Remember Wheh....

2.5 gal/sq ft/ day ——
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life was the pits?

A new look at an old technology for the polishing of

pretreated septic tank effluent.

George Heufelder, M.S., R.S.
Environmental Specialist | Health and Environment
Massachusetts Alternative Septic System Test Center
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This project was funded by the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection with funds from the United States
Environmental Protection Agency under a Section 319 competitive grant. The contents of this report do not necessarily reflec t

the views or policies of the departments mentioned nor does the mention of any product trade name constitute and
endorsement.
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Conumonmwealth of Massachusetts

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ENGINEERING

THE STATE ENVIRONMENTAL CODE

=4
Minimum Requirements For The Subsurface
Disposal of Sanitary Sewage

1977

TITLE 5
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REGULATION 11. LEACHING PITS Minimum Requirements For The
Subsurface Disposal of
11.1 Use Leaching pits are preferred where their  Sanitary Wastes
Installation is possible. 1977
TITLES

REGULATION 11- LEAGHING PITS *

11-1 Use - Leaching pits are preferred where thelr installation is possibls .



REGULATION 11. LEACHING PITS

11.1 Use Leaching pits are preferred where their installation is possible.
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11.1 Use — Leaching pits are preferred where thelr installation is possibla -
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THE STATE ENVIRONMENTAL CODE
Minimum Requirements For The Subsurface Disposal of

Sanitary Wastes
1977-TITLE 5
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S0, what was wrong with deep leach pt

And why were they
taken out of the
allowances in the
new regulations ?
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So basically...

AHydraulic loads high and localized

APromotes anoxia in the treatment
area which clogs infiltrative
surfaces through the production of
EPS.



Causes of anoxia and failure of leach pits to
treat wastewater

A Biochemical Oxygen Demand of septic
tank effluent (BOD)
A BOD coupled with high hydraulic loading

rates
A Liquid and saturation precludes oxygen
transfer which would break down organics

more readily



Where did the pits go and why?
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RecommendatioeFeo, Wait & Associates, Inc. Technical Evalaiien5

APrevent excessive hydraulic loading
AAllow for better aeration and stabilization of wastes
AAllow for longer residence times (=treatment)
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get eliminated in the new code change. Itis only

the allowance for any more that two feet of
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What if you could treat wastewater
“enough” so that the treated
wastewater could then just be
clisposed of ?
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The experiment

A Take three lignocelluloses (wood -based) denitrification
technologies and discharge the effluent to a small
jootprint leaching structure (like a leaching pit)-at
previously e;(ﬁowed hydraulic loading rates . |

A Measure selected contaminants below the leach pits
A Determine whether this strategy offers the same degree

of environmental protection as Is afforded by a standard

leachfield ‘i,. ‘
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Finally....

Wood-based denitrification systems are at the top
the recently-released Best Available Nitrogen
Removing Technology list of the Massachusetts
Department of Environmental Protection.
Impediments to their acceptance includes costs
and space requirements. This effort was to
compile data to support a lower cost option that
has a more compact overall footprint.



Footprint Comparisons
Row muech could we really save?



