
J O N A T H A N  S K R M ET T I  
ATTORNEY GENERAL AND REPORTER 

P.O. BOX 20207, NASHVILLE, TN 37202 
TELEPHONE (615)741-3491 
FACSIMILE (615)741-2009 

August 30, 2024 

Jeff Risden 
General Counsel 
Tennessee Wastewater Systems, Inc. 
851 Aviation Parkway 
Smyrna, TN 37167 
Jeff.Risden@adenus.com  

Re: Tennessee Public Utility Commission (“TPUC” or the “Commission”), Docket 
No. 24-00050, Petition of Tennessee Wastewater Systems, Inc. to Amend Its 
Certificate of Convenience and Necessity to Include Star Creek and Hyde Park in 
Williamson County Tennessee 

Dear Mr. Risden: 

The Consumer Advocate has reviewed the Petition filed by Tennessee Wastewater Systems, Inc, 
(“TWSI”) in the above-referenced docket.   The Petition requests that the Commission expand TWSI’s 
Certificate of Convenience and Necessity to include the Star Creek and Hyde Park Subdivisions in 
Williamson County.  Accordingly, the Consumer Advocate has reviewed TWSI’s compliance with the 
minimum filing requirements set forth in TPUC Rule 1220-04-01-.13.   

The Consumer Advocate appreciates the time and effort that TWSI put into compiling the Petition. 
However, the Consumer Advocate could not locate, and thus seeks clarification on, the items set forth in 
Attachment A hereto, relating to compliance with TPUC Rule 1220-04-01-.13.  Please note that this is not 
a discovery request by the Consumer Advocate, but a review of TWSI’s compliance with TPUC’s minimum 
filing requirements. 

The Consumer Advocate would like to thank TWSI in advance for its attention to the Consumer 
Advocate’s requests.  If you have questions regarding this request, please contact me at (615) 741-2375.   

Sincerely, 

Karen H. Stachowski 
Deputy Attorney General 

cc: Kelly Cashman-Grams, TPUC 

Electronically Filed in TPUC Docket 
Room on August 30, 2024 at 1:04 p.m
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Rule 1220-04-13-.17(2)(a) General Information 
 

1. Rule 1220-04-13-.17(2)(a)(3).  The rule requires a utility to “[l]ist of owners, members and 
officers of utility. Provide address, telephone number, and percentage of ownership of each 
individual. If different, list the names of owners, members and officers located in TN.”  
The Consumer Advocate could not find the telephone numbers for the owners, members 
and officers of the utility.  The Consumer Advocate contacted TWSI.  Jeff Risden provided 
a copy Exhibit 2 which included a telephone number.  TWSI said it will file the exhibit 
with TPUC. 

2. Rule 1220-04-13-.17(2)(a)(7).  The rule requires that the Company provide map(s) which 
included specified information.  The Consumer did review the maps, but a bit blurry and 
text on the maps are difficult to read.  The Consumer Advocate contacted TWSI.  Jeff 
Risden provided a PDF, Exhibit 7, of the development’s construction drawings.  The PDF 
map is easier to read.   

3. Rule 1220-04-13-.17(2)(a)(11).  The rule requires the Company to identify the 
builder/developer requesting service and their contact information, including a telephone 
number.  The Consumer Advocate could not find the telephone number for the 
builder/developer.  The Consumer Advocate contacted TWSI.  Jeff Risden provided the 
following telephone number -561-504-9049. 

 
Rule 1220-04-13-.17(2)(b) Property Rights and Public Need  
 

1. Rule 1220-04-13-.17(2)(b)(43).  The rule requires that all contracts and agreements 
between the builder of the treatment system, the utility, and the developer be provided.  
The Consumer Advocate could not locate any such agreements.  The Petition refers to an 
Exhibit 14 which is described as a Sewer Service Agreement; however, we could not locate 
the exhibit.  The Consumer Advocate contacted TWSI.  Jeff Risden explained that “the 
Sewer Service Agreement is in the final stages of negotiation with the developer.”  Jeff 
stated that he will file, probably next week, an executed agreement next week once all the 
signatures are obtained. 

