
City 

2,a(2kground 

The Niagara Falls POT, on ‘-ivarced technoleigy physical - 
plant designed to treat 48 :4Gi) of wteater, (60'., of which is 
.iclustrial in origin) is in non-cc7Tliance with ihs 
This plant,.costing $61 million, of which 	p - ovHed $1'1.3 
-;ena on line in 12/77, 1 year behin71 schedule and 6 mohths 
the date for achievement of effluent limits of 3/77. Since sLIt-up 
the plant has experienced serious or:irational ploblems, 
of which are not fully known, involving the carbon adsorption beds. 
The beds were completely taken out of oceration in 7/78 and the plant 
is only providing che:Tlical addition, flocculation, sedimentation and 
::1-ilorination at this time. 	This current treatment is tipable to 
produce an effluent meeting all the permit reuirements. 	In 
addition, there is a'12 MGD dry-weather bypass of raw waste.,:at,-,  
directly to the lower Niagara River. 	Since the city's coll ,:ction 
sys e!.1 is combined, additional wastewater over 	occur 	1[ 114 
and following wet weather, 

The grantee and its consultant engir2er have prposed rehaHtitation 
of the carbon bed and other plant mo7lifications as a change D',- der 
to the existing contract, This chan_je order was reviewed bv the 
State and grant increase request cerzified to this agency in 
December 1979, 	It was determined that we could not :,aticipate in 
such work unless saThgUards were proviAed which would insure that 
the work proposed was necessary would lead to proper plant 
operations, and the grantee would po:- sue all ,.:TroIriate. lejal 
to recover costs from any parties fo._2nd responsible for the failures. 
st the same time, enforcement actions are expected to result in a 
consent judgment. 

EPA ..--.ction/  

l)/\. Regional and Headquarters water and enforcement people have been 

working out necessary safeguards prior to any sub!,;-!nent grant award, 

On 	8, 1980 FL'. Region II and Nr--0/ York State Depaitment of 

flnvironmental Conservation personnel met with the giantee and its 

consulting engineers to explain the conditions i nder which aut.horia-

tion to proceed with the rehabilitation work would be given. 

The grant conditions .urovide for a phased investigatoi ,j,  

iya [cry consultant_ WOU Id be hi re:1 by the 5  ra I 	(wi h pr i or 
and NYSDEC approval) to rev i.e: the probable causes of t he 

lure, etc. , and the rehabil it:it:ion work proposed and i•o:,Hielit on 
the appropriateness of proceeding wish the rehabilitation as soon 
as possible. 	Concurrently, the saT.e consultant wc,uld investicate 
-!rid make recommendations as to the r.oLential liability related h) 
'he system failure,  



If the pr0:J0se:3 moth ,1 of rehabilittion is 	ahle, ci., ntracuion 
cculd hr.1n within 8 months of the 	 Em: - ents, 	rf not, a 
cc ..uplete reasesent of the proble:i will L)t

,
,2 hLeensary, 

Fa ed upon the consultant's assess,-,- 7_,b!: of poti-ntj al liability, 
fu:Lher litigation may be pursued 	the gran ,J. nnd/u FI:A/fllate 
related to recovery of costs relate: to the 

The regional Enforce:iient Division is cuirntly preparing A con--nt 
judgment which will contain a schenle which is an agrecpwn't with 
the above grant condition. This action is e peciel to Late place 
in April 1980, 

The evaluation of method .of rehabilitation in eliiHnnte the e:.:cess 
flow problem is currently L,eing urs_ned wilh jie 	Lain , 	ho 	1.7y:in 

delegated infiltration/inflow responsibilities. 

,r2seL-.1 tir.:on EPA Region II analysis cf the most 	 ::chedule 
f(c completion of the reLvired reardlysis the or 1)05L that 
rchThilitation could begin would be 245 days fro:ii !he date. of gi flt 

a5l_mdsient, -This as 	that the 1:c.- oosed rehibilit.ttion methed 
is determined to he acceptable. 

fl,3rc From Grant Arnend:eL 
	

Action 
• 

	

10 
	

Acceptance of grant amendment 

	

40 	 Grantee to submit proposed 
advertisement for prcfessionTil 
services 

	

50 	 EPA/DEC approval of ndvei. 1' in. HWIlt 

	

110 	 Con-,Dletion of 	 or>!:i0,1 

	

140 	 Comnlete analyin 1 iespondens 
and select c(mynlHans 

	

150 
	

EPA approval oi consultant 

	

160 
	

Iss.,:e notice for consulinni Ln 	(',,,• 

	

215 
	

Consultant report on feasibility of 
rehabilitation 

	

245 	 Acc,a..)tance/approval of.re;)ort by 

oraL 	/ 	/ 	 .-11)1 1 ni h 	i o I i on 

to :roceel with ca ion iston 
rehabilitation 



!, 1t_ly 	1)( 
cui):e:it): 	 th:lt the actui..) 

wor'.: will be 12 to )3 monilvl, 
tht h1 of the 5y5tcm could be oeration1 

1:'?1: 	 th.2. 

in ch, m1, 12 mr-, nth. 

Concerning thc- dry-.,:oa(her bypass problem, Thi'; 
city a grant for studying the problem. This sfuy cenYlui 'C.!:3g1 

the e:,:cess flow o/Hginatr,d = ,- r- m a numr, r of 	 fl i oh  

the grantee vas able to correr- t with its own ft 's. 	the 
of the flow is ecensi.ve  infiltratien/inflo%.! vhiyh will re.:,u , .! a 
Sewer System Evaluation Survey to locate cmd (Inanli!- y Hiese Flos 
prior to undertaking sever rehabilitation work. 	i-gion JE antiYipcitc:: 
receipt of a grant applicatjon for the costs a5;sor:iat:ed wiLh this 
remedial work in the, near future. 
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