TOWN BOARD
JULY 27, 1994

A public hearing of the Town Board of the Town of Bethlehem was
held on the above date at the Town Hall, 445 Delaware Avenue, Delmar,
NY. The meeting was called to order by the Supervisor at 7:30 p.m.

PRESENT: Sheila Fuller, Supervisor
Frederick C. Webster, Councilman
George Lenhardt, Councilman
Freeman T. Putney, Councilman
Doris M. Davis, Councilman
Bernard Kaplowitz, Esq., Town Attorney
Kathleen A. Newkirk, Town Clerk

SUPERVISOR FULLER: Good evening and welcome to a meeting of the
Bethlehem Town Board. The first item on tonight's agenda is a public
hearing and I would ask our Clerk, Kathy Newkirk, to read the call of
the hearing.

TOWN CLERK NEWKIRK:

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
TOWN OF BETHLEHEM

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that a public hearing will be held by the
Town Board of the Town of Bethlehem, Albany County, New York on the
27th day of July 1994 at 7:30 p.m. to consider Local Law No. 5 of
1994 Amending the Code of the Town of Bethlehem as follows:

AMEND VEHICLE AND TRAFFIC ARTICLE VI, Section 119-33, Schedule VII,
Stop Intersections, as follows:

ADD: stop sign on the eastern Wye of Bridge Street southbound
at McCormack Road

and

ADD: stop sign on Bridge Street northbound at the intersection
of McCormack Road.

All parties in interest and citizens will have an opportunity to
be heard at the said hearing.

The Town of Bethlehem provides reasocnable accommodations for the
disabled. Disabled individuals who need assistance in order to
participate should contact David Austin at 439-4131. Advanced notice
is reguested.

BY ORDER OF THE TOWN BOARD
TOWN OF BETHLEHEM
Kathleen A. Newkirk
TOWN CLERK

State of New York)
County of Albany )

CAROL STUART of the Town of Bethlehem, being duly sworn, says
that she is the Advertising Coordinator of THE SPOTLIGHT, a weekly
newspaper published in the Town of Bethlehem, County of Albany, and
that the notice of which the annexed is a true copy, has been
regularly published in said THE SPOTLIGHT ONCE A WEEK FOR 1 WEEK
consecutively, commencing on the 13th day of July 1994.

/8/ Carol Stuart

Sworn to before me this 18th
day of July 1994.
/8/ Kathryn Olsen
Notary Public, Albany County

Public
Hearing
Local Law
No. 5, 1994
Amend Vehicle
and Traffic



STATE OF NEW YORK)
COUNTY OF ALBANY) e8.:

KATHLEEN A. NEWKIRK, being duly sworn, deposes and saye that she
is the Town Clerk of the Town of Bethlehem, Albany County, New York
and that I posted on July 13, 1994, a Notice of Public Hearing, a
copy of which is hereto attached, on the sign board of the Town
malntalned pursuant to subdivision six of Section thirty of the Town
Law.

/8/ Kathleen A. Newkirk
Town Clerk
Sworn to before me thise
22nd day of July 1994.
/8/ Kenneth P. Hahn
Notary Public

SUPERVISOR FULLER: Thank you. May I have a motion to indent the
call of the hearing?

The motion was made by Mr. Lenhardt and seconded by Mr. Webster to
indent the Notice of Public Hearing, Rffidavit of Publication and
Affidavit of Posting on the minutes of the meeting. The motion was
passed by the following vote:

Ayes: Mre. Fuller, Mr. Webster, Mr. Lenhardt, Mr. Putney,
Mrse. Davis.

Noes: None.

Absent: None.

SUPERVISOR FULLER: Is there anyone in the audience who would like to
speak in favor? There were none.

TOWN CLERK NEWKIRK: Excuse me. I don't know why it is doing this.

SUPERVISOR FULLER: All those wishing to speak in favor of the
Traffic Safety Committee's recommendation, a stop sign at the eastern
wye of Bridge street, south bound on McCormack Road and a stop sign
on Bridge Street, northbound at the intersection of McCormack Road.
There were none.

Anyone wishing to speak in opposition? There were none.

May I have a motion to close the public hearing?

The motion was made by Mr. Webster and seconded by Mr. Lenhardt to
close the public hearing at 7:35 p.m. The motion was passed by the

following vote:

Ayes: Mrs. Fuller, Mr. Webster, Mr. Lenhardt, Mr. Putney,
Mre. Davis.

Noes: None.

Absent: None.

fhhe, [ Mok

Town Clerk




Supervisor Fuller convened the regular Town Board meeting
following the public hearing.

Mrs. Fuller asked if the Town Board wished to take action on
Local Law No. 5 of 1994.

The motion was made by Mr. Lenhardt and seconded by Mr. Putney to
adopt Local Law No. 5 of 1994 amending the Code of the Town of
Bethlehem as follows:

AMEND VEHICLE AND TRAFFIC ARTICLE VI, Section 119-33, Schedule VII,
Stop Intersections, as follows:

ADD: stop sign on the eastern Wye of Bridge Street southbound
at McCormack Road

and

ADD: stop sign on Bridge Street northbound at the intersection
of McCormack Road.

The motion was passed by the following vote:

Ayes: Mrs. Fuller, Mr. Webster, Mr. Lenhardt, Mr. Putney,
Mrs. Davis.

Noes: None.

Absent: None.

The following item was a request from Richard J. LaChappelle,
chief of Police, for appointment of a Police Officer.

The motion was made by Mr. Webster and seconded by Mr. Lenhardt
to approve the appointment of Russell 5. Hempel, Jr., P.O. Box 207,
Voorheesville, New York, to the position of Police Officer, effective
August 13, 1994. The motion was passed by the following vote:

Ayes: Mrs. Fuller, Mr. Webster, Mr. Lenhardt, Mr. Putney,
Mrs. Davis.

Noes: None.

Absent: None.

The following item was a request from Chief of Police, Richard
J. Lachappelle, for acceptance of donations for the DARE program.

The motion was made by Mrs. Davis and seconded by Mr. Lenhardt
to accept donations totaling $300 as listed on the memorandum from
Richard J. LaChappelle, Chief of Police, dated July 19, 1994, for the
DARE program of the Town of Bethlehem. The motion was passed by the
following vote:

Ayes: Mrs. Fuller, Mr. Webster, Mr. Lenhardt, Mr. Putney,
Mrs. Davis.

Noes: None.

Absent: HNone.

Supervisor Fuller indicated all donations of individuale are
appreciated.

Lead agency having been established for the Town Board, the
following item was a referral of Windsor Development application to
the Planning Board for review and recommendation on SEQR
determination of significance.

The motion was made by Mr. Webster and seconded by Mr. Putney to
refer the application of Windsor Development for the proposed Planned
Commercial Development (Price Chopper), New Scotland Road,
Slingerlands, to the Planning Board for review and recommendation.
The motion was passed by the following vote:
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Ayes: Mrse. Fuller, Mr. Webster, Mr. Lenhardt, Mr. Putney,
Mrs. Davis.

Noes: None.

Absent: None.

The next item was a request for approval of appointment of
seasonal personnel for the Parks and Recreation Department.

The motion was made by Mr. Webster and seconded by Mr. Lenhardt
approving the seasonal personnel as listed on the Memorandum from
David Austin, Administrator of Parks and Recreation Department, dated
July 27, 1994. The motion was passed by the following vote:

Ayes: Mrs. Fuller, Mr. Webster, Mr. Lenhardt, Mr. Putney,
Mre. Davis.

Noes: None.

RAbeent: None.

The following item was a recommendation from the Administrator
of Parks & Recreation Department for the approval of purchase of land
for the South Bethlehem Park. Supervisor Fuller explained this is 4
acres of land adjacent to the existing park. She noted this is an
excellent parcel of land and would allow for park expansion sometime
in the future. The Supervisor noted funde are included in the Parks
& Recreation Department budget, indicating the total amount is
$16,000.

The motion was made by Mr. Webster and seconded by Mr. Lenhardt
to approve the purchase of land for the South Bethlehem Park at a
purchase price of $16,000 from Russell Hunter. The motion was passed
by the following vote:

Ayes: Mrs. Fuller, Mr. Webster, Mr. Lenhardt, Mr. Putney,
Mrs. Davie.

Noes: None.

Absent: None.

The following item was a recommendation from Lt. Richard
Vanderbilt, Chairman, Traffic Safety Committee, regarding Stop
Intersections at Ameterdam Avenue, Glenmont and at Darroch Road with
Huntersfield Drive, Delmar.

The motion was made by Mrs. Davis and seconded by Mr. Webster to
hold a public hearing August 24, 1994 at 7:30 p.m. to consider Local
Law No. 6 of 1994 amending the Code of the Town of Bethlehem, to
permit stop intersections at Amsterdam Avenue, Glenmont and at
Darroch Road, Delmar. The motion was passed by the following votes

Ayes: Mre. Fuller, Mr. Webster, Mr. Lenhardt, Mr. Putney,
Mre. Davis.

Noes: None.

Absent: None.

The following resolution was presented by Mr. Webster and
seconded by Mr. Lenhardt:

RESOLVED, that pursuant to Article 3 of the Election Law, the
listed persons be and they hereby are appointed Election Inspectors
and Poll Clerks as recommended by the Republican and Democratic
Committees to serve for the period July 15, 1994 through July 14,
1995 as indicated on the lists attached to the resolution.

The resolution was adopted by the following votet



Ayes: Mrs. Fuller, Mr. Webster, Mr. Lenhardt, Mr. Putney,
Mrs. Davis.

Noes: None.

Absent: None.

The next item was a recommendation from Michael Cirillo,
Engineering Services Administrator, Department of Public Works, for
acceptance of deeds for easement purpcses on Elsmere Avenue.

The motion was made by Mrs. Davis and seconded by Mr. Lenhardt
to approve the acceptance of easements for proposed storm drainage
system at 99, 99B and 101 Elsmere Avenue, Delmar. The motion was
passed by the following vote:

Ayes: Mrs, Fuller, Mr. Webster, Mr. Lenhardt, Mr. Putney,
Mras. Davis.

Noes: None.

Absent: None.

The Supervisor explained that the homeowner at 101 Elsmere
Avenue has requested consideration in the amount of $850 to cover

legal and survey expenses.

The motion was made by Mr. Putney and seconded by Mr. Webster to
approve the payment of $850 to Mre. Ellen Biggane, 101 Elsmere
Avenue, Delmar, NY to cover legal and survey expenses with regard to
the granting of the storm drainage easement. The motion was passed
by the following vote:

Ayes: Mre. Fuller, Mr. Webster, Mr. Lenhardt, Mr. Putney,
Mre. Davis.

Noes: None.

Absent: None.

The following item was a recommendation from Michael Cirillo,
Engineering Services Administrator, Department of Public Works, for
acceptance of deeds for proposed storm drainage system at 40
McCormack Road, Slingerlands.

The motion was made by Mres. Davis and seconded by Mr. Putney to
accept two (2) deed documents for storm drainage easement purposes
from Mr. and Mre. Daniel R. Peters, 40 McCormack Road, Slingerlands.
The motion was passed by the following vote:

Ayes: Mrs. Fuller, Mr. Webster, Mr. Lenhardt, Mr. Putney,
Mrs. Davis.

Noes: None.

Absent: MNone.

The next item was consideration of increase in project costs for
proposed Expansion of Water Supply Facilities. The Supervisor read
the following memorandum and letter.

MEMORANDUM

TO: Members of the Town Board

FROM: Bruce H. Secor, P.E., Commissioner of Public Works
DATE: July 20, 1994

SUBJECT: Expansion of Water Supply Facilities

This memo is a follow-up to the Public Hearing held on July 13, 1994,
to receive public comment on the proposed amendment to the Engineer's
Report to allow an increase in the total cost of the water supply
project to $13.9 million.
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Based on my review of the Engineer's Amended Report and the
information provided, it is still my opinion that this is a
beneficial project for the Town of Bethlehem. It is the best
alternative which directly addresses our long term needs for both a
source of additional water supply and strengthening the hydraulic
layout of our distribution network. It is the most cost effective
alternative, even with the proposed increase in costs. The net cost
for the project have not changed because of the conservative approach
taken in the 1991 Engineer's Report for the calculation of the
amortization schedule. These calculations have been updated and
presented to the Board (copies attached). We have received detailed
information from numerous experts stating that the water supply is of
high quality, that it does not contain contamination from fecal
coliform and that there was no findings of cryptosporidium, giardia,
or PCB'e. This is high quality ground water which can be treated in
a modern water filtration plant to provide a safe and reliable source
of water for the future of the Town.

It should also be noted that there is no significant change in the
project from the facts presented in the original 1991 Engineer's
Report. The main elements of the project as presented in 1991
included a preliminary layout for an infiltration system with pumping
stations; a raw water transmiesion main from Schermerhorn Island to a
new water filtration plant on Clapper Road; a new finished water
tranemission main westerly along Clapper Road to Route 9W and then
wasterly along Creble Road to connect to the existing water mains in
the industrial area. All of these elements are located in the same
locations as presented in the 1991 Engineer's Report. The only
change that occurred is a monetary one in that bids received exceeded
the original Engineer's estimate. The increase in costs have been
attributed to a combination of: added State and Federal
requirements, a more complicated design of the internal details of
the infiltration system, increasing by one size the water
transmission mains, and inflation. None of these modifications will :
alter the environmental effects of thle project such as air :
emissions, noise, effects on ground water, discharges, or any other
environmental effects. The changes made were design details not
impacting the basic project elements in a way to increase or alter
envirconmental impacts.

The analysis that was done for the coordinated SEQRA Review with the
Town Board as the Lead Agency has not changed. What is being
considered here is an increase in project costs. The previously
declared negative declaration for this project is unchanged by the
proposed amendment increasing the project budget.

Based on all of the factual information available and the testimony
of the technical experts involved in the design and review of this
project, it is my recommendation that the Town Board approve the
increase in the project costs and that we move forward as soon as
possible to construct the facilities incorporated in this project.

