF will be discharged to surface water bodies in the Coosa Basin, while flow discharged to Cobb County will eventually be discharged to the
Chattahoochee River. More stringent phosphorus limits will likely be imposed as a result of the recent TMDL for Lake Allatoona.
Phasing Plan
By 2010
Proposed Projects

Facilities (Note 1)

Project
Type

Paulding Coppermine WRF

Expand

2016 to 2025

2011 to 2015

Proposed Projects

Proposed Projects

Plant
Plant
Project
Capacity at
Project
Capacity at
Capacity End of Period
Capacity End of Period
(MMF-MGD) (MMF-MGD) Project Type (MMF-MGD) (MMF-MGD)
2.5

4

Dallas North WPCP

No expansions

0.5

Dallas West WPCP

No expansions

1.0

Paulding West/Airport WRF

Expand
Expand and
merge into
new facility

2026 to 2035

Project
Type
Expand

Proposed Projects

Plant Capacity
at End of
Project
Period
Capacity
(MMF-MGD) (MMF-MGD)
2.0

Project
Type

0.5

4.5

1.5

3.0

Initial Construction

0.5

Expand

0.5

1.0

Expand

0.5

1.5

Expand

13.0

30.0

No expansions

6.5

Plant
Capacity at
Project
Capacity End of Period
(MMF-MGD) (MMF-MGD)

3.0

Paulding Pumpkinvine Creek WRF

Expand

2.3

3.0

Expand

9.0

12.0

Expand

5.0

17.0

Paulding Upper Sweetwater WRF

Expand

0.7

1.0

Expand

0.5

1.5

Expand

1.0

2.5

No expansions
Decommission, Flow to
Pumpkinvine Creek WRF

No expansions

6.5

-

2.5

Total Capacity (MMF-MGD)
9.5
21.5
30.0
40.5
Notes:
1) The schedule shown is intended to be a general guideline to identify general capacity needs. While the expansion capacities are intended to be in operation before the end of the period shown, exact timing of
expansions should be determined by local wastewater master plans.

Non-Capital Programs
The following non-capital programs are specific to Paulding County. These programs are in addition to those that apply to all counties within the Metro Water District.
Maintain multi-jurisdiction agreement with Cobb to receive wastewater generated in the Paulding Chattahoochee Basin.
Evaluate participation between the City of Dallas, and other cities within Paulding County for regional development of conveyance projects.
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Appendix B: COUNTY LEVEL SUMMARIES
Rockdale County
Summary of Needs

Wastewater Flows & Capacities
Rockdale County Needs
To DeKalb County
Total Projected Flow to Plants
Treatment Capacity

2010 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2015 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2025 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

2035 Maximum Month
Average Daily Flow
(MMF–MGD)

7
-0.5
6.5
9.22

7
-0.5
6.5
10.25

9
-0.5
8.5
14.0

12
-0.5
11.5
14.0

Capital Projects
New treatment capacity will be provided by expanding the Rockdale Quigg Branch WRF and constructing a new South River WRF. The existing smaller facilities in south Rockdale County will be
phased out.
Pumping wastewater flow to Dekalb County for treatment at its Polebridge WPCP for a small portion of the Upper Yellow River basin will continue.
Basin Considerations
Treated flow will be discharged to surface water bodies in the Ocmulgee Basin.
Phasing Plan
By 2010

2011 to 2015

Proposed Projects

Facilities (Note 1)

Project
Type

Rockdale Quigg Branch WRF

Expand

Proposed Projects

Plant
Capacity at
Project
End of Period
Capacity
(MMF-MGD) (MMF-MGD)
1.0

7.0

Rockdale Almand Branch WWTP

No expansions

1.25

Rockdale Honey Creek WWTP

No expansions

0.3

Rockdale Scott Creek WWTP

No expansions

0.22

Rockdale Snapping Shoals WWTP

No expansions

0.45

Rockdale New South River WRF

2016 to 2025

Project
Type

Project
Capacity
(MMF-MGD)

Proposed Projects

7.0

No expansions

1.25

Initial Construction

Proposed Projects

Plant
Plant Capacity
at End of
Project
Capacity at
Period
Capacity End of Period
(MMF-MGD) Project Type (MMF-MGD) (MMF-MGD)

No expansions

Decommission, Pump to
New South River WRF

2026 to 2035

Expand
2.0
Decommission, Pump to
Quigg

9.0

Expand

5.0

Project
Type

Project
Capacity
(MMF-MGD)

Plant Capacity
at End of
Period
(MMF-MGD)

No expansions

9.0

No expansions

5.0

-

2.0

3.0

Total Capacity (MMF-MGD)

14.0
9.22
10.25
14.0
Notes:
1) The schedule shown is intended to be a general guideline to identify general capacity needs. While the expansion capacities are intended to be in operation before the end of the period shown, exact timing of expansions
should be determined by local wastewater master plans.

Non-Capital Programs
The following non-capital programs are specific to Rockdale County. These programs are in addition to those that apply to all counties within the Metro Water District.
Maintain existing agreements with DeKalb County for treating a portion of Rockdale County’s wastewater.
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