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Mr. McCallops: 

As you know, I am the Solicitor for the Village of Peninsula. The Village has the 

following comments and questions with respect to the proposed project and your 

January 14, 2022 Draft Sanitary Sewer Feasibility Study Update. These questions and 

comments are based upon Village Engineer Ed McCabe and Village Council Sewer & 

Water System Liaison John Krusinski's review of the Study and your recent conference 

call with them. 

1. We believe the proposed location of WWTP Alternate 1 requires further study and 
clarification. It is our understanding that the current plan would site the sand bed area of the plant on the 
portion of parcel 1 100463 that formerly housed the Village's Service Department building. We have concerns 
about using the portion of the parcel where the old Service Department building was located for that use 
because it is directly adjacent to a residential home. We believe the plant would be more ideally placed on the 
totality of the larger portion of parcel 1 100463 to the northeast of the old Service Department site, the 
adjacent parcel 1 100022, and the adjacent road right-of-way area to the north of those parcels. All of that 
land is already owned by the Village. That land is currently unused other than the Village using it to store 
materials. It is our understanding you agree that the entire plant could easily fit within that Village owned 
property and the road right of way area. We have verified with the Summit County Fiscal Office records and 
CVNP officials that portion of the right of way area was never vacated to the CVNP and registered as CVNP 
property. That location is not directly adjacent to a residential home and is further out of the way from the 
downtown area. There would be no need to acquire any land from outside entities if the plant were sited at 
that location. We would be happy to discuss the details of that location with you in more depth. We agree that 
WWTP Alternate locations 2-5 are not practical. Alternate 2 would be on Heritage Classical Academy School 
property and require taking the school's football field. Alternate location 3 brings into play the floodplain cost, 
delay, and property right acquisition issues you identified; Alternate location 4 involves the identified 
additional cost and permitting issues; and Alternate location 5 brings into play the identified topography and 
access issues. 

2. In the past, residents have raised questions about the noise and odor that would stem from 
the treatment plant. You have referenced other County sewer plants in residential areas that are operating 



without any issues or complaints. It would be helpful for members of our group to visit those plants so we can 
then report to the public that we did not notice any significant noise and odor issues associated with the 
plants. If you could advise us of suitable plant locations to visit, that would be appreciated. In anticipation of 
those questions, would it also be helpful to make reference in the Study that the prevailing wind directions in 
Peninsula in the non-winter months are from the southwest to the northeast. Those prevailing winds would 
direct any potential orders away from the populated areas of the Village and commercial district. 

3. It appears that effluent discharge options are an issue due to the area being used by 
businesses and CVNP visitors for recreational purposes. Will approval or land taking from multiple property 
owners for the current discharge route for WWTP Alternate 1 be difficult to obtain or achieve? Have you 
considered the option of having the effluent line run parallel to the railroad tracks to the north and discharge 
to the River at the bridge location? That route may be a more preferable route for the CVNP and Village. The 
current plan discharges into an area of the River that is in the center of town and features high kayak and 
canoe use. Discharging further north at the train trestle may be preferable to the CVNP and result in an easier 
and more efficient right of way acquisition process. 

4. Our review of the sewer layout document attached to the report brought us to the conclusion 
that line extensions may be required in a few areas. There are some properties within the proposed District 
that do not appear to have lines extended to them. One example is the Heritage Farm in the southwest area of 
the District. 

5. It is our understanding the pump station discharge line running from the west side of the river 
will be installed under the river and discharge into a gravity sewer on the east of the river. Please let us know 
if that understanding is correct. 

6. It is our understanding this draft report represents a 2% level of design, a preliminary design 
that includes extensive survey work is the next phase of design, and it will take 8 to 9 months to complete the 
final design of the project. We would appreciate it if you could keep us in the loop during the preliminary and 
final design phases. We feel that communication will go a long way toward achieving a successful project. 

Would it be helpful to include in the Study your conclusion, based upon the prior boring results, that rock 

excavation would not be required to achieve the required sewer line depths of approximately 8 to 10 feet? 

8. Would it be helpful to reference in the Study that you have had communication with the 
CVNP regarding railroad right of way agreements for sewer crossings and that those discussions are 
currently taking place and are necessary in connection with this project? 

9. The question of NEPA compliance was raised. You indicated you did not think the use of 
ARPA funds triggered NEPA compliance requirements, That would be great news. Do we need to get further 
clarification as to that matter since the need to comply with those requirements would significantly add to 
the cost and timeframe for the project? 

1 0. It js our understanding that road repair work, sandstone sidewalk repair, and storm sewer 

repair/replacement costs are currently included in the total project cost estimate. If that understanding is not 

correct, please let us know. 

1 1 . Is the anti-degradation study a component of the final design work or can it be performed separately and 

sooner? 

12  Would the project be impacted by the 100-year flood plain map and requirements if the proposed 

Alternate 1 plant location and discharge route are utilized? 



We appreciate your consideration of the above questions or concerns. If you need any additional 

information or work from us, please let us know. We are happy to assist you in any way you feel is necessary. 

Thank you for your efforts on behalf of this project. 

Very Truly Yours, 

Bradric T. Bryan, 

Solicitor, Village of Peninsula 

cc: Michael Vanay, Dir., Summit Cty. Dept. Sanitary Sewer Services 

Brian Nelsen, Chief of Staff, Summit Cty. Exec. Ilene Shapiro 

Daniel Schneider, Jr., Village of Peninsula Mayor 

Ed McCabe, Village of Peninsula Engineer 

John Krusinski, Village of Peninsula Council Liaison for Sewer & Water Projects 

 