Attached for your consideration are copies of the revised bond
resolution as prepared by LeBoeuf, Lamb, Leiby & MacRae.

Please contact me if you have any questions or need any further
information.

July 22, 1994

Supervisor and Town Board
Town of Bethlehem

445 Delaware Avenue

Delmar, New York 12054-3098

Attn: Sheila Fuller, Supervisor
Re: Amendment to November 1991 Engineer's Report
Water District No. 1
Expansion of Water Supply Facilities

Gentlemen:



We wish to supplement our letter report of June 20, 1994 bearing
the same subject as this letter, with respect to the State
Environmental Quality Review Act and more specifically to the SEQR
procedure followed by the Town during the latter part of 1991 and
concluded in early 1992.

The current legal proceeding to increase the maximum amount to
be expended for the Expaneion of Water Supply Facilities project to
approximately $13,884,000 or approximately $3,184,000 more than that
which was authorized in January of 1992, involved only the need for
funding increased costs for a project which is substantially the same
project which was approved in January 1992 and does not involve any
changes or revisions which would affect the prior SEQR process or its
conclusions. The proposed project remains unchanged with respect to
its scope and the location of the proposed facilities and there are
no changes in the environmental consideratione with respect to this
project. There are no environmental impacts with respect to land,
water, air, agriculture, transportation or any of the other items
evaluated in the Full Environmental Assessment in December 1991.

It is therefore our opinion that there is no need for any
additional consideration of this project under the SEQR guidelines.

Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please do
not hesitate to call.

Very truly yours,
/8/ James K Fraser, Jr.
James K. Fraser, Jr., P.E.

Supervisor Fuller said certainly the Board will discuss this now.
She noted as individual Board members, the question for the Board
this evening is the additional cost for the water treatment plant.
She asked if there were any questions or comments.

Councilman Webster made the following remarks:

I am the only current Board Member that was here on August 23rd,
1990 when we received a letter of cancellation from the City of
Albany and also the only member here who voted along with Supervisor
Ringler, Charlie Gunner, Bob Burns to go forward and look at our
alternative as a result of that letter at our September 4, 1990
meeting. The Town Board publicly and openly discussed our options at
a number of meetings. We looked at future needs of the Town, how to
best meet those needs in a safe, reliable, cost effective way. This
entire process was conducted in open meetings, reportse placed on file
in the public library. There was press coverage each step of the
way.

Questions of water quality have been addressed by qualified
experts and consulting engineers. These issues have also been
reviewed by both the New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation and the New York State Department of Health. They have
both approved the project. They would not have written those
approvals if this was not a safe drinking water supply which would
meet all drinking water standards.

I, personally, have inspected the Schermerhorn Island site from
the very beginning. Spoke to the engineers and water department
specialists. I have listened since 1991 to public comments and
expert testimony and also reviewed those written records. The water
supply facilities now before us are basically the same as were
proposed in 1991. Added federal and state regulatory requirements
and other factors have caused the construction bid prices to come in
over the original budget. However, cost analysis in the 1991
Engineer's Report was done conservatively using 8 percent bond
rates. The actual bond rates available now are 4.25 percent. Both
of these lower interest rates... because of these lower interest
rates, there is no net change in the project annual debt costs,
therefore, the cost analysis presented in 1991 has not changed. The
savings to our tax payers are still there.



I personally feel we should move forward with thie project. It
will be safe, reliable, save our tax payers 20 to 30 million dollars
over the next 15 years alone. There is no increase in cost to the
residential tax payer. The residential water rate has stayed the
same for the last 3 years and will not increase as a result of this
project. The industrial rate will increase only 6 percent, which is
much less than what would happen if we had purchased more expensive
water from outside our system. We will also achieve better system
hydraulice with the new water plant and larger transmission mains
allowing for improved fire protection for all and extend protection
to areas that are not now receiving hydrant service.

The Supervisor thanked Councilman Webster and asked if anyone
else would like to speak.

Councilman Davis made the following remarks:

I first became aware of the water expansion project when
newspaper articles appeared in the local newspaper several years
agho. Although I was not a member of the Town Board then, the water
expansion issue was featured at various times by the Times Union, and
The Spotlight and I remember thinking as I read the newe articles
that the project seemed reasonable and had merit. I did not, I
remember very clearly, feel threatened by an unsafe source of water.

My husband, my sons and I are very familiar with the Hudson
River having enjoyed boating there as a family for the past 12
years. In fact, I would say our family has developed a real love
affair with the Hudson. Not the river of 25 or even 15 years ago but
the increasingly popular, very useable, and ever improving river that
we have experienced as a family, with the numerous positive changes
that it has undergone during the years that we have spent there.
Swimming and water skiing are common activities of the many families
that we know personally who spend much of their summers in and on the
Hudson. An increasing number of fishing tournaments and the revival
of the tour boats that most of you, I am sure, have seen these past
years with the people who line the decke to enjoy the Hudson are
other signs of a significantly improving river. My husband and I
viewed the water project test site from our boat while testing was
underway.

I recall having commented on the clear appearance of the water
as 1t was directed in a rush over the bank and back into the river.
I have also visited the well site on land on several occaeions and I
have toured the entire project's route, as well as, the proposed
locatione of the plant facilities.

The project was approved by the Board in 1992 at a time when I
wae not yet a member. In giving their approval, I believe all of
those members at that time considered what was in the best interest
of the Town and particularly ite residents. Although I realize that
we are here this evening to approve or disapprove additional monies,
not the project itself, 2 aspects of the project have been under
attack and I feel that I must comment to some degree on both of
these.

First, the safety of the water source and second the economice
of the project. In relation to safety, this water expansion plan is
not novel. Neighboring communities, towns and cities on the Hudson,
ag well as, other area rivers and communities in other parts of New
York State for years, for years have used similar and in many cases,
much less sophisticated systems. Several use the Hudson and other
waterways in their worst days environmentally speaking. I have
listened to, I have weighed carefully the information presented by
many professionals who have spoken publicly. In addition, I have
sought the opinions of other professionals who have not spoken at our
meetings. Professionals who have no vested interest, no conflicts,
as well. I have read and I have reread and I have reread volumes of
information only a part of which is represented here. I am satisfied
with the professional judgement and ratlonal of many of the people
who I believe are qualified to make such judgements. Their data,
their facts, logic and rational information have been much more
convincing, I think, than the emotionally charged reactions of those
who have been the loudest in expressing opposition to thise project.



Examples of a few of these statements used regularly and publicly by
the project opponents include for example, we will soon be lacing our
morning coffee with Hudson River water; and I have been down to the
river and visited the scene of the crime; and this ie the great
Hudseon River cover-up; and our Town Board members simply rubber
stamped a major decision on our drinking water. As a Town Board
member, I believe it is my responsibility to consider and even
scrutinize the qualifications of those whose voice, opinions... by
considering who have voiced opinion by considering their education,
their training and their experience.

The opinions presented on this issue by a significant number of
qualified experts have failed to support the statements that I just
quoted. I have searched the record for facts, for truths, for data,
for evidence to support such charges and statements and I have found
none. In considering the water safety or the safety of this water
source, I have tried to be objective but I have also listened to my
heart. I am a mother and I care about my children. I assume that
before too long, I will be grandmother and I will care about my
grandchildren. I have neighbors with young children. We have
several neighbors with babies and one couple who had their first
baby, a new boy, today. The blue balloons were out when I came home
from my office.

I was a teacher for 12 years. I volunteered in our schools and
I participated in such town programs as the annual bicycle rodeo to
help promote safety. Many of you have read, probably, my recent
point of view article in the Spotlight on the new bicycle helmet law
as it relates to children's safety. I wrote that article to heighten
awareness of our children's safety. Certainly, I would not support a
project that I considered to be a potential health risk to my family,
my friends, my neighbors and my town. The safety of our water supply
is a basiec, serious, serious issue. I do not take it lightly.

Our purpose for voting this evening is directly related to a
second aspect of the project, the economics. We must approve or
disapprove an additional $3,183,863. The burden of this amount, as
well as, the originally approved 10.7 million dollars, in other
words, the cost burden of the project, its debt service, its
maintenance and its operation will not be borne by our town's
residente. The cost of the project will be borne by industry, a
factor that I believe is significant to us all. A major portion of
the additional $3,183,863 however is the result of strong
recommendations made by the State Department of Health, a very
conservative agency. The ozone treatment system, for example, is now
an added feature of the project. It has been approved by the
Department of Health. The system was not included in the project
approved by the Town Board in 1992. I am concerned about this
development which is an example of the State's imposition of
standards on local governments without assisting these governments by
providing the necessary funding. I realize that the basis for
including the ozone treatment system is to provide additional
safeguards for public health and safety. Therefore, I certainly
would not risk our residents safety by suggesting that the system not
be incorporated. It was added at the direction of the state,
however, at a very late stage of the process, well after the
project's approval in 1992 and this concerns me. This development
has made me pause to consider its overall effect.

As a result, I have become more certain than ever, that the
state, as well as, federal mandates without funding should be
reviewed. I am convinced that we must look for ways to counter such
actione and I intend to work toward that end. I am concerned about
the State Department of Health's late hour recommendations regarding
this ozone treatment system but in considering the economics of the
project, its significant that including the system will not result in
a change in the project's annual debt costs.

My decision to approve or disapprove additional monies has not
been an easy one. But, in assuming my post as a Town Board Member, I
was aware that I would be required to make difficult, tough
decisions. I am making one now. I realize that it would be
politically expedient to vote no this evening. I also realize that
to vote no would be the easy thing to do. I cannot and I will not



serve as a Town Board Member by what is politically expedient or by
taking the easy way out. Rather, I must do what I believe is the
right thing for our residents, our community, our town for today,
tomorrow and beyond. I feel confident that the new water supply will
be of excellent quality, will be safe, will be plentiful, will be
long term, will be cost effective and will result in no increase cost
to our taxpayers. I feel confident that approving the new water
supply ie the right thing to do for our residents, for our community,
and for our town. Therefore, I vote in the affirmative, I vote yes.

The Supervisor thanked Mrs. Davis. Mrs. Davis thanked the
Supervieor for the time, noting it was long, indicating she felt it
was important to say everything and thanked everyone for listening.

Councilman Putney made the following comments:

I share a love of the Hudson River. I live on it, have been for
the last 15 1/2 years. I see it improving in quality. I swim in
it. I use the raw water from the river to water our plants and they
do thrive. It is not as many people imagine the Hudson to be nor
what it was 5 or 10 years ago.

I also am going to support the motion to approve the additional
funding for the water source. I believe what is proposed is a safe
and reliable secondary source at a lower cost than when the Albany
alternative was avallable, what the cost was then. And, a source
that will be able to serve our needs well as we seek to attract a
larger industrial tax base and we guide proper residential growth
over the years ahead. And, also a source which is under our own
control and cannot be again the pawn of economic blackmail.

As the result of all the information that we have heard at the
meetings and in the media and letters that we have received, I do
have several concerns that I hope that Supervisor Fuller and her
staff will be able and willing to address. First regards the
negotiations with Albany. Belatedly now that the city or the water
board or whomever it is who is in charge have indicated a willingneas
to talk. I do hope that we can reach an agreement for our mutual
back-up needs. Secondly, regarding quality. I believe also that we
have tested and retested and have proposed to us a system that will
be of very high quality, that is safe, but there is always that
question as to whether or not it will continue to do so. 5o far I
haven't heard a shred of evidence to indicate that we are lacking
anything in our testing processes nor that there is any valid reason
to believe that the water is not fit for the consumption of Bethlehem
residente. But, I do urge anyone, who in the future becomes aware of
any frailty in our testing system or new processes which might help
to ensure even better testing to make the Supervisor aware of this so
that we can explore the possibility for even better safeguards than
exist now. Third, in the area of the cost escalation. I remain very
disappointed and upset with what I believe is the poor quality of
professional serviceas rendered to us by Mr. Fraser and his
associates. While it would not have changed the outcome... the
economic outcome solely because of changes in financing costs, his
failure to expect this sharp increase in cost indicates in my view a
lack of professional expertise for which we have contracted or
sleepiness on the job or both. I trust that the Supervisor will
examine our contract with Fraser and seek ways to reduce thelr fees
to compensate our water rate payers for this neglect.

Finally, I would like to speak briefly about regionalization.
We have been criticized by some for going in the wrong direction for
going away from the concept of regionalization. But, I do think we
are on the right track. I believe strongly in the benefits of
regionalization of some municipal services and water is among them.
But, I think we should think in terms of the entire Capital District
as a water region which would include the Tomhanock Reservoir in Troy
and the Watervliet reservolr and Guilderland's sources and the needs
which are unmet by the local sources of Clifton Park and Colonie, as
well as Albany. A regionalization of water sources which would be a
true confederation of interests not dominated by one... or dictated
by one individual municipality. And, perhaps, we could loock at that
sort of regionalization when we do have something important to offer
to share.



The Supervisor thanked Councilman Putney.
Councilman Lenhardt made the following comments:

I feel like I am repeating a lot of things that everyone said.
I made these notes. First of all, if there were an ounce of doubt
that the purity of this water would be compromised or is compromised
we wouldn't even be at this position... at this point in the
process. I sit up here and must deal with facts and not emotions. I
wae elected by the citizens to make decisionse that are in the best
interest of the residents of the Town of Bethlehem and I feel that
thie decieion is definitely in the best interests of the Town.

During the public hearing, a lady asked whether we had the
potential of drinking fluoridated water, if Albany fluoridates its
supply. I will not debate the issue of fluoridation, that has been
done already. However, the question raises the issue of control of
our own resources. This project returne control to our community.
This project positions the Town of Bethlehem with an adequate water
supply well into the 2lst century and should meet all of its needs.

I am disappointed with the consultant's inaccurate estimate of
costs for this project and I direct our Engineering Department to
immediately personally notify me if there are any further variations
in any of the numbers that have been presented to this Board.

Finally, even though this does not impact the quality of our
drinking water system, I offer whatever influence I have and
assistance to the Clearwater organization's efforts or any other
group's efforts to make New York State upgrade the Hudson River
classification to an "A" rating. Thank you.