 
 
Rule 1220-04-13-.17(2)(c) Sufficient Managerial Ability  
 

1. Rule 1220-04-13-.17(2)(c)(4).  The rule requires the Company to provide proof that the 
party contracted to install the proposed system has a valid and current contractor’s license 
in Tennessee.  Although this proof is not part of the initial filing, the Company stated that 
a contractor has not yet been selected.  Once a contractor is selected, it will file a copy of 
the applicable license.  The Consumer Advocate contacted TWSI.  Jeff Risden confirmed 
TWSI will file a copy of the Tennessee contractor’s license once a contractor has been 
chosen. 
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Rule 1220-04-13-.17(2)(d) Sufficient Technical Ability  
 

1. Rule 1220-04-13-.17(2)(d)(4).  The rule requires the utility to provide a “list of any 
complaint(s), notices of violation or administrative action filed with or issued by a 
regulatory agency. Identify the nature of the complaint notices of violation or 
administrative action, which agency is involved, and how the issue was or is being 
resolved.”  TWSI did not address or provide a list of any complaint(s), notices of violation 
of administrative action filed with or issued by a regulatory agency.  However, the 
Consumer Advocate reviewed the TDEC Division of Water Resources Dataviewer and 
found the following: 

 Notices of Violation (Copies are attached collectively as CA Exhibit A-1) 
o SOP-11014, Meadowland Subdivision Treatment Facility (July 16, 2024). 
o SOP-01028, Maple Green Reclamation Facility (Aug. 2, 2024). 

 Documentation of issues during site visits related to TDEC’s survey of wastewater 
systems that utilize drip dispersal.  (A copy of TDEC’s report is attached CA Exhibit 
A-2 and copies of the field reports are attached collectively as CA Exhibit CA-3). 
o SOP-02023, Falling Waters (Jan. 11, 2024). 
o SOP-00068, Hidden Springs Resort (Jan. 10, 2024). 
o SOP-04040, The Highlands Treatment Facility (Jan. 12, 2024). 
o SOP-04025, Timber Tops Rental Center (Jan. 8, 2024). 
o SOP-06035, Summit View Resort (Jan. 10, 2024). 
o SOP-03038, Millview Treatment Facility (July 7, 2024).  Since there was not 

documentation in TDEC’s Dataviewer, the Consumer Advocate has provided 
partial screen shot of the site visit information taken from TDEC’s interactive map 
about its survey of wastewater systems, which can be accessed at 
https://www.arcgis.com/apps/dashboards/c83fa34306ce4283b6cdec1f8e35259a.  

 
The Consumer Advocate contacted TWSI.  Jeff Risden said it would file TWSI’s response to 
TDEC’s two Notices of Violation.  Mr. Risden explained that TWSI has issues regarding TDEC’s 
report about wastewater systems utilizing drip dispersal.  The Consumer Advocate will leave to 
the details of TWSI’s issues to Mr. Risden to file in this docket. 
 
Rule 1220-04-13-.17(2)(e) Sufficient Financial Ability  
 

1. Rule 1220-04-13-.17(2)(e)(7).  The rule requires the Company to provide costs and 
customers added by moth for the first five years based on the construction build-out 
schedule.  The estimates provided in the filing were yearly totals and not monthly.  
Additionally, Mr. Nicks stated that the system will serve 50 homes; however, the Projected 
Income Statement (Ex. 31) shows 116 customers by year 5.  Please provide an explanation 
for this discrepancy.  The Consumer Advocate contacted TWSI.  Jeff Risden explained that 
TWSI will issue a new exhibit reflecting the 50 lots.   
 

2. Rule 1220-04-13-.17(2)(e)(10) & (11).  These two rules require a description of bonding 
requirements of local government and proof that the Company has acquired a bond from 
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the developer/builder.  TWSI explained that “Williamson County requires a performance 
bond from the developer prior to the commencement of any construction on the system.”  
The Company said it will file a copy of the bond in the docket once it is available.  The 
Consumer Advocate contacted TWSI.  Jeff Risden confirmed TWSI will file a copy of the 
bond in the docket once it is available. 
 



 

 
STATE OF TENNESSEE 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION 
Division of Water Resources 

Nashville Environmental Field Office 
711 R.S. Gass Blvd. 

Nashville, Tennessee 37216 
Phone 615-687-7000 Statewide 1-888-891-8332 Fax 615-687-7078 

 

July 16, 2024 

 

Mr. Jeff Risden, Chief Executive Officer 

Tennessee Wastewater Systems, Inc. 

e-copy: jeff.risden@adenus.com 

849 Aviation Pkwy 

Smyrna, TN 37167 

 

RE:  Compliance Evaluation Inspection and Notice of Violation 

 Tennessee Wastewater Systems, Inc. 