Supervisor Fuller made the following comments:

I can't say I have saved the best for last but I felt I have
lived with thie since January of 1992, I was here for the public
hearing. I started serving on the Town Board in June of 1991. Since
becoming Supervisor in January, I can tell you from January to July
26th, this has been 24 hours a day on my mind. I have to tell you I
as Supervisor, I as a school board member, I as a Town Board Member,
have been an elected official. I also have to tell you what is most
important to me. What is, what I view as the best to do for our
community, for everyone in the community. I cannot be involved in
basing every one of my decisions on how many votes I will win or how
many votes I will loose. I am here to do the very best job that I
can and that's all that I am trying to do. I want you to know that
what everyone has said around this table is exactly how I feel.
Rather than be repetitive, I have to tell you I would not jeopardize
anyone in this community for anything. I assure you the concern of
the safety of the water was up front on my mind. I am no longer
concerned. The scientific evidence tells us there is no reason to be
concerned. I also am a mother of 5 children and after serving 13
years on a schoeol board in this community, obviously, I am concerned
about everyone's child, grandchild and we as mothers, fathers,
grandmotherse, grandfathers, etc. I thank everyone for all the time
they have put in. For all the phone conversations I have had with
many of people, many a letter, the ongoing discussion of the water
treatment plant. This evening's decision is not whether to continue
or not, the decision is the additional cost. We are on our way to
probably having the best water supply in the northeast and I am proud
of it and I am proud to be Supervisor at a time when tough decisions
have to be made and I am glad I am here to make them. Thank you all.

The Supervisor asked the Board to vote noting the vote would be
on the resolution and order after the public hearing pertaining to
the increased and improvement of facilities of Water District No. 1
in the Town of Bethlehem and the County of Albany, New York pursuant
to Section 202b of the Town Law.

Councilman Putney moved that the following resolution be adopted:
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Resolution
Increase

and improvement
Water Supply
Facilities

A regular meeting of the
Town Board of the Town of
Bethlehem, in the County
of Albany, New York, was
held at the Town Hall, in
sald Town, on the 27th day
of July, 1994.

PRESENT: Supervisor Sheila Fuller
Councilman Frederick C. Webster
Councilman Freeman T. Putney
Councilman George Lenhardt
Councilman Doris Davis

In the matter of the
Increase and Improvement of Pacilities of
Water District No. 1, in the Town of
Bethlehem, in the County of Albany, New
York pursuant to Section 202-b of the
Town Law.

RESOLUTION AND
ORDER AFTER PUBLIC HEARING

WHEREAS, the Town Board of the Town of Bethlehem (herein called
"Town") in the County of Albany, New York has heretofore caused J.
Kenneth Fraser and Associates, P.C., competent engineers duly
licensed by the State of New York (herein called "Engineers"), to
prepare an amendment, dated June 20, 1994, to a map, plan and report
dated November 1991 for the increase and improvement of facilities of
Water District No. 1 (herein called "District") in the Town,
coneleting of the expansion of water supply facilities and
transmission maine, including construction of new infiltration wells,
raw water pumping station and tranemission main, and construction of
a new water purification plant and finished water tranemission main,
and also including buildings, land or rights in land, original
furnishings, equipment, machinery and apparatus reguired therefor.
Said amendment describes portions of the project for which costs are
greater than the original project estimate, the reasons therefore and
estimates the total cost of the project at $13,900,000; and

WHEREAS, the Engineers completed said amendment and filed it
with the Town Board, the Town Board thereafter adopted an Order
describing in general terms the proposed increase and improvement of
the facilities, specifying the estimated cost thereof, and stating
that the Town Board would meet to hear all persons interested in said
increase and improvement of facilities on Jul;y 13, 1994, at B8:00
p.m. (prevailing time) at the Town Hall, 445 Delaware Avenue, Delmar,
New York, in the Town; and

WHEREAS, copies of such Order, certified by the Town Clerk, were
duly published and posted pursuant to the provisions of Article 12 of
the Town Law; and

WHEREAS, such public hearing wae duly held by the Town Board on
the 13th day of July, 1994 at B:00 p.m. (prevailing time) at the Town
Hall, 445 Delaware Avenue, Delmar, New York in the Town, and
considerable discuseion on the matter having been had and all persons
desiring to be heard having been heard, including those in favor of
and those in opposition to said increase and improvement of the
facilities;

Now, therefore, on the basie of the information given at such
hearing, it is hereby

DETERMINED, that it is in the public interest to increase and
improve the facilities of the District as hereinabove described and
referred to at the estimated additional total cost of $3,200,000; and
it is hersby

ORDERED, that the facilities of the District shall be so
increased and improved at the aggregate cost of $13,900,000, and the
Engineers shall prepared dafinite plans and specifications and make a
careful estimate of the expense, and with the assistance of the Town
attorney or an attorney employed for that purpose prepare a proposed
contract for the execution of the work, which definite plans,
specifications, estimates and proposed contract shall be presented to
the Town Board for approval as soon as they are completed; and it is
hereby



ORDERED, that the Supervisor is authorized and directed to take
all actions necessary to apply for and obtain an application for a
water supply permit to the New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation and any other permitting agencies; and it is hereby
FURTHER ORDERED, that the expense of said increase and
improvement of facilities, shall be financed by the issuance of
$3,200,000 additional serial bonds of the Town, and the aggregate
costs of said facilities, now estimated to be $13,900,000. including
payment of the principal of an interest on said bonds shall be paid
by the assessment, levy and collection of assessments upon the
several lots and parcels of land within the District on an ad valorem
baeis, in the same manner and at the same time as other Town charges;
and it is hereby
FURTHER ORDERED, that the Town Clerk record a certified copy of
this Resolution and Order After Public Hearing in the office of the
Clerk of Albany County within ten (10) days after adoption thereof.
Dated: July 27, 1994
TOWN BOARD OF THE TOWN OF BETHLEHEM
Sheila Fuller, Supervisor
Frederick C. Webster, Councilman
George Lenhardt, Councilman
Freeman T. Putney, Councilman
Doris Davis, Councilman.
Members of the Town Board of the
Town of Bethlehem, New York

The resolution was adopted, the following members of the Town
Board voting in favor of the resclution Sheila Fuller, Frederick C.
Webster, George Lenhardt, Doris Davis, Freeman T. Putney and the
following members of the Town Board voting against the resolution -0-.

Following wae consideration of adoption of a resolution
regarding increase in bonding for the Water Supply Expansion
Facilitieas. The following resolution was presented by Mr. Putney for
adoption:

BOND RESOLUTION, DATED July 27, 1994, AUTHORIZING THE ISSUANCE OF
$3,200,000 SERIAL BONDS OF THE TOWN OF BETHLEHEM PURSUANT TO THE
LOCAL FINANCE LAW, TO FINANCE THE ADDITIONAL COST OF THE INCREASE AND
IMPROVEMENT OF FACILITIES OF WATER DISTRICT NO. 1 WITHIN SAID TOWN
AND APPROPRIATING THE PROCEEDS TO SUCH PURPOSE.

Recital

WHEREAS, following preparation of an amendment to a map, plan
and report for the increase and improvement of facilities of Water
District No. 4 (herein called "District"), in the Town of Bethlehem
(hereincalled "Town"),. in the County of Albany, New York, consisting
of the expansion of water supply facilities and tranemission mains,
including construction of new infiltration wells, raw water pumping
station and transmission main, and construction of a new water
purification plant and finished water transmission main, and also
including buildings, land or rights in land, original furnishings,
equipment, hearing duly called and held, the Town Board of the Town
determined, that it is in the public interest to increase and improve
the facilities of the District, and ordered that such facilities be
increased and improved at the estimated total cost of $13,900,000.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Town Board of the Town of
Bethlehem in the County of Albany, New York (by the favorable note of
not lees than two-thirds of all members of said town Board), as
follows:

Section 1. The Town of Bethlehem, in the County of Albany,
State of New York, shall issue its serial bonds of the aggregate
principal amount of $3,200,000 pursuant to the Local Finance Law of
New York, to finance the specific objects or purpose hereinafter
described.

Section 2. The specific object or purpose (hereinafter referred
to as "purpose") to be financed by the issuance of such series bonds
is the additional cost of the increase and improvement of facilities
of Water District No. 1, consisting of the expansion of water supply
facilities and transmission mains, including construction of a new
infiltrations wells, new water pumping station and transmission main,
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and construction of a new water purification plant and finished water
tranemission main, and also including buildings, land or rights in
land, original furnishings, equipment machinery and apparatus
required therefore, all in accordance with the map and plan prepared
by J. Kenneth Fraser and Associates, P.C., competent Engineers duly
licensed by the State of New York, on file in the coffice of the Town
Clerk. The proceeds of such obligations are hereby appropriated to
such purposes.

SBection 3. It is hereby determined and stated that the
estimated maximum cost of such purpose as heretofore determined by
the Town Beoard is $13,900,000 and that no money has heretofore been
authorized to the payment of the cost of such purpose except
$10,700,000 authorized by a bond resolution adopted by the Town Board
on January 22, 1992 and the Board plans to finance the cost of such
purpose entirely from funds raised by the issuance of the obligationa
authorized by this bond resolution and the January 22, 1992 bond
resolution. The cost of such purpose including payment of the
principal of and interest on such obligations herein authorized shall
be paid by the assessment, levy and collection of assessments upon
the several lots and parcels of loud within the District on an ad
valorem basis, in the same manner and at the same time as other town
charges.

Section 4. It is hereby determined that the purpose described
in Section 2 above is a purpose described in Subdivision 1 of
Paragraph a. of Section 11.00 of the Local Finance Law, and that the
pericd of probable usefulness of such purpose is 40 yeare.

Section 5. Each of the serial bonds authorized by this
resolution and any bond anticipation notes issued in anticipation of
the sale of said serial bonds shall contain the recital of wvalldity
ag prescribed by Section 52.00 of the Local Finance Law and said
serial bonds and any notes issued in anticipation of said serial
bonde, shall be general obligations of the School District, payable
as to both principal and interest by general tax upon all the taxable
real property within the School District without limitation of rate
or amount. The faith and credit of the School District are hereby
irrevocably pledged to the punctual payment of the principal of and
interest on said serial bonde and any notes issued in anticipation of
the sale of said serial bonds and provision shall be made annually in
the budget of the School District by appropriation for (a) the
amortization and redemption of the serial bonds and any notes in
anticipation thereof to mature in such year, and (b) the payment of
interest to be due and payable in such year.

Section 6. Subject to the terms and conditions of this
resolution and the Local Finance Law, and pursuant to the provislons
of Sections 30.00, 50.00 and 56.00, inclusive, of the Local Filnance
Law the power to authorize bond anticipation notes in anticipation of
the issuance of the Serial Bonds authorized by this resolution and
the renewal of such notee and the power to prescribe the terms form
and contents of such serial bondes and such bond anticipation notes,
and the power to sell and deliver such serial bonds and any bond
anticipation notes issued in anticipation of the issuance of such
bonds is hereby delegated to the Chief Fiscal Officer of the town.
The Supervisor is hereby authorized to sign any serial bonds, and any
bond anticipation notes issued in anticipation of the issuance of
said serial bonds and the Town Clerk is hereby authorized to affix
the corporate seal of such town to any such serial bonds or such bond
anticipation notes and to attest such seal.

Section 7. This rescluticn shall be published in full by the
Town Clerk of the Town together with a notice in substantially the
form prescribed by Section 81.00 of said Local Finance Law and such
publication shall be in a newspaper having a general circulation in
said and published in THE SPOTLIGHT, in the County of Albany and
State of New York. The validity of such serial bonds may be
contested only if such obligations are authorized for such purposes
for Town is not authorized to expend money, or the provisions of law
which should be complied with at the date or publication of this
resolution are not substantially complied with, and an action
contesting such validity, is commenced within twenty (20) days after
the date of such publication, or if such obligations are authorized
in violation of the provisions of the Constitution of the State of
New York.

Section 8. The Town intends to issue tax-exempt or taxable
obligations authorized by this resolution to finance the cost of the
purpose or purposes described in Section 2 hereof. If the Town



incurs any of such cost prior to the issuance of such tax-exempt or
taxable obligations, the Town expects to utilize general or special
fund revenues to pay such cost and intends to reimburse itself for
such expenditures with proceeds of such obligations. This
declaration of intent to reimburse is made pursuant to the
requirements of United States Treasury Regulations Section 1.103-18
and is intended to constitute a declaration of official intent under
such regulations.

Section 9. This resolution shall take effect immediately upon
its adoption.

RESOLUTION DATED July 27, 1994, AMENDING A BOND RESOLUTION DATED
JANUARY 22, 1992, (the "1992 Resolution"), TO PERMIT THE ISSUANCE OF
OBLIGATIONS TO FINANCE IMPROVEMENTS TO FACILITIES OF WATER DISTRICT
NO. 1 WITHIN SAID TOWN FOR A PERIOD NOT EXCEEDING 40 YEARS.

Section 1. Section 4 of the 1992 Resolution is hereby amended
to read as follows:

Section 2. This resolution may be published in the official
newspaper of the Town with the notice prescribed by Section 81.00 of
the Local Finance Law.

Section 3. This resolution shall take effect immediately upon
adoption.

The foregoing resolution was adopted by the following vote:

Ayes: Mre. Fuller, Mr. Webster, Mr. Lenhardt, Mr. Putney,
Mre. Davis.

Noes: Nene.

Absent: HNone.

The Supervisor indicated the next item was to award the bid for
the contracts for the improvements to the water supply facilities.

The motion was made by Mr. Lenhardt and seconded by Mr. Webster
to approve the award of Contract 4G, General Construction, to U.W.
Marx, Troy, New York at a price of $5,853,000. The motion was passed
by the following vote:

Ayes: Mre. Fuller, Mr. Webster, Mr. Lenhardt, Mr. Putney,
Mrs. Davis.

Neoes: None.

Absent: None.

The motion was made by Mr. Putney and seconded by Mrs. Davis to
award contract 4E, Electrical Work, to Stilsing Electric, Rensselaer,
New York at a price of $1,074,381. The motion was passed by the
following vote:

Ayes: Mrs. Fuller, Mr. Webster, Mr. Lenhardt, Mr. Putney,
Mrs. Davis.

Noea: None.

Absent: None.

The motion was made by Mr. Lenhardt and seconded by Mr. Webster
to award contract 4-HVAC, Heating, o Allteck Energy Systems,
Mechanicville, New York at a price of $43,979. The motion was passed
by the following vote:

Ayes: Mrs. Fuller, Mr. Webster, Mr. Lenhardt, Mr. Putney,
Mrs. Davis.

Noes: None.

Absent: None.
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Award Bid The motion was made by Mr. Lenhardt and seconded by Mr. Webster
Contract 4P to award contract 4P, Plumbing, to Trojan Hardware, Troy, New York,
Plumbing at a price of $46,580. The motion was pasped by the following vote:
Water Supply

Facilities Ayes: Mre. Fuller, Mr. Webster, Mr. Lenhardt, Mr. Putney,

Mrs. Davis.
Noes: None.
Absent: None.

Mthor?ﬂ! The next item on the agenda was to authorize the Supervisor to
Supervisor s8ign the Telecommunicators Local 3443 contract, effective January 1,
To sign 1994 through December 31, 1996.

Telecammicators'

Contract The motion was made by Mr. Webater and seconded by Mrs. Davis to

authorize Supervisor Fuller to eign the Telecommunicators Local 3443
Contract, effective January 1, 1994 through December 31, 1996. The
motion was passed by the following vote:

Ayes: Mrs., Fuller, Mr. Webster, Mr. Lenhardt, Mr. Putney,
Mrs. Davis.

Noes: None.

Rbsent: None.

Consider The following item was to consider a variance request for
Variance proposed Capitol Wood recycling facility to be located at the Port of
request for Albany.

Proposed

Capitol Wood SBupervisor Fuller noted that the public hearing wae held on June
Recycling 8, 1994 in regard to thie variance request. Discussion was held
Facility between the Board, Commiseioner of Public Works, Bruce Secor and

Attorney Michael Smith regarding the variance application and use
requested. Questions were raised in regard to the significance of
reclassification of this request; does the Town Board have the
ability to grant a class 2 rather than a class 3 permit; and to
explain the denial on the class 2 permit. Attorney Smith answered
the questions and explained information regarding the burden of proof
with regard to the variance procedure. Many lssues were reviewed by
Mr. Smith to substantiate the denial of this variance regquest.
Question was asked regarding how many situations were anticipated by
the Town Board in regard to the regulations. Attorney Smith noted he
hoped they had anticipated all uses that might come before the Board.

Variance request The motion was made by Mr. Putney and seconded by Mrs. Davis to

denied deny the variance requested for the proposed wood recycling facility

for Proposed located at the Port of Albany, Town of Bethlehem by Capitol Woed

Capitol Wood Recycling. The motion was passed by the following vote:

Recycling

Facility Ayes: Mrs. Fuller, Mr. Webster, Mr. Lenhardt, Mr. Putney,
.Mrs. Davis.

Noes: MNone. |
Absent: None.

Approve The next item was a request from Gregg Sagendorph, Highway
Contract for Superintendent, for approval of authorization of the Supervisor to
Pavement execute the contract with Albany County regarding pavement striping.
Striping

with Albany The motion was made by Mr. Webster and seconded by Mrs. Davis to
County authorize the Supervisor to execute the pavement striping contract

with Albany County. The motion was passed by the following vote:

Ayes: Mrs. Fuller, Mr. Webster, Mr. Lenhardt, Mr. Putney,
Mrs. Davis.

Noes: HNone.

Absent: None.



Following was a request from Judith Kehoe, Comptroller, for
approval of transfer of funds.

The motion was made by Mr. Webster and seconded by Mr. Lenhardt
to approve the transfer of funds in the amount of $184,300 from the
General Fund to the Recreation Reserve Account in anticipation of
future projects including pool deck, intermediate pool remarciting,
basketball courts, tennis courts 5-8, tennis courts 1-4, Selkirk
courts and remarcite of the olympic and diving pools with the
Department of Parks and Recreation. The motion was passed by the
following vote:

Ayes: Mrs. Fuller, Mr. Webster, Mr. Lenhardt, Mr. Putney,
Mrs, Davis.

Noes: None.

Absent: None.

The next item was to approve the attendance of the Comptroller
and Deputy Comptroller at a seminar.

The motion was made by Mrs. Davis and seconded by Mr. Putney to
approve the attendance of the Comptroller, Judith Kehoe, at 2 day
peminar and Deputy Comptroller, Richard Webster, at 1 day of the
seminar, Northeast Region Council Government Finance Officers
Association, Inc., to be held Rugust 17 and 18, 1994 at Cliftom Park,
NY with registration fee paid. The motion was passed by the
following vote:

Ayes: Mrs. Fuller, Mr. Webster, Mr. Lenhardt, Mr. Putney,
Mrs. Davis.

Noes: None.

Absent: None.

The next item was to approve the Town Board minutes of June 22,
1994 and July 13, 1994.

The motion was made by Mr. Webster and seconded by Mr. Lenhardt
to approve the Town Board minutes of June 22, 1994 and July 13, 1994.
The motion was passed by the following vote:

Ayes: Mrs. Fuller, Mr. Webster, Mr. Lenhardt, Mr. Putney,
Mrs. Davis.

Noes: HNone.

Absent: HNone.

The Supervisor asked if anyone wished to address the Town
Board. Comments were made by Nancy Rockefeller in regard to the
water expansion facilities and the fact that a public referendum is
not being held. She felt that there is a lot of objection in the
community and the previous election wae not an approval of the water
issue.

Supervisor Fuller said because this concern was presented,
additional research was done. Attorney Kaplowitz gave the background
regarding New York State law in regard to the referendum. It would
be illegal and improper, according to Attorney Kaplowitz, indicating
the sections in the Town Law. He indicated we have a democratic type
of government but it is also a representative type of government, the
5 Town Board Members are elected to make these kinds of decisions.

He further noted there are 3 types of financing for these projects,
indicating this is under 202b. He said the bond counsel is the one
who recommends the financing method. He noted this was under Article
12 of the Town Law and said there is Article 12a and 12c which are
alternative methods of financing.
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Executive
Session

Mr. Ron Johnson from Selkirk again stated he wae against the
water issue. He noted his reason is that there was a lot of
misquotes and misrepresentations as far as the information. He
presented information about the Green Island aquifer system. He
raised a question in regard to the failure of the proposed system.

The Supervisor responded that the door is always open between
Albany and the Town of Bethlehem. 8She further stated she has met
with Mayor Jennings and continued discussion can be held.

Mre. Knauf spoke in regard to the water issue. She referred to
some comments made by people at the meeting. She noted someone told
her it was a done deal and she guesses it is.

Mrs. Shapiro spoke in regard to the water expansion project
being cost effective. She said she has not heard anything about
Albany's proposed charge.

Me. Royo presented the Town Board with a petition regarding the
water expansion project. She noted the signatures were collected
over the last couple weeks. She mentioned information received from
various State agencies including a publication by Clearwater.

The motion was made by Mr., Lenhardt and seconded by Mr. Putney
to hold an Executive Session following the regular Town Board meeting
to discuse land acquisition. The motion was passed by the following
vote:

Ayes: Mre. Fuller, Mr. Webater, Mr. Lenhardt, Mr. Putney,
Mrs. Davis.

Noes: HNone.

Absent: None.

The motion was made by Mr. Webster and seconded by Mr. Lenhardt
to adjourn the regular Town Board meeting at 8:50 p.m. The motion
was passed by the following vote:

Ayes; Mre. Fuller, Mr. Webster, Mr. Lenhardt, Mr. Putney,
Mra. Davia.

Noes: None.

Absent: None.

Lt §) Nk ikt

Town Clerk

EXECUTIVE SESSION

No action was taken at the Executive Session.
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Supervisor Fuller @

. . A
FROM: Bruce H. Secor, P.E., Commissioner of Public workgizgkrsiﬁ____
DATE: July 18, 1994

SUBJECT: Sherwood Davies' Letter of July 11, 1994

As per your request, I have reviewed Mr. Davies' letter of July
11, 1994, and have the following comments.

In the cover letter, paragraph #2, Mr. Davies refers to his
letter of June 17, 1994. I responded to that letter by writting
comments in the margin. That was similar to the response in the
memo dated April 26, 1994, which included attachments of
reference material. Most of the issues raised in that letter
had been raised in previous letters or discussions and been
presented to the Board. Rather than revisit all of these memo's
and pages, I have attached copies of the responses previously

provided.

Response to paragraph #3 of Mr. Davies' cover letter of
July 11, 1994.

The proposed method of financing the water project will be paid
for by an increase in the industrial rate. I do not know how to
say this anymore simply. The residential water rate has not
increased since 1991 (it is at $1.07 per 1,000 gallon). The
residential water rate is projected to stay at $1.07 per 1,000
gallon even with the construction and payment for this new
project. The tax rate.was $0.75/1,000 in 1993, is at
$0.75/1,000 in 1994 and is prujected to go down in 1995. There
is no increase in costs to residential taxpayers as a result of
this project. The industrial water rates were going to have to
go up whether we constructed this new project or whether we '
choose another alternative. This is the most cost effective
approach and provides us with a project with high quality water
and the least amount of increase in costs to anyone. There is
no increase in costs to the residential taxpayer. There is an
increase in the industrial rate. The industrial water rate will
rise from $1.14 to $1.21 in 1995. Please refer to Exhibit #1,
attached to this memo.



The following is a point by point response to the questions
submitted with Mr. Davies' current letter of July 11, 1994.

1.) Referring to Mr. Davies' written questions - Water Quality.

Mr. Davies refers to chemicals and pesticides, PCB's, etc. and
the use of carbon granulated filters. He asked if the Town's
consultant considered this technology. The answer is yes, it
was considered but not recommended. The reason it was not
recommended was that by both the consultant and the NYS Health
Dept. determined it was not needed. This was based on extensive
independent lab tests, after 250 million gallons of pumping from
the infiltration system. It was also based on information
available from decades of experience at other water plants. All
of the chemicals regulated by EPA and the State Health
Department for water supplies were tested for. None of these
chemicals were detected in the water and therefore carbon
granulated filters were not recommended. The ground water
quality in the aquifer that we are drawing from is of excellent
quality. It is safe to drink, bacteriologically, as it comes
from the infiltration system. It contains no cryptosporidium,
no giardia, no coliform bacteria, no PCB's, etc. The water
purification plant is designed to modern standards and includes
the ability to add a variety of oxidants and coagulants to
completely purify and filter the water before it goes into the

system.

2.) Response to Mr. Davies Water Quality question #2.

The new water system includes a six day supply of water stored
at the water purification plant. The purpose of this storage is
to provide water to the purification plant in the event of an
interruption of supply from the infiltration system. This could
be caused by a spill on the Hudson River or a break in the
pipeline connecting the infiltration system to the plant or in
the event of an electrical power outage which would shut off the
pumps on Schermerhorn Island. Please remember---any water
source can be contaminated. A truck could turnover on Route 20
and contaminate the Watervliet Reservoir; a truck could spill in
the water shed of our own Vly Creek Reservoir; or a truck could
turnover on Route 32 that goes through the Alcove Reservoir and
contaminate that reservoir. The 20 million gallon water storage
reservoir at the new water plant is a safety factor that is
being built in to provide greater reliability of service.

The infiltration system will be monitored continuously by
computer for PH, turbidity, total organic carbon and dissolved
oxygen. These will act as indicator values to detect a possible
problem in the infiltration gallery system. The criteria for
using the ground water is that it continues to be of the same
high quality that it has proven to be through the extensive
testing program. It should also be noted that Green Island has
over 50 years of experience with a similar source and has not
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experienced operational problems because of changes in the
ground water available to their infiltration system.

3.) Question #3 from Mr. Davies on Water Quality.

Mr. Davies states that the base flow in the river is
approximately 9 billion gallons per day. That is correct. We
have run extensive testing on the ground water infiltration
system and the ground water is of excellent quality. A separate
Engineering Report was filed in September 1993 to document the
testing and results. This report is on file in the library. In
addition, there are decades of information available from both
Green Island and Niskayuna and also from direct water users down
river, including Port Ewing, Poughkeepsie, Hyde Park, Highland,
Rhinebeck, etc. The experience at these other plants reinforces
the finding from independent laboratories that this will be a
high quality and reliable source of water.

The issue of glycol was addressed in a separate letter report
which is on file with the Town (attached as Exhibit #2). We
tested for glycol both in the river and in the infiltration
gallery during two winters at times when glycol was being used
at the airport and being processed through the multi-million
dollar collection and treatment system which was installed at
the Albany County Airport. The basis of the design of the
Albany County Airport System was to control glycol, so that it
is properly collected and treated and would not be at detectable
levels in surface waters. Based on our testing that system is
functioning properly. Our tests showed that glycol was not
detectable. Again, the use of ground water is of great
benefit. Glycol has not been a problem for Green Island in
their years of operation. The ground water that we will be
taking is of excellent quality and we do not see glycol as an

issue.
4.) Mr. Davies question #4 on Water Quality.

Did Selkirk Cogen prefer the chemical characteristics of the
Alcove or Hudson? Answer: They did not show a strong
preference. Any water that Selkirk Cogen receives, must be
treated chemically before it is put it into their system. This
is to prevent scaling and prevent sediment in their equipment.
This is similar to someone who buys a new steam iron. You
should use either deionized water or distilled water in order to
protect the iron. Selkirk Cogen had to treat water no matter
which source was used. This was not a consideration for the
Town in selecting the infiltration gallery source. The most
important consideration for the Town was to find a high quality,
safe and reliable supply for our long range needs.