 Permit #SOP-11014 

 Montgomery County 

 

Dear Mr. Risden, 

 

On Tuesday June 18, 2024, Mrs. Christina Wingett, Mr. Robert Dixon, and Mrs. Teri Horsley, 

performed a Compliance Evaluation Inspection (CEI) on the Meadowland Subdivision Treatment 

Facility for compliance with State Permit SOP-11014, which became effective on July 1, 2021, 

and expires on June 30, 2026. This inspection covers January 2021 to June 2024. On site, they met 

with Mr. Hunter Nichols during the inspection. The Division of Water Resources (Division) would 

like to thank you and your staff for your time and courtesy shown while on site. 

 

Permit and Records Review 

 

Records are maintained at a central office. Copies of quarterly reports, contract lab data, and 

maintenance logs were provided via e-mail on June 28, 2024. No transcription errors were noted. 

Review of maintenance records show a lack of necessary detail. For all months in the last three 

years the yes/no box for “dripfield good” is marked “Yes”, but site visits by TDEC personnel 

observed ponding areas across entire zones in both January 2024 and during this inspection, as 

discussed in further detail below. “facility fenced” is also marked “Yes” across the entire three 

years when the fence is down in numerous places in the second, adjacent drip field. Detailed notes 

of the lightning incident and subsequent repair work should be included in the maintenance log 

and on the quarterly report.  

 

Site Review 
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The site consists of one recirculating sand filter (RSF) and two separate drip fields that serve 44 

homes. The RSF utilizes a 50/50 recirculating rate. Divots in the gravel cap were visible. The 

pumps and wet wells were observed with no sign of corrosion or other problems. Effluent passes 

through Arkal filters and no disinfection is in use. Effluent was clear. The facility is visited 

monthly. 

 

There are two drip fields, Drip Field 1 is described as the field directly adjacent to the sand filter 

and Drip Field 2 is described as the field at the end of the cul-de-sac. Drip Field 1 had a depressed 

wet area that had been filled in with dirt prior to the inspector’s arrival. Part of the field is grass 

and part is wooded. The wooded area was difficult to inspect due to woody briars and thorny 

vegetation. Numerous fallen trees are on drip lines, leaving large soil divots where the root balls 

had been pulled from the ground. Fences are present as well as a sign on the gate.  

 

Drip Field 2 is entirely wooded with woody briars and chest-high thorny vegetation preventing 

thorough inspection. According to Mr. Nichols, the zone had been struck by lightning two weeks 

prior and is not functioning. Numerous fallen trees are on drip lines, leaving large soil divots where 

the root balls had been pulled from the ground. A wet weather conveyance has cut the soil across 

the entire field, removing upwards of 12” of soil in some areas. A supply line is visible in the ditch. 

One purple drip pipe was visible, Mr. Nichols stated it was the end of a line that had been repaired 

and is not in use. The drip filed had numerous trees on the fence line and the fence was down in 

multiple areas. The field is adjacent to a golf course and many golf balls were located and walking 

paths over the down fences visible. This area is undisinfected and foot traffic is obvious. A sign 

was present on the gate but obstructed due to the dense vegetation. Additional signage should be 

added on the golf-course side to dissuade trespassing onto the field.  

 

Conclusions 

 

Compliance with your permit requirements helps ensure the protection of human health and the 

environment. Lack of detailed recordkeeping, lack of proper vegetation maintenance, and 

inadequate fencing and signage are a violation of your permit. This letter hereby serves as a Notice 

of Violation.  

 

Action Items and Recommendations 

 

Please provide a written response to the following action items within 30 days of receipt of this 

letter or by August 16, 2024, whichever occurs first. The response should be sent to Mrs. Wingett 

at her email address below. 

 

1. Create and maintain detailed inspection records that meet the minimum requirements 

outlined in your permit. Provide detailed notes of the lightning incident and subsequent 

repair work should be included in the maintenance log and on the quarterly report.  

2. Secure, repair, or replace fencing and signage to sufficiently prevent or impede 

unauthorized entry. Provide photo documentation of the repairs along the property 
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boundary with the golf course as well as signs along the property boundary facing the golf 

course.   

3. Maintain the drip field such that all lines are buried 6”- 10” below the ground surface as 

outlined in the permit.  