5.) Mr. Davies guestion #5 on Water Quality.
He questions the volatile organic chemical testing and other

organic tests that were done. Answer: A series of tests were

Page 3 of 9



done for these. One set was included in the 1993 report which
is on file in the library. The other test results are on file
in the Department of Public Works office. Similarly, metals and
inorganics have been tested for on.numerous occasions and are
not a problem except for the iron which will be removed at the
new water plant. He then asks, "can one conclude from a few
samples on the water quality?" The answer is: you can make
projections. A much more definitive response is that there are
decades of information available from numerous other operating
systems including Green Island and Niskayuna. These systems
have many samples over many years demonstrating water quality.
Over 250 million gallons was pumped through the actual
infiltration system. The ground water quality was excellent.
We also looked at other similar systems around us which have
been in place for decades. They continue to have successful
systems with high quality water available.

6.) Mr. Davies question #6 on Water Quality.

Mr. Davies again asks about river reclassification. Answer: We
have responded to this on numerous occasions. Please see
attachments #3 and #4, which are the determinations from both
the NYS DOH and NYS DEC. Both departments ruled that
reclassification is not required in this project since we are
taking ground water. I reviewed the reclassification of both
the Mohawk and the Susquehanna Rivers and met with NYS DEC main
office staff to discuss this issue. They informed me that the
SPDES permits for the plants on the Hudson River are already
written to "A" Standards because of the numerous direct river
intakes downstream. Even if a river reclassification was done
it would not change those permit standards. Ground water from
the infiltration system is free of coliform bacteria, has no
PCB's, no cryptosporidium, no giardia, no heavy metals (such as;
lead, mercury or cadmium). Since none of these pollutants were
detected in the testing of the ground water and since there are
decades of similar test results available in Green Island and
Niskayuna and other systems, there is no reason to conclude that
reclassification should be an issue. It should also be noted
that the bacteriological standard for Class "C" was actually
more stringent than for Class "A." Now they are both the same.

7.) Mr. Davies question #7 Alternatives.

The water supply project that is under consideration addresses
the long term needs of the Town of Bethlehem for additional
water sources. This project is based on high quality ground
water and a new water purification plant which will provide both
source of new supply and a significant strengthening of the
hydraulic network by introducing this water through a new
transmission line directly into the industrial area. Costs of
this project are being paid for by an increase in the water rate
for industry. There is no increase in the residential water
rate and there is no increase in the tax rate. There is no
reason why the Town Board should consider terminating a contract
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with Cogen who will provide significant water rent revenues and
tax base for the Town.

8.) Mr. Davies question #8 Alternatives.

The Town Board is looking at a project which meets the long
range needs of the entire Town of Bethlehem, not just one
customer. The discussion by the Town Board to consider the
additional cost for the project is a Town Board decision and is
not something that has to be approved by Selkirk Cogen. It is a
Town Board decision for a facility to meet our long term needs.

9.) Mr. Davies question #9 Costs, Financing, Rates.

The original engineer's estimate provided money for legal,

engineering, administration and also construction
contingencies. A separate item was not shown for acquisition of

right-of-way since it represented less than 1% of the project
cost. Most of the pipeline will be constructed within state,
county or town right-of-ways. To date, we have purchased the 29
acre site for the water plant at a cost of approximate

$130,000.
10.) Mr. Davies question #10 Costé, Financing, Rates.

The 1991 consulting engineer's estimate did not include a plant
laboratory. It was anticipated at that time, that the
laboratory work would continue to be done at the main water
plant at the V1ly Creek Reservoir. During the final plant
design, it was decided to add a laboratory area which was a
minor cost increase. This would allow for on-site testing for
process control and to keep documentation for reporting forms
necessary for the State Health Dept. The laboratory at both the
Vly Creek Reservoir and at the new water plant are maintained
for the purpose of process control and operator use. All of the
licensed water plant operators must be certified to conduct
routine laboratory analysis for process control. We do not
maintain a certified lab. Certified laboratory work is done by
outside independent laboratories. This is a more cost effective
alternative than maintaining our own certified lab due to the
continuously changing requirements of both the State and Federal
Governments. Sampling will be done in accordance with the
requirements set forth by State and Federal Governments. The
sampling procedure and frequency will be set by NYS DOH. The
response time will depend on the independent lab analysis.

We will meet or exceed all drinking water standards at the new

water plant.

11.) Mr. Davies question #11 Costs, Financing, Rates.

Mr. Davies refers to the Engineer's Report of 1991 which talks
about additional in-system water storage. (See pages #9, 10, 11
of Report - attached as Exhibit #5.) This report was intended
to be a long range report examining a wide range of facilities
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that may be needed for long range water source, distribution and
storage. The report recommends that consideration by given to
an additional water storage tank. Such a future water storage
tank would be advantageous under any of the alternatives. Under
the Albany Alternative, numerous additional pump storage tanks
would have been constructed in addition to this tank. The new
water filtration plant will have a 2 million gallon water
storage tank in addition to 20 million gallon stand-by supply
reservoir. The necessity of building another elevated storage
tank to augment system storage redundancy will have to be
reviewed after this project is completed and after we have
operated the new system for a number of years. It is not part
of this project. It is a separate issue, of distribution and
storage as we look at system requirements into the future. Fire
flows will be maintained through the existing water system
storage tanks. The hydraulic network of the entire system will
be strengthened by the construction of the new water
transmission main directly into the industrial area.
Delmar-Elsmere residents will not face low water pressure. The
possible funding of additional distribution and storage
improvements was included in my analysis of overall budget costs
and expenditures. This 20 year projection and summary was
presented to the Town Board at the time of the original report
and since been updated and distributed (see Exhibit #6). Mr.
Davies already has a copy of this spread sheet. It would not be
appropriate to try to add in to this water supply project every
cost that could ever be required for upgrading of our
distribution and storage system. The purpose of this project is
the expansion of water supply. This will include new system
storage at the new water plant and dramatic hydraulic
strengthening of our system with the construction of the new
transmission line on Creble Road directly into the industrial
area. The possibility of some future costs of redundant water
storage facilities within the system is not included in this
project and should not have been. On-going maintenance of
existing tanks; cleaning, painting, etc. and considerations for
system redundancy and distribution improvements should certainly
be reviewed periodically after the new system has been operating
for a number of years. This should not be included as part of
the expansion of water supply project.

12.) Mr. Davies question #12 Costs, Financing, Rates.

The question of Water District Tax. This question has been
asked and answered on many occasions. Please refer to Exhibit
1, which shows that the property tax for the Water District was
$0.75/1,000 in 1993, is at $0.75/1,000 in 1994 and is projected-
to go down in 1995. The residential water rate is $1.07/1,000
gallons and that is projected to stay the same. The only rate
that 1s being increased is the industrial water rate going from
$1.07/1,000 in 1993 to $1.14/1,000 in 1994 and projected to go
to $1.21/1,000 in 1995. As I stated before, the industrial rate
was going to have to go up under any scenario. This project is
the most cost effective solution and allows for the smallest
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increase in the industrial rate and no increase in the
residential rate. The rationale for the current system is based
on the fact that we maintain over 150 miles of pipeline and
thousands and thousands of individual water services for which
we have the responsibility of operation and maintenance of the
water service line and the meter inside the home. The unit cost
of water to residents was originally higher than to industry
(see Exhibits #6, columns I and J). Over the years, rates have
been changed to reflect the cost of developing new water
sources. The rate structure in place was set by the Town Board
after considering numerous options. I do not agree that there
are inequities in the current water rate system or in the
projected future water rates as presented to the Town Board.
These rates reflect the reality of costs for development of new
water sources and delivery of those services. The new project
is a very cost effective solution to meet our long term water

supply needs.
13.) Mr. Davies paragraph #13 Costs, Financing, Rates.

At the January 8, 1992, Public Hearing it was stated that
industry would pay for the new system. That is correct. The
statement that one industrial customer would pay a majority of
the cost is also correct. There is no discrepancy in those
statements, they supplement each other. There is no increase in
residential water rate, there is no increase in the property
tax. The only increase is in the industrial water rate. The
Selkirk Cogen Contract is at $1.69/1,000 plus taxes and the
other industrial rate going up 6% from $1.14 to $1.21. There is
no deception here, this is the simple truth and it is a simple
bottom line which we have presenting ever since the project was
presented to the Town Board. Mr. Davies continues to develop
his own statistics, but they are inconsistent with the facts of

this project.

The second portion of paragraph #13 talks about unit cost. This
is a manipulated statistic which does not in any way reflect the
actual costs that are incurred by the Water District to provide
service to an individual residential customer. This gquestion
has been addressed on a number of occasions. Mr. Davies
continues to raise it. To supply water to residents, the Town
must maintain over 150 miles of pipeline and related services
including the water service and water meter in the individual
home. For this, an individual resident may pay as little as
$11.20 for four months of water. Compare that to an industrial
account who pays hundreds of thousands of dollars in water bills
and who maintains their own service and own meter at no expense
to the Town. It takes thousands of individual customers to
generate the same revenues as one industrial account. Creating
a unit cost by adding advalorem and water purchase does not
provide in itself a fair comparison of the expense of providing
the service to the individual homeowner. (Everyone pays the
same tax rate ($0.75 per 1,000 assessed value. Industry pays a
higher rate for water consumed.)
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14.) Mr. Davies paragraph #14 Costs, Financing, Rates.

The agreement with Selkirk Cogen has a guaranteed minimum amount
of water purchase which will generate over $1 million of revenue
per year. In addition, Selkirk Cogen will pay Water District
Taxes in excess of $70,000 a year. The new water supply project
is being paid for by an increase in the industrial rate. The
first step of that goes from $1.14 in 1994 to $1.21 in 1995.
Attached as Exhibit #7, 8, 9 and 10, are two spread sheets and
two graphs, showing projected revenues, expenses and water rates
for the entire water system. This includes all of the overhead
and maintenance for both the new plant and the existing plant
along with expenses for distribution and storage. As you can
see from the tabulations, in column marked "special industrial
use" if you compare an average use which we have projected at
2.1 million gallons per day versus the minimum use of 1.6
million gallons per day, the difference in annual revenue could
be adjusted by simply adjusting the industrial water rate by a
few pennies to make up the difference. Please remember these
are all projected estimates. The budgets that are projected on
these sheets take into account all of the expenses for the
existing water system plus the expenses for the new system.

They were tabulated to provide an analysis for projection of
water rates and taxes. In both of these scenarios, the tax rate
will stay the same or go down. The residential water rate will
not increase as a result of this project. The only rate being
adjusted upward is the industrial rate. (Approximately 6%
increase the first couple of years.) It is still a far more
cost effective approach and a far cheaper alternative than

buying water from Albany.
15.) Mr. Davies paragraph #15 Costs, Financing, Rates.

As part of the consideration in reviewing the alternatives
available to the Town Board. '

16.) Mr. Davies paragraph #16 Costs, Financing, Rates.

The Consulting Engineer's Report from 1991 was comparing
alternatives not overall system analysis and finances. Total
costs were provided on the spread sheets shown in Exhibits #7,
8, 9, and 10. This type of analysis was presented to the Town
Board in 1991 and 1992 (shown in Exhibit #6). They have been
updated and are attached here showing the analysis of rates and
overall budgets (Exhibits 7, 8, 9, and 10). The Engineer's
Report looked at the expenses involved with each option. For
example, with the new water supply the cost of operation and
maintenance, including electricity, chemicals, etc. and that is
all shown on the spread sheet for that option (see Exhibit
#11). For the purchase of Albany water, it looked at the
purchase price from Albany plus pumping costs plus the cost of
building major storage tanks and facilities, so that we would
have a reliable source of supply (see Exhibit #12). The whole
purpose of the Engineer's Report was to compare apples and
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apples. The overall analysis (Exhibits #7, 8, 9 and 10) looked
at the entire costs of the system. This included existing
debts, existing expenses for operation and maintenance and
combine that with the recommended option of the new water
supply. I have also run a parallel analysis sheets for the
Albany water purchase. Those are attached as Exhibit #13A, 13B,
13C and 14 (graph). As you can see from the graphs and analysis
sheets done, the purchase from Albany, the industrial rate would
raise to $2.99/1,000, the residential rate would raise to

$2.34. Whereas, in either scenario of Cogen minimum purchase
for Cogen at an average purchase the industrial rate will only
go to $2.00/1,000 and the residential rate at only $1.51/1,000.
It is a substantial difference in price. The proposed project
is by far and away the more economical alternative and the most
cost effective approach to look for our future. The cumulative
totals accompanying these options (Exhibit 11, column 9 and
Exhibit 12, column 10) project cost savings of more than $90
million over the planning period - and that is assuming only 2%
price increase from Albany. We have not underestimated one
thing and overestimated another. These are based on reasonable

cost analysis.
17.) Mr. Davies paragraph #17 Costs, Financing, Rates.

This is a restatement of the question asked in an earlier
section. Please see the response to paragraph #13 and the
attachments that go with that. Using Mr. Davies own numbers,
look at G.E. Selkirk. They pay $357,000/year to the Water
District. The average customer that Mr. Davies is talking about
spends $135/year. It would take 2,705 average users, (for whom
we must maintain their services and meters) to equal the bill
that G.E. pays. We have no maintenance responsibility for the

G.E. water service or meters.

Please contact me if you have any questions or need any further
information.

BHS/s
Attachments

c: File
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YEAR

1993

1994

1995

1996

NO INCREASE IN COSTS TO RESIDENTS

RESIDENTIAL
WATER
RATE

PER 1,000 GAL.

$1.07

$1.07

$1.07

$1.07

INDUSTRIAL
WATER
RATE

PER 1,000 GAL.

$1.07

$l.14

$1.21

$1.25

WATER DISTRICT
PROPERTY TAX
RATE

$0.75

$0.75

$0.74

$0.74

EXHIBIT #1
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J. KENNETH FRASER AND ASSOCIATES, PE, LS, LA, P.C.
Consulting Engineers
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January 12, 1994

Mr. John M. Dunn, P.E.

Chief Design Section

Bureau of Public Water Supply Protection
New York State Department of Health

2 University Place

1215 Western Avenue, Room 406

Albany, New York 12203-3399

Re: Water Supply Application No. 8800
Town of Bethlehem, New York

Dear Mr. Dunn:

Pursuant to our agreement during November 1993 concerning the
potential for the presence of glycol in the Hudson River, we have
recently completed a period of full scale pumping of the
groundwater infiltration system during which water samples were
obtained and analyzed for the presence of glycol. The following is
a brief report of our procedures, findings and conclusions.

Full scale test pumping of the groundwater infiltration system
was commenced on December 07, 1993 and continued essentially
uninterrupted through December 22, 1993. Pumping was accomplished
utilizing submersible water pumps installed in each of the two
infiltration wells, powered by an electrical generator. This
temporary pumping equipment allowed the withdrawal of groundwater
from the filtration system at a rate of approximately 2 mgd
(million gallons per day) which is a rate comparable to that
expected to be withdrawn during typical operation of this portion
of the system in the future. Drawdown of the groundwater level in
the formation was approximately 17 feet below the normal -
groundwater 1level and generally confirmed previous yield and
drawdown findings during the initial long term pump test which was
the subject of our September 1993 Engineer's Report. :

During the period of pumping, we were in continuous contact

with representatives of the Albany County Sewer District in order
to monitor activities with regard to release of glycol into the

g R SPOHT Gtr teRa isi'aer Ny York 12144 ¢ Tel (51 ) 473.44NN o F~x (518) 432-A741



Mr. John M. Dunn, P.E.

Chief Design Section

Bureau of Public Water Supply Protection

New York State Department of Health

January 12, 1994 Page 2

Albany County sewer system by the Albany County Airport. During
December, the Albany County Airport pumped glycol into the sewer
system during the first three days of December and again from the
9th of December past the termination of test pumping of the
infiltration system on December 22, 1993.

It was decided to obtain four sets of water samples for glycol
testing. Parallel samples were obtained from the Hudson River,
adjacent to the infiltration system, as well as the pump discharge
from the infiltration system. Three sets of samples were obtained
on three consecutive days during the period when glycol was being
released through the North Albany sewage treatment plant. These
samples, collected on December 14, 15, and 16 were sent to an
outside laboratory for analysis, the results of which are attached
to this letter report. A fourth set of "split" samples was
obtained on December 22, the last day of pumping and was analyzed
for glycol content by two outside laboratories. The laboratory
reports are appended hereto. As you will observe, all of the
results are less than 0.05 milligrams per 1liter which is the
practical detection limit for the laboratory test utilized, with
one exception, a reported level of 0.12 mg/l in one of the split
samples for groundwater obtained on December 22.

It had been decided to split the sample of December 22 in
order to determine if both of the two outside laboratories would
agree on their findings. As can be observed, they did not agree.
The finding of a higher level in the ground water, during a period
of time when all tests in the river water were found to be below
the practical quantification 1limit, cannot be justified as
reasonable, is believed to be an anomaly (false positive result)
and can be discarded. Based on discussions with several
experienced laboratory technicians and/or directors during the
course of testing, we have found that the lab test for glycol
requires exceptional efforts by both sample takers and 1lab
‘technicians in an attempt to provide accurate and consistent
results. Even with such efforts, occasional inconsistencies such
as false positive indications can and do occur.

The MCL (Maximum Contaminant Level) for glycol which has been
established by New York State (there is no established Federal MCL)
is 0.10 mg/1 total. Both the current test results obtained during
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Mr. John M. Dunn, P.E.

Chief Design Section

Bureau of Public Water Supply Protection

New York State Department of Health

January 12, 1994 Page 3

December 1993 and the results from tests performed on the river
water a year ago during the winter months of December 1992 through
March 1993, show glycol levels in the river and in the ground water
to be below the New York State MCL for all tests performed. In 15
out of 18 tests which have been performed to date, glycol was not
detected at or above the practical quantification limit of 0.05
mg/l. A copy of our transmittal letter and summary of last years
test results is enclosed for your information.

We wish to point out that the glycol control system in
operation at the Albany Airport is operated to control the amount
of glycol released into the County sewer system where it is
transported to the North Plant Facility and is treated to reduce
the glycol concentration to less than 500 parts per billion prior
to discharge into the Hudson River. Further dilution by the
average river flow of 8,832 mgd should result in concentrations
which are undetectable (less than 10 parts per billion).

We also wish to point out that the proposed design for the
Town of Bethlehem water treatment system employs a 20+ million
gallon raw water holding reservoir between the ground water
infiltration system and the water treatment plant. This basin has
been provided to allow the infiltration system to be "off line" for
several days or more during any unforeseen event which might cause
temporary contamination of the River. The basin can also be
utilized to provide dilution of the raw water if and when desired.

In summary, we believe that we have now provided the required
further verification that glycol levels in the Hudson River are now
and will be well within the established MCL for this item.
Furthermore, we believe that the disposal practice which has been
established and is being followed by the Albany County Sewer
District will insure that glycol levels in the River adjacent to
the Town of Bethlehem will continue to be well within the

"established MCL.

There are no remaining parameters at this time which need to
be resolved. Our studies have shown that the proposed infiltration
system will provide a source of good quality raw water which will
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Mr. John M. Dunn, P.E.

Chief Design Section

Bureau of Public Water Supply Protection

New York State Department of Health

January 12, 1994 Page 4

receive further treatment (to surface water treatment standards) in
the proposed Town of Bethlehem water treatment facility. We
therefore see no reason why the water supply permit requested by
the Town of Bethlehem should not be issued at this time.

Very truly yours,

J. KENNETH FRASER & ABSOCIATES, PE,LS8,LA,P.C.

James K. Fraser, Jr.,%

CC w/encl.: Mr. Bruce Secor, P.E.V/
Mr. John Feltman (NYSDEC)
Mr. Frederick Sievers (NYSDEC)
Mr. Gordon Behn (NYSDEC)
Mr. Clifford Forando, P.E. (ACHD)

JKF,Jr./ljs:Enclosures



Town of Bethlehenm
Expansion of Water sSupply Facilities

January 11, 1994

GLYCOL SAMPLING AND TE NG RESULTS

Date of Sample Results (mg/l.)
Collection River G.W. Well
12-14-93 < 0.05 < 0.05
12-15=-93 < 0.05 < 0.05
12-16-93 < 0.05 < 0.05
12-22-93 (split < 0.05 0.12
12-22-93 sample) ND ND
J.H. = J.H. Consultants (used Adirondack)
C.T.M. = CTM Analytical Laboratories

ND
. Quantitation Limit (0.05)

Not detected at or above the Practical

Lab -

J‘H.
J.H.
J’H'

J-H.
C.T.M.



NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION
REGION 4 HEADQUARTERS

1176 GUILDERLAND AVE.
SCHEVECTADY, NEW YORK 12306

(518) 3820680

(518) 382-1085 (FAX) LM-GWN .

ACTING COMMISSIONER

March 21, 1994

William J. Greene, P.E.

County of Albany Sewer District
P.0O. Box 4187

Albany, New York 12204

RE: DEC No. 4-0122-16/1-0
Watar District No. 1
(T)Bethlehem, Albany County

Dear Mr. Greenea:

Previously, you had written to the Department expressing concern over the proposal by
the Town of Bethiehem to develop a water supply from the Hudson River.

Since that time the Town has been working with this Department and the State Heaith
department to develop a water supply. In considering alternatives the Town undertook a
pilot study of infiltration galleries adjacent to the Hudson River on Schemerhorn Island.
The galleries were not connected to the Hudson River as had previously been proposed.

Resuits from this pilot study indicate that the water quality from the galleries is such
that the Department considers this a ground water source and will not require the
reclassification of the Hudson River.

Any future proposal or request to reclassify the Hudson River in this area wiil be subject
to the normal reclassification procedures. This would inciude consideration of impacts
associated with a reclassification and public hearing and review process.

The Department has mede a determination toas j
pprove the Town of Bethiehem project,
since there will be no impacts to your operations without the reclassification without, the

rec
infom of the Hudson River. | have enciosed a copy of the permit for your

Should you have any questions please contact me at the above number.

Sincerely Yours,

John H. Feitman

Deputy Permit Administrator
Region 4

€4 LIGIHXH



DEC— 1 —-—9X WED 14:37 J.KEIMHETH FRASER P.C.

.0 STATE OF NEW YORK EXHIBIT #4

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH

Center lor Envicanmental Health 2 Unlversity Place Albany, New York 12203-3389
Mark R Chassm, MO, MPP. MPH. CFFICE OF PUBLIC HEALTH
Commissionor Lioyd F. Novick, M.D., M.P.H
PaLia Wison November 29, 1993 Ditecion
Exacutve Deputy Cormmessionsr Diana Jones Fider
Exscuive Depuly Direcior
Wilam M. Stasiuk, P E., Ph.O.
Mr. Fred Sievers Center Duractor
. New York State Department of
' Environmental Conservation
2176 Guilderland Avenue
Sehienoctady, NY 12306

RE: WSA No. 8800
Hudson River Inliltration Gallery
Bethlehem Water Dislrict #1
(T) Bethlehem, Albany County

Dear Mr. Sievers:

This is a lollow-up to our recent discussion regarding the issues of
“groundwaler under the influence” versus surface water and whether siream
reclassificalion is required for this project.

Both of our Departments approach the conceptual approval ol a proposed
drinking water source with a multi-barrier protection philosophy in mind. Our
Departinent relins on good raw waler quality, disinfection and filtration (as dictaled
by source type). Your department relias also on source quality but also stream
protection via discharge prohibitions/limitations and wastewaler (reatment (both
diclated hy stream classification).

in this particular project proposal the multi-harrier appioach is again salisfied.
In addition to disinfection and filtration, the infillration gallery itself will provide
significant quality protectionfenhancement. The water qualily dala gathered during
the recent demonstration study confirms this, as exemplilied by the turbidity,
coliform and particulate analyses. Furthermore, the hydrogeological analysis
performed by Dunn Geosclonce indicates that the avenue of iravel is vertically
through the river boltom and then horizonlally via a sand/gravel formation for
several yards which also supports this harrier coneept.

In suminary, we believe river reclassification Is unwarranled. A much more
efleclive waler quality improvement will be achieved via this gallery followed by
complete lilicalion and satisfaclory disinfoclion. If you have any questions, leel lree
to canlact me at (518) 458-6756.

«_ Sincaraly,

\ d
" . -
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Jahn M. Dunn, P.E.
Chiaf, Design Section
3 Bureau of Public Water Supply Protection
JD/hs/93333PRO0404

cc:  Albany Counly Health Department, Attn: Mr. Forawda m

sFraser & Asgociales. -

Mr. Burke DEc 01 ma

Field Coordination Section _
J. KENNETH FRASER
ANDASSOCIATES, P,
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WATER DISTRICT NO. 1
TOWN OF BETHLEHEM
ALBANY COUNTY, NEW YORK

PROPOSED
EXPANSION OF WATER SUPPLY FACILITIES

ENGINEER’S REPORT

November 1991

Prepared By:

J. Kenneth Fraser and Associates, P.C.

Consulting Engineers

22 High Street Rensselaer, New York
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reservoir at the Elm Avenue site as well as a second 5.75 million
gallon service reservoir in the Town of New Scotland. These
facilities have not yet been authorized and may not be needed in
the immediate future depending upon the nature of the project
authorized by the Town to provide a major supplemental supply of
water for the water district.

8YS DISTRIBUTION AND STORAG N N

It is necessary to consider the implications of adopting a new
source of supply along the Hudson River in lieu of a long-term
arrangement with the Ccity of Albany. Water use projections show
that by 2040 a mean use of 9.2 mgd, a peak day mean use of over 13
mgd and a peak hourly rate of over 18 mgd will exist. Since the
existing V1y Creek source is limited to supplying about 3.8, 4.3
and 5.0 mgd for these categories respectively, it is clear that the
Hudson River source will have to be able to supply and deliver a
mean of at least 5.4 mgd with peak days of nearly 9 million gallons
by 2040. Peak hourly rates of at least 13 mgd will need to be
distributed from this source in combination with distribution
storage. Therefore, it is apparent that by 2040 this source must
have a mean treatment capacity of nearly 9 mgd and it will be
desirable to be able to pump peak rates into the system in excess
of 10 mgd.

A primary consideration for this long-range plan to be met is
that the new transmission mains from the source to the point of
distribution be adequately sized at the outset for these extremely
large rates since they will otherwise need to be replaced or
augmented later. Treatment plant expansion capacity should be
planned and can be incorporated later modularly. In its initial
1995 phase, and for many years thereafter, water produced from the
Hudson River supply can be consumed almost entirely by the co-
generation project, General Electric and industrial users in this
area.
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A second phase of storage projects which had been intended to
be performed relatively soon includes a second duplicate storage
reservoir along the New Scotland Road transmission main and a
second duplicate storage reservoir at the Park Pumping Station.
Both projects are needed within 5 to 10 years in order to provide
the originally intended redundancy to allow removal of the existing
tanks from service for maintenance. The Park pumped storage
tank(s) provide water crucial in meeting peak hourly rates of
demand in the distribution system and provide several million
gallons of backup for outages of either source. Providing
additional storage at the Park tank is a less critical short-term
need as the Hudson River supply replaces Albany as the Town's
supplemental source. The New Scotland Road transmission main
storage tank provides pressure stabilization for the Vly Reservoir
water treatment plant discharge pumps and provides backup for water
plant or pumping outages. Added storage along the New Scotland
Road transmission main is also not considered critical for short-
term needs but both will be needed by approximately 1996-2000 for

redundancy.

Additional system pumped storage will be provided as part of
the new Hudson River supply at the new water treatment plant. A
very liberal amount of expandable clearwell storage should be
provided along with a high capacity pumping facility. This pumped
storage facility would be similar in operation to the existing Park
pumping station in that usage peaks can be met from clearwell

storage by varying the pumping rates.