4. Maintain vegetation to allow for reasonable access for inspection and repair work.  

 

The Division would like to thank Mr. Nichols again for his courtesy and cooperation shown during 

the inspection. If you have any questions or concerns, please contact your inspector Christina 

Wingett at 615-961-3875 or christina.wingett@tn.gov. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Michael Murphy 

Program Coordinator 

Division of Water Resources 

 

e-copy: Jenny Nichols, Quality Control Technologist, jenny.nichols@adenus.com 

Matt Nicks, TWS, matthew.nicks@adenus.com 
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STATE OF TENNESSEE 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION 
Division of Water Resources 

Nashville Environmental Field Office 
711 R.S. Gass Blvd. 

Nashville, Tennessee 37216 
Phone 615-687-7000 Statewide 1-888-891-8332 Fax 615-687-7078 

 

August 2, 2024 

 

Mr. Jeff Risden, Chief Executive Officer 

Tennessee Wastewater Systems, Inc. 

e-copy: jeff.risden@adenus.com 

849 Aviation Pkwy 

Smyrna, TN 37167 

 

RE:  Compliance Evaluation Inspection and Notice of Violation 

 Tennessee Wastewater Systems, Inc. 

 Permit #SOP-01028 

 Robertson County 

 

Dear Mr. Risden, 

 

On Wednesday July 3, 2024, Mrs. Christina Wingett and Mr. Michael Murphy, performed a 

Compliance Evaluation Inspection (CEI) on the Maple Green Reclamation Facility for compliance 

with State Permit SOP-01028, which became effective on July 1, 2023, and expires on June 30, 

2028. This inspection covers July 2021 to July 2024. On site, they met with Mr. Tracy Nichols and 

Mrs. Jenny Nichols during the inspection. The Division of Water Resources (Division) would like 

to thank you and your staff for your time and courtesy shown while on site. 

 

Permit and Records Review 

 

Records are maintained at a central office. Copies of quarterly reports, contract lab data, and 

maintenance logs were provided via e-mail on July 3, 2024. No transcription errors were noted 

between sample data results and reports. There is concern over site visit frequency with the 

majority of months showing a visit, but it is out of a 30-day range. For example, the site may be 

visited on the first of one month and then not until the 22nd of the following month leaving a 52-

day gap between site visits. In the permit, the default operations schedule states sites must be 

visited every 14 days at minimum and the modified operations and maintenance schedule shows 

monthly visits are expected. The Division defines monthly to be at least every 30 calendar days. 

 

Review of maintenance records show a lack of necessary detail. When reviewing the inspection 

log, the following issues were noted: for June 1st through 26th, 2024 and July 1st through 11th, 2024, 
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no columns are filled in for the condition of the site. The column for “drip field fenced” is marked 

yes for the past three years when the fields are not fenced. The column for “drip field good” is 

marked yes for the previous three years when ponding was observed in January 2024 and again 

during this inspection. Detailed notes and subsequent repair work should be included in the 

maintenance log and on the quarterly report. Per your permit section A. General Requirements:  

 

“Instances of surface saturation, ponding or pooling shall be promptly investigated and 

noted on the Monthly Operations Report. The report shall include details regarding 

location(s), determined cause(s), the actions taken to eliminate the issue, and the date the 

corrective actions were made.” 

 

Quarterly operating reports do not contain the required details for ponding that has been observed 

by both Division personnel and Tennessee Wastewater representatives.  

 

Site Review 

 

The site consists of two recirculating sand filters (RSF) and two unfenced, drip fields that serve a 

subdivision, Lowes distribution center, a hotel, two gas stations, a church, Coopertown Middle 

School, and an Emergency Medical Services station. The RSF utilizes a 50/50 recirculating rate. 

The pumps and wet wells were observed, and an oil sheen was seen in the effluent tank. Effluent 

passes through Arkal filters and no disinfection is in use, but fields are unfenced. The facility is 

visited once per calendar month but not within every 30 days as discussed above. 

 

The drip field had numerous instances of ponding water, saturated soils, visible purple pipe, 

evidence of overland flow, and bare vegetation spots. The field is partially wooded. The wooded 

area was difficult to inspect due to woody briars and thorny vegetation. Numerous fallen trees are 

on drip lines, leaving large soil divots where the root balls had been pulled from the ground 

exposing purple pipe. Tree roots also have pushed the purple pipe up from the soil and pinched the 

lines. Numerous recently repaired areas were obvious and purple pipe was still visible in one of 

the repair areas which was pointed out to Mr. Nichols at the time of inspection. 