Elevated distribution system storage is provided by the 3
million gallon Elm Avenue standpipe and Kenwood Avenue tank, but
the capacity of the Kenwood tank is extremely small (.25 million
gallons). With the removal of the pumped Albany interconnection at
Kenwood Avenue, it will become increasingly difficult to sustain
pressure stability in this region of the system because of its
remoteness from either source. Additional elevated storage in the

-10-



system to augment the 3 million gallon Elm Avenue standpipe would
be desirable for additional pressure stabilization and to provide
some redundancy to enable the existing tank to be removed from
service for maintenance. This standpipe has been on line since 1979
and cannot easily be removed from the system without pressure
instability during periods of high demand variation. Since the
standpipe will likely be in need of maintenance within five years,
it is recommended that planning be initiated immediately for
additional elevated storage in the distribution system. Finding
and acquiring an appropriate site for an additional standpipe which
can be well connected to the system should be done right away since

very few sites would qualify.

As stated previously, liberal storage and pumping capacity at
the proposed new treatment plant is extremely important in meeting
future maximum days and peak rates. Redundancy in New Scotland
Road transmission main storage, Park pumping station storage, and
distribution system elevated storage will all be needed to enable
maintenance of existing tanks and functionality of the system.

Additional pipe lines in the distribution system will also be
necessary in the future to help distribute flows between sources,
storage and users. Most notable is the closing of the loop between
the Elm Avenue Standpipe and Route 9-W. Many loop closures should
be completed as development along these routes takes place, but
there is no immediate pressure to initiate special action in this

area.

. RATER QUALITY

A pilot study was required by the New York State Department of
Health (NYSDOH) to demonstrate that the proposed package treatment
plant technology can satisfactorily treat water taken directly from
the Hudson River source. The study was conducted from June 24
through July 02 and from July 08 through July 19, 1991. The report
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TOWN OF BETHLENEM-WATER STUDY
GROUNDWATER INFILTRATION OPTION
PRINT RANGE: Al..I74 6/11/91 Rev:ill/27/4
EST ‘USE EST BY YR' BY : V. = EST ANNUAL USE { HX + B s
M=SLOPE OF LIKE = 0.061 +/-
X=DATE (YEAR)
B= ¥ INTERCEPT OR USE IN 198% = }.79 MGD
SAFE YIELD BETH (MGD) = 4.02 MGD: REVISED TO 3.B4 MGD IN ‘83
REPORT
BETH
WATER TOTAL COST
USE CK VS DEFICIT WATER PER TOTAL
NO, B EST ORIC MGD DEF 1000 ANNUAL PRESENT CHEM SALARIES ELECT ANNUAL PUMP AMORT
YEARS BY YR EST (*) HG/YR GAL COSTS WORTH COSTS & FUEL  MAINT COSTS SCHEDULE
$10.7 MIL
2 3 4 5 6 7 e 9 10 11 12 11 14 15 16
30 yrs
(1] 3.79 3.79 .79 -0.05 &N
1 31.79 3.85 0.01
2 3.79 3.91 0.07
3 3.79 3.97 0.13
4 3.79 4.03 0.1%
5 3.719 4.10 4.08 3.00 1095.00 1.35 $1,478,518 $1,291,197 $55,241 560,000 $20,000 510,000 $191,277 1142000
[3 3.79 4.16 3.00 1095.00 1.34 51,463,995 51,195,059 $56,899 $61,800 $20,600 510,300 $191,277 1123120
7 3.79 4.22 3.00 109%.00 1.32 $1,450,28) $1,106,421 558,605 563,654 521,218 510,609 5191,277 1104920
8 3.7% 4.28 3.00 1095.00 1.32 $1,444,759 $1,010,098 $60,364 565,564 $21,855 510,927 $199,7)0 1086120
9 3.79 4.3 3.00 1095.00 1.1 $1,430,520 $953,21) $62,175 567,531 S$22,%10 $11,255 $199,730 1067320
10 3.79 4.40 4.38 3.00 1095.00 1.29 $1,416,024 $881,829 §$64,040 $69,556 $23,185 511,593 $199,730 1047920
11 3.79 4.46 3.00 1095.00 1.28 51,401,275 5815,556 $65,961 §71,643 523,881 $11,941 S$199,730 1028120
12 3.79 4.52 3.00 1095.00 1.27 51,306,278 $754,038 $67,940 §73,792 524,597 $12,299 $199,730 1007920
13 3.79 4.58 3.00 1095.900 1.26 $1,381,023 $702,043 $69,978 576,006 $25,33% S$12,668 $209,716 987320
14 3.79 4.64 3.00 1095.00 1.25 $1,365,54) $648,756 $72,077 $78,2806 $26,095 $13,048 $209,716 966120
15 3.79 4.71  4.73 3.00 1095.00 1.23  $1,349,828 $599,337 $74,240 560,635 $26,878 $13,439 $209,716 944920
16 .79 4.77 3.00 1095.00 1.22  $1,332,8084 $551,09) $76,467 581,054 $27,685 513,842 5209,716 922120
17 3.79 4.8) 3.00 1095.00 1.20 51,)16,795 $510,680 $78,761 58%,546 $28,515 514,258 5209,716 900000
18 3.79 4.89 3.00 1095%.00 1.20 $1,310,973 $5475,162 $81,124 588,112 $29,371 514,685 S$220,202 877480
19 3.79 4.95 3.00 1085.00 1.18  $1,294,452 $4318,470 $83,557 590,755 $30,252 $15,126 $220,202 854560
20 3.79 5.01 5.00 3.00 1095.00 1.17 $1,277,72) $404,489 $86,064 $91,478 $31,159 $15,500 $220,202 831240
21 3.79 5.07 3.00 1095.00 1.15 51,260,791 $373,018 $88,646 $96,282 $32,094 $16,047 $220,202 807520
22 3.79 5.1) 3.00 1095.00 1.14 $1,24),66) $343,885 $91,305 $99,171 $31,057 $16,526 $220,202 783400
23 3.79 5.19 3.00 1095.00 1.13  $1,237,35% $319,7%7 $94,045 $102,146 534,049 $17,024 5231,212 758880
24 3.79 5.25 3.00 1095.00 1.11  $1,219,853 $294,607 596,866 $105,210 535,070 $17,535 $2)1,212 733960
25 3.79% $.32 5.0 3.00 1095.00 1.10 $1,202,174 $271,341 $99,772 $108,367 $36,122 518,061 $231,212 TOB640
26 3.79 5.38 3.00 1095.00 1.08 $1,184,32) $249,833 $102,765 $L11,618 $37,206 $18,60) $2)1,212 682920
27 3.79 5.44 3.00 1095.00 1.07 51,166,309 $229,938 $10%,848 $114,966 $138,322 $19,161 $211,212 656800
28 3.79 5.50 3.00 1095.00 1.06 $1,1%58,699 $213,490 $109,023 $118,415 $39,472 $19,716 $242,172 6529280
29 3.79 5.56 3.00 1095.00 1.04  $1,140,458 $196,387 $112,294 $121,968 $40,656 520,128 $242,772 602440
30 3.79  5.62 5.59 3.00 1095.00 1.02  $1,122,075 $180,576  5$11%5,663 $125,627 $41,876 $20,938 $242,772 575200
3 3.79 5.68 3.00 1095.00 1.01 51,103,559 $165,97%  $119,133 $129,395 543,132 521,566 $242,772 547560
32 3.79 5.74 3.00 1095.00 0.99 $1,084,915 $152,496  5$122,707 $133,277 S$4a4,426 $22,21) 5242,772 519520
33 3.79 5.80 3.00 1095.00 0.98 $1,078,29) $141,655% $126,3188 $137,276 $45,75% $22,879 $254,911 491080
34 3.79 5.86 3.00 1095.00 0.97 $1,059,422 $130,065 $130,180 $141,394 $47,131 $23,566 $254,911 462240
35 3.79 5.93  5.94  3.00 1095.00 0.55 $607,450 $69,699 $114,085 $145,616 $48,545 524,27) $254,911 50
6 .79 5.99 3.00 109%.00 0.56 5618,026 $66,271 $138,108 $150,00% 550,002 525,001 $25e,911 $0
37 3.29 6.05 3.00 109%.00 0.%7 $620,919 $63,030 $142,251 51%4,%0% 551,502 525,751 $2%4,911 50
8 3.79 6.11 3.00 1095.00 0.78 $858,248 $80,784 $146,518 $159,140 553,047 $26,52) 5473,020 50
39 3.79  6.17 3.00 1095.00 0.79 $869 805 $76,143  $150,914 $16),914 554,638 $27,119 $47),020 50
40 3,79 6.2) 6.23 3.00 1095.00 0.A1 881,709 $72,113 155,441 $168,832 556,277 528,119 $473,020 50
4l 3.79 6.29 3.00 1095.00 0.82 $891,970 568,351 $160,105 $173,897 557,966 $28,98) 5471,020 $0
42 3.79 6.35 .00 1095.00 0.83 $906,598 $64,785 $164,908 S179,11a $59,705 $29,852 $473,020 S0
4) 3.79 5.41 3.00 1095.00 0.86 $943,256 $62,991 $169,85% $184,487 S$61,496 530,748 $496,671 S0
44 3.79  6.47 3.00 1095.00 0.87 $956, 654 $59,705  $174,951 $190,022 $63,341 $11,670 5496,671 $0
45 3.79 . 1095.00 0.89 $970,45) 556,607 $180,199 5$195,722 $65,241 512,620 $496,671 s0
46 3.79 1095.00 0.90 984,667 551,674 S18%5,605 5201,594 $67,198 513,599 5496,671 S0
47 3,719 1095.00 0.91 $999,307 §60,915 5191,17) $207,642 $69,214 514,607 5496,671 50
48 1.79 1095.00 0.95 51,039,219 549,477  $196,908 $213,871 $71,290 $35,645 5521,504 so
49 .79 1095.00 0.96 S1,054,751 546,936 $202,816 $220,287 §73,429 $36,71% $521,504 S0
50 _1.79 1095.00 0.98 §1,070,748 __$44,532  5208,900 $226,896 $75,632 $37,816 §521,504 so
$52,646,546 516 ,60A,301 53)0864 5790087 1910029 965015 13779511 18860000
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(ssa file 1-for starting in 193%3)

PRINT RANGE: i
EST 'USE EST BY YR* BY : Y = EST ANNUAL USE = MX +

Al..I74

M=SLOPE OF LINE = 0.061 +/-
X=DATE (YEAR)
B= Y INTERCEPT OR USE IN 1989 = 3.79 MGD
(sum Present worth @ end ¢f spreadsheat)

REV:

At-mw-a Oprion

PT nd Nd Bmd el fmend Gmend &ill'lllf-‘ ‘II‘

SAFE YIELD & : REV TO 3.84 MGD IN '83 o‘ ’
BETH (MGD) = 4.02 MGD; REVISED 8 o 29 Cos.’t' W < o
BETH ANNUAL aifgrsn o
WATER WAL bt 2/ VYHUY 0N
USE CK VSDEFICIT DEF GAL PER TOTAL PURCHASE TOTAL SEBSEF
NO. 0 B BEST ORIG MGD @ 2%/¥YR 1000 ANNUAL PRESENT ANNUAL FROM PUMP'G sC £
YEAR  YEARS BY YR EST (+) MG/Y¥R GAL COST WORTH MAINT ALBANY COST Slg.ggg.ﬂg .
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 14 15 16

1990 0 3.79 3.79 3.79 -0.05
1991 1 3.79  3.85 0.01 1.50
1992 2 3.79 3.9 0.07 1.53
1993 3 3,79 3.97 0.13 1.56
1994 . . : .
1995 ; ;.:: 1.33 4.08 2,33 1095.00 :,2; 1.85  $2,025,539 $1,769.186 $5,000 $1,777,895 $28,644 senn,o:g
1996 6 3.79 4.16 3.00 1095.00 1.66 1.88 $2,058,359 51,680,238 $5,150 $1,813,45] $30,076 $209,6
1997 7 3.79 4.22 3.00 1095.00 1.69 1.91 $2,092,966 51,596,724 $5,305  $1,849,722 $31,580 $206,1360
1998 8 3.79 4.28 3.00 109%.00 172 1.94 $2,128,299 51,517,456 55,464 51,886,716 $33,159 5202.9:D
1999 9 3.79 4.34 3.00 1095.00 1.76 1.98 $2,164,375 $1,442,210 55,628 51,924,451 $34,817 :19:.;23
2000 10 3.79 4.40 4.38 3.00 1095.00 1.79 2 01 $2,201,2)3 $1,370,806 $5,796 §1,962,940 $36,558 5132.280
2001 11 3.79  4.46 3.00 1095.00 1.83 2.04 52,238,834 $1,103,024 $5,970 $2,002,198 $18,18% s1 2,240
2002 12 3.79 4.52 3.00 1095.00 1.87 2.08 $2,277,256 51,238,668 56,149 $2,042,242 540,305 5134‘359
2003 13 3.79 4.5%8 3.00 1095.00 1.90 2.12 $2,316,501 51,177,593 56,334 52,083,087 $42,220 z 801380
2004 14 3.79 4.64 3.00 1095%.00 1.94 2.15 $2,356,589 $1,119,592 56,524 $2,124,749 544,436 51?6'920
2005 15 3,79 4.71 4.73 3.00 1095.00 1.98 2.19 $2,397,541 $1,064,532 $6,720 52,167,244 $46,658 511]»580
2006 16 3.79 4.77 3,00 1095.00 2.02 2.23  $2,438,381 $1,011,830 $6,921  $2,210,589 345.991 193,800
2007 17 3.79 4.8 3.00 1095.00 2.06 2.27 $2,481,210 $962,263 57,129 $2,254,801 551,440 2 1840
2008 18 3.79 4.89 3.00 1095.00 2.10 2.31  $2.,524,971 $915,176 $7,343  $2,299,897 $54,012 5159»520
2009 19 1).79 4.95 3.00 1095.00 2.14 2.35  $2,569,690 $870,431 $7,56)  $2,345,894 $56,71) s:;g-z‘o
2010 20 3.79 5.01 5.00 3.00 109%.00 2.19 2.19 $2,615,391 §827,954 $7,790  $2,192,812 559.248 e
2011 21 3.79 5.07 3.00 1095.00 2.23 2.41 52,662,098 $787,608 58,024 52,440,669 $62,526 2iad 440
2012 22 3.79 5.1) 3,00 1095.00 2.27 2.47  $2,709,838 §749,297 $8,264  $2,489,482 $65,652 e
2013 23  3.79 5.19 3.00 1095.00 2.32 2.52 $2,758,619 $712,887 $8,512  $2,539,272 Sgg-:;; ety aen
2014 24 3.79 5.25 3.00 1095.00 2,37 2.56 $2,808,526 $678,287 $8,768  $2,590,057 5? . e
2018 25 3,79 5.32 5.30 3,00 1095.00 2.41 2.61 $2,859,529 $645,424 $9,031  $2,641,858 2,3'33} 127 880
2016 26 3.79 5.38 3,00 1095.00 2.46 2.66 $2,911,677 $614,218 $9,301 $2,694,695 3301 512).040
2017 27 3.79 5.44 3.00 1095.00 2.51 3k | $2,965,000 $584,550 59,581 $2,748,589 537-930 oot
2018 28 3.79 5.50 3.00 1095.00 2.56 2.76  $3,018,529 $556,164 $9,868 52,803,561 S o A%, 120
2019 29  3.79 5.%6 3.00 1095.00 2.61 2.81 $3,074,375 §529,407 $10,164 52,859,632 $92, i
2020 30 3.79 5.62 5,59 3.00 1095.00 2.66 2.86 $3,131,492 $503,951 $10,469  $2,916,825 595-935 o1 170
2021 31 3.79 5.68 3.00 1095.00 2.72 2.91  $3,189,912 $479,763 $10,783  $2,975,161 5101-“‘5 So5 450
2022 32 3.79  5.74 ©3,00 1095.00 2.77 2.97  $3,249,672 $456,774 $11,106 53,034,665 510‘-;82 et 750
2023 33 3.79 %.80 3.00 1095.00 2.83 3.02 $3,310,805 $434,940 511,440  $3,095,3158 $11;-902 et d0d
2024 34 1.79 5.86 3.00 1095.00 2.88 3.08 $3,373,3%0 S414,146 $11,78)  §),157,265 51;3»79? g
2025 35 3,79 5.93 5.94 3.00 1095.00 2.94 3.07  §3,356,344 $385,107 §12,136  $3,220,410 2129'937 P
2026 36 3.79 5,99 3.00 1095.00 3.00 3.13 53,427,306 $367,510 $12,500  $3,284,81 5136»‘86 o
2027 37  3.79 6.05 3,00 1095.00 3.06 3.20 $3,499,877 $350,758 $12,875 51.352.51; L agihes oY
2028 38 3.79  6.11 3.00 1095.00 3.12 31,26 $3,574,097 $334,750 $13,262  $3,41 .526 S185. 238 ™
2029 319 3.79  6.17 3.00 1095%.00 3.18 3.323  $3,650,011 $319,522 $13,660  $3,485,87 e e i
2030 40 3.79 6,23 6.23 3,00 1095.00 3.25 31.40 $3,727,662 $304,960 $14,069  $3,555,593 5165f9°0 2o
2031 41 3.79 6.29 3.00 1095.00 3.31 3.48 $3,807,096 5291,091 $14,491 31.626.?03 511‘-195 %8
2032 42 3.79 6.35 3.00 1095.00 3.38 3.55  $3,888,360 $277,862 $14,926  $3,699,23 21632 504 b
2033 43 3,79 6.41 3,00 1095.00 3.45 3.63  $3,971,502 $265,217 $15,374  $3,773,224 sl ‘o
2034 44 3.79 6.47 3,00 1095.00 3.51 3.70 $4,056,573 $253,171 $15,835  $3,848,689 e %6
2035 4% 3.79  6.54 3.00 1095.00 .59 3.78  $4,141,625 $241,698 $16,310 53,925,662 g o5
2036 46 3.79 6.60 3.00 1095.00 3.66 3,87 $4,232,710 §230,72% $16,799 $4,004,176 5222-322 %o
2037 47 3.79 6.66 3.00 1095.00 3.73 3.95%  $4,323,884 220,302 $17,303 54-032-253 52]]-‘38 <o
2038 48 1.79  6.72 3,00 1095.00 3.80 4.03  $4,417,204 $210,30) $17,823  §4,16 ‘;;3 SR 11t ‘o
2039 49 3.79 6.78 3.00 1095.00 3.88 4.12  $4,512,730 $200,816 $18,357  $4,249, 2 e 3as S5
2040 S50 3.79 6.84 3,00 1095.00 3.96 4.21 $4,610,521 $191,752 $18,908  $4,334,24 - : £

TOTALS: $142,110,061 $32,460,644 $132,151,926 54,831,788  S4,643,840
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T0#N OF BETRLEREY WATER DIST. # | ‘J { REVENVE/SIPERSE
WATER CORSONPTION PROJECTIONS ALBANY  PRCRASE |VARIABLE) PROJECTIONS
COST/REVERUE PROJECTIONS June %
BATE FROJECTIONS (ALBAMY PURCHASE) ALBPUR-RC( 3.5 %)
PROJ COST  §7,000,000
VEAR WD f1. DESIDBTL RES USR INDESTY [DND USE SPCL.IND 10T GSE IND BAYE RES ZATE SPCL.EEV W RENT ADVAL TXNT WD TAL BODGT . FUAD . TOTAL . EIPEDSE ALB.WTR. ALD.WIR. PURCHASE DBT SRV PROJS & DBF Siv TOTAL .
POPOLATN GPCD . MGD . GPCD . MGD. OSE .  BGD § per W §per Wi W.LENT REVERUR (11000) PER NILL REVENUE NSC.EEV. BAL. . REVENDR. O &N M) . RACE . ALB. WYR ERISTIR IR MRT. Lib. lmpv EIPERSE.
1980 24000 85 LM LY | [N /. RN L Y 7 $91 6013 63§13 HIS 0 M4 gt 25 0 $3% §31 U5 $1,350
1981 200% B 0 oLa 0 3® 5% .80 R0 61 113 M B §6 RSes g0 5§00 pod g s §1,51
1902 U 8 .10 13 0 34 5% s 1l W Bn 0 R85 en S O O TS YA 7). 1,59
1983 2501 85 w1 €2 18 0 367 668 802 $865 6123 1.5 Wi 7 051,883 se .5 SL.O0 85 s 303 §1,608
194 25m 8 216 [ W] 0 3B .8 602 §06 8123 1. #1 4me 05,05 309 5 .3 M0 M1 s 082,15
1985 25718 8219 514 0 360 .15 1.0 $,080  MB0  8.42 S0 geNs D % LI TN T | I 775 SO YA 1 052,368
1986 26088 B Ln 01 [ T T W} $,22 W50 876 $653 41,088 $0 §2,863 L5 55§13 RO §0m § 50§28
1987 26453 85 L5 89 1.8 0 ;7% 10m $1,139 76820 .09 §6%8 4765 90 §2,603 8 5% SL3T B 4N ) 0 8.6
1988 26823 L 58 187 [ TG £ R 7. | $.05 B ;1 % 0§25 660 55§13 g ] 0§60
198 My % 13 £ R 1 LI . T S W $,87 8604 .44 43S 1466 51,529 .55 L3 s3 g6 § 50 52,45
18% 27560 85 Y 01 0 343 802 100 SLA6L %10 1006 16 L B6 BLI07 L2 S5 BLAD BIS4 MNS § §0 §2,681
1M1 27966 5 .38 8 1.8 0 400 9% 107 051,593 M50 10.M M6 $382 M5 RN SLMT 55 RS0 31 e § 0 92,8%
192 8387 86 243 % L1 0 46 9% 1w $0O5L00 M0 0.5 9 B2 $-60 B ME S1988 6L SLST BT 9ES) § §0 $3,008
1993 26754 TN B 0 46 L Lo $0BLE16 15896 .75 LR 892 B8, $2,000 101 $1.65 0y 8558 Mt 0§38
1y s 1 1% 2 18 TR R % T R ) $80 82,067 1678263 g5 0.8 pa 1o p6e 52,113 100 BLES g6l 5SS g1%e §0 $3.640
1995 29565 88 26 1% 18 L1 64LLTER L1 $0 $3,480 1MEE1 S RL0% 0 Bn 085,159 2,08 2.6 BB JLSH §SS0 s g7 45,199
19% 29582 B9 26 131 38 24 ASOLEIMT LIS §0 §3,606 1780469 .75 41,335 ga85 $0B5,006 92,543 266 BLTS BLESD  BS20 BS 4599 5,406
M7 3013 S 271 18 38 4 6SLn0G 1L §0O$3.880 18383 M LN B% $0 15,597 2,683 LM S 41798 B0 RIS 450 45,59
198 30426 L) G 5 1 S v N SO N Y5 X[ 17) B O £ | §0O$0,005 1888900 T2 BL060 H408 008,13 R4 178 B85 BLETS M50 8% 4S8 8N
1999 30Mm3 2 282 16 386 2.4 6.602.001%0 1.2669 $0O§0,120 1MSSET T2 M MM 085,09 52,96 7.4 L83 BL853 MO0 §3 0 45T 85,900
Mo 000 3 241 125 18T 2.4 674 2.030893 1304907 §0 §0,215 20009 .1 HAE MN $086,131 $3,050 29 BL® 92,005 §350 B0 556 86,13
001 31250 2% 1 38 1.4 6.80 7.078901 1304054 0 $4,3%6 208051 .13 BLS0T M6 056,39 230 29 FL% U8 B0 BE e 85,30
002 350 9 28T 113 389 24 6,86 2.120424 138437 §0 S4510 1B 5 L5 MR S0 86,564 $3,507  3.02 R.00 2,204 $25 M0 4536 86,584
MmN 9% 303 13 1% 24 699 216057 14250 $0 Se.650 BT 1T L6866 MR B0O06,818 93,700 308 S2.04 92,001 4250 MO §58 86,618
004 32000 % 308 122 391 2.4 6.9 2.206887 1.460684 $0 §4.801 22634 M S0 MA7 $0 §7,00 $3,%3 315 §2.08 2,3 S5 $K0 4518 §1,018
W5 % 1 A 1 19 24 7.05 2.206054 1510045 $0 S92 e . Sl B0 0§13 $4,118 32§02 §2486 S0 B0 gs08  §7,352
ms 32500 % 319 M 1% 24 1.1 2.768189 1.558127 0 $5,000 M1 85 9,00 8517 §0PH0 WM 3§16 RS NI M0 % 87600
000 32150 99 LM 100 393 24 T.172.323673 1604871 $0 85,20 BT .87 K86 B2 00,9 583 333 §2.2L SLEB4  B1S0 RS 3T 87,909
008 3000 100 330 19 3 L4 7.20 2380523 1.653017 5095405 000 .89 RS KB 508,278 L8 34 K. ORLTS M M5 W B8
M s 100 33 19 3% 2.4 7.30 2441068 1.702608 045,50 2691766 91 N0 8565 S0 §8,514 15,000 346 §2.30 42,901 SI00 S BET 8B6n4
00 3/ w02 341 118 3% 2.4 7.3 2.544816 1.753686 $0 5,85 27859m7 I 155 B 0 B8968 $5,38 157 Rl B0 #5 MY 56 98,98
NN 103 347 U6 19 1.4 7.40 2.506083 1.806296 §0085,997 MU 4§62 519 007 5m 0 1% R P 0B He B
012 MO 104 353 M7 19T 1.4 1.50 2.677920 1.860465 50 86,217 %8408 95 $2,805  #617 019,79 5% 16 R BN 00 0 M g
013 MB0 105 LS U7 400 2.4 7.60 2.754003 1.916300 $0 86,541 088863 %8 $3,007 4636 0 $10,204 $6,319 376 B2.49 R4 50 850 s 10,204
014 M50 106 365 6 400 2.4 7.652.793128 1.979789 $0§6.707 396970 143 $3,093 465 $0 $10,65 36,660 381 $1.50 $.50 §0 §50 §I0 110,69
WS W0 107 3T NS 399 2.4 7.70 2.852065 2.013265 0 $6.879 08867  1.08 93,5 6N 0 N1,127 $T,04 185 LS9 93,645 0 B0 998
006 100 108 378 M3 38T L4 1.7 2877076 2.07366) $0§T.03 MMET 113 R8N0 %S $0 §11,595 §7420 .90 JLEL 83,766 B0 $50 4359 411,595
017 BB 109 18 112 396 L4 7.80 2945263 2.1358M) 0§50 BUM1 118 f18 #4018 0§28 $188 1% N6 08 { R - R YL VT
08 B0 10 39 M1 3% L4 7.85 2.992816 2.199%49 $0 §7.445 36600 173 WS 4N 0 512,69 48,25 (01§75 44,018 0 88§38 $12,6%
Mg W m 39 0 393 L4 1.90 1.%87M6 2265947 50§75 I9T001 130 §L00  §TSe $0 SL3,267 $8,713 (.05 $2.80 4,150 $0 555 sMe 913,26
000 w000 112 4 109 39 24 1% 212§521s 1,31E925 §O§7,703 029886 137 §5,08 §@2 $0 $13,868 9,193 L1l 2.8 SJ.EHS 50 855 §36 §13,868
11 ASSTMPTION I \ T
N ﬁ ‘V{,
INTZREST # 61 7OR BONIS ‘(g{ % at
TERN T2 30 YRS - k. A &
50 0 s A
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3.00 3
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TOVN OF BETHLEHRX WATER DIST. 1 | RAVENDE/EXPINSE
HATER CONSUMPTION PROJECTIORS ALBANY  PURCHASE |VARIABLE) PROJECTIONS
C0ST/REVENUE PROJECTIONS Jume 9
RATE PROJECEIONS (ALBANY PURCRASE) AiB-T4gEC
PROJ COST  §7,000,000
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