 

Conclusions 

 

Compliance with your permit requirements helps ensure the protection of human health and the 

environment. Lack of detailed recordkeeping, lack of proper vegetation maintenance, surface 

saturation and ponding, unreported surface saturation and ponding, and inadequate fencing are 

violations of your permit. This letter hereby serves as a Notice of Violation.  

 

Action Items and Recommendations 

 

Please provide a written response to the following action items within 30 days of receipt of this 

letter or by September 2, 2024, whichever occurs first. The response should be sent to Mrs. Wingett 

at her email address below. 
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1. Submit a corrected 1st Q 2024 operation report with indication of ponding and repairs that 

occurred.  

2. Submit a corrected 2nd Q 2024 operation report with indication of ponding and repairs that 

occurred.  

3. Create and maintain detailed inspection records that meet the minimum requirements 

outlined in your permit. 

4. Investigate oil sheen seen in the effluent tank. Evaluate water handling practices at the 

potential source gas stations.  

5. Secure, repair, or replace fencing to sufficiently prevent or impede unauthorized entry. 

Provide photo documentation. 

6. Maintain the drip field such that all lines are buried 6”- 10” below the ground surface as 

outlined in the permit.  

7. Maintain vegetation to allow for reasonable access for inspection and repair work.  

 

The Division would like to thank Mr. and Mrs. Nichols again for their courtesy and cooperation 

shown during the inspection. If you have any questions or concerns, please contact your inspector 

Christina Wingett at 615-961-3875 or christina.wingett@tn.gov. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Michael Murphy 

Program Coordinator 

Division of Water Resources 

 

e-copy: Jenny Nichols, Quality Control Technologist, jenny.nichols@adenus.com 

Matt Nicks, TWS, matthew.nicks@adenus.com 
  Brad Harris, TDEC, brad.harris@tn.gov 

  Britton Dotson, TDEC, britton.dotson@tn.gov 

  John Newberry, TDEC, john.newberry@tn.gov 

  Timmy Jennette, TDEC, tim.jennette@tn.gov 

 

Enclosure 
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Photographic Log 

Client or Facility Name: Site Location: Permit No.: 

Tennessee Wastewater Systems, Inc. Maple Green SOP 01028 

Photo No. Date 

 

1 7-3-2024 

Description 

Site map created by Mrs. 

Christina Wingett. Drip fields 

not fenced and disinfection not 

in use. Difficult to discern 

outlines of drip fields.  
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Photographic Log 

Client or Facility Name: Site Location: Permit No.: 

Tennessee Wastewater Systems, Inc. Maple Green SOP 01028 

Photo No. Date 

 

2 7-3-2024 

Description 

Photo of visible purple pipe. 

Photo taken by Mrs. Christina 

Wingett with State issued 

iPhone. 
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Photographic Log 

Client or Facility Name: Site Location: Permit No.: 

Water/Wastewater Authority of Wilson County Sunset Harbor SOP 05019 

Photo No. Date 

 

3 7-3-2024 

Description 

Photo of uprooted tree, purple 

pipe pulled from ground as 

shown in Photo 4. Photo taken 

by Mrs. Christina Wingett with 

State issued iPhone. 
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Photographic Log 

Client or Facility Name: Site Location: Permit No.: 

Tennessee Wastewater Systems, Inc. Maple Green SOP 01028 

Photo No. Date  

 

4 7-3-2024 

Description 

Photo of uprooted tree, purple 

pipe pulled from ground as 

shown in Photo 3. Photo taken 

by Mrs. Christina Wingett with 

State issued iPhone. 
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Photographic Log 

Client or Facility Name: Site Location: Permit No.: 

Water/Wastewater Authority of Wilson County Sunset Harbor SOP 05019 

Photo No. Date 

 

5 7-3-2024 

Description 

Photo of tree roots pushing up 

and restricting drip lines (purple 

pipe). Photo taken by Mrs. 

Christina Wingett with State 

issued iPhone. 
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Photographic Log 

Client or Facility Name: Site Location: Permit No.: 

Tennessee Wastewater Systems, Inc. Maple Green SOP 01028 

Photo No. Date 

 

6 7-3-2024 

Description 

Oil sheen visible in effluent tank. 

Photo taken by Mrs. Christina 

Wingett with State issued 

iPhone. 
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Report on the Performance of Wastewater Systems Utilizing Drip Dispersal in Tennessee 
June 7, 2024 

Land Based Systems Unit, Division of Water Resources 
Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation 

 
Executive Summary 
 
Beginning in the mid-1990s and continuing to present the State of Tennessee has been issuing permits 
for systems relying on drip dispersal technology to transmit wastewater to the soil environment in a 
manner that does not constitute direct discharge to surface water or groundwater.  The soil environment 
provides treatment of the wastewater and facilitates its return to the environment.  For most of these 
systems, drip dispersal is the sole means by which wastewater is managed.  These systems have been 
largely used in support of residential subdivisions with other rural establishments such as churches, 
schools, and businesses also relying on this technology.  Performance of these systems, relative to their 
permit conditions, has been and continues to be highly variable.   
 
One of the most challenging aspects of operating these systems within permit conditions involves the 
ability of the soil to receive and transmit the applied wastewater away from the point of application 
without resulting in prolonged soil profile saturation or ponding of wastewater on the surface of the 
ground.  In many cases these ponded conditions result in overland flow of wastewater away from the 
identified land application area.  Noncompliance of this type is particularly critical as in many cases the 
wastewater flows onto adjacent properties, residential yards, or drainageways and surface waters, but is 
not treated to levels or sampled at frequencies that are required for discharging systems.  
 
The Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation’s Division of Water Resources conducted a 
survey of 420 land application areas supporting 374 land application systems in the state in January and 
February of 2024.  The purpose of this statewide survey was to observe the hydraulic performance of the 
soil profile component of these systems and report the results in a manner that may inform design 
engineers, operating entities, local governing bodies, and future standard development.   
 
Fourteen of the 374 permitted land application systems were either not in use or had not been 
constructed.  Site observations at the remaining 360 land applications systems indicate approximately 
one-fourth of the systems exhibited notable performance issues, including wastewater not being 
appropriately controlled and, in many cases, leaving the land application area and entering adjacent 
properties and/or drainageways or surface waters; approximately one-fourth of the systems exhibited 
less severe, but nonetheless noncompliant issues such as localized saturation and ponding or areas that 
were overgrown preventing evaluation; and approximately one-half of the active systems did not exhibit 
any indication of noncompliance. 
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A. BACKGROUND 
 
1.0 Introduction 
 
This report summarizes the scope, method, and observations from the recent statewide survey of land 
application systems and associated land application areas.  Land application of wastewater into soil is 
relatively widespread in Tennessee.  Over 370 systems rely in whole or in part on land application of 
wastewater through drip dispersal (not including subsurface sewage disposal systems subject to TCA 68-
221, Part 4).  The Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation’s (Department) Division of 
Water Resources (Division) is responsible for permitting these systems and permit compliance oversight. 
 
The design objective of these systems involves utilizing an area(s) of soil (land application area) capable 
of receiving the total daily volume of applied wastewater and transmitting it away from the points of 
application while maintaining an environment within the soil conducive to further treatment.  These 
types of wastewater systems are not authorized to directly discharge to groundwater or surface water; 
instead, the systems return treated wastewater to the environment by percolation through an 
unsaturated soil profile, and evaporation and transpiration (ET).  ET is recognized as being seasonally 
limited.  Treatment in the soil profile occurs primarily through physical filtration, biological consumption 
of nutrients by organisms residing in the soil, and pathogen die-off related to residence time. 
 
There are multiple methods to introduce wastewater to an area of suitable soil; however, drip dispersal 
technology is the most prominent method in the state utilized in support of these types of systems.  Drip 
dispersal technology relies on pressurizing a network of drip dispersal lines containing pressure-
compensating emitters.  When pressurized, each emitter in that portion of the system begins dripping at 
a rate of approximately one-half gallon per hour.  Typically, there are multiple short dosing events spaced 
equally throughout each 24-hour period. 
 
The Division has observed challenges associated with this method of wastewater management in its role 
of permit compliance oversight.  A common challenge and most difficult to resolve is hydraulic overload 
of the soil profile.  The purpose of this statewide project was to obtain insight on the hydraulic 
performance of the soil profile component of these systems and report the results in a manner that may 
inform design engineers, operating entities, local governing bodies, and future standard development.  
This report provides a description of the survey and a summary of the resulting observations. 
 
2.0 Background 
 
In December of 2023 there were 374 systems in the state permitted to utilize drip dispersal technology, 
in whole or in part, to manage wastewater.  Figure 1 illustrates the geographical distribution of these 
systems across the state.   
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Figure 1.  Distribution of Land Application Systems Utilizing Drip Dispersal in Tennessee 

 
These systems are permitted through the Tennessee Water Quality Control Act (TNWQCA)1.  Most 
systems are permitted through the State Operating Permit (SOP) process as non-discharging systems.  As 
a result, the permit conditions do not support direct discharge to surface water or groundwater. Direct 
discharges to surface water or groundwater are governed by federal programs, National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination Systems (NPDES) and Underground Injection Control (UIC), respectively.  The 
Department has obtained primacy to implement both federal programs and accomplishes this through 
the TNWQCA.  Some NPDES permits also include land application area components and are not 
identified as SOPs.  NPDES permits with land application components would also not support direct 
discharge from the land application area.   
 
While the state’s SOP program does not support direct discharge to groundwater, UIC Authorization by 
Rule is required for these systems since they meet the definition of Subsurface Fluid Distribution Systems 
in both the federal and state UIC rules.   
 
For this report a wastewater system utilizing drip dispersal to manage wastewater, in whole or in part, 
through the soil profile will be referred to as a “land application system” or “system” and the identified 
area(s) supporting drip dispersal will be referred to as the “land application area(s)”.  Figure 2 provides a 
timeline of the number of land application system permits issued in the state.   
 

1 TCA 69-3-101 
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Figure 2.  Land Application Permit Issuance – Annual Totals 

 
Tennessee Code Annotated section 69-3-108(e) obligates any applicant seeking a new or expanded 
wastewater discharge into surface waters to first consider alternative methodologies such as land 
application or beneficial reuse.  Land application involves the application of wastewater to an area with 
soil properties that allow for absorption of the wastewater, transmission of the wastewater away from 
the point(s) of application, and further treatment of the wastewater.  Land application also provides for 
evaporation and transpiration of wastewater; however, these transport mechanisms are largely seasonal.   
 
Figure 3 provides a conceptual model of a typical land application system supporting residential 
development.  Wastewater from each home is directed through a collection system to a secondary 
treatment plant (sand filter, lagoon, manufactured unit, etc.).  Secondary treatment plants are designed 
to reduce the strength of the wastewater as measured by five-day biochemical oxygen demand (BOD5) to 
45 milligrams per liter (mg/l).  The resulting effluent is then pumped to and dispersed in an area of soil 
with suitable properties.  Residence time in an appropriate soil profile is expected to result in continued 
pollutant reduction such that flow reaching groundwater does not compromise groundwater quality.  
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Figure 3.  Conceptual Layout of Land Application System Supporting Residential Development 

 
3.0 Permitting Process 
 
The state’s permitting process for land application systems has two components: 1) plans approval, and 
2) operating permit issuance.  Plans are prepared by a licensed engineer with the land application area 
component having been mapped by a licensed soil scientist.  The applicant submits these plans and 
specifications to the Division.  The plans typically include the design of the proposed wastewater 
collection system, a description of the unit that will treat the wastewater to secondary treatment levels, 
and identification of the proposed land application area(s) that will further treat the wastewater and 
facilitate its return to the environment.  
 
Final plans and specifications are to be prepared by the licensed engineer in accordance with generally 
accepted engineering practices.2  The Division reviews the plans submitted by the applicant pursuant to 
the procedural criteria set forth in Rule 0400-40-06-.03 and .04.  It is the professional engineer's 
responsibility to ensure that the proposed land application area is appropriate, and that the system will 
meet permit requirements.  Approval of the final engineering plans constitutes the applicant’s permit to 
construct the system as designed.3   
 

2 0400-40-02-.05(2) 
3 The standard plan approval letter states: “TDEC’s approval of this land application waste treatment system shall 
not be construed as creating a presumption of correct operation nor as warranting by the commissioner that the 
approved facilities will reach the designated goals. T.C.A. § 69-3-108(i). Similarly, TDEC’s issuance of a state 
operating permit in no way guarantees that this land application system will function properly. Notwithstanding 
these approvals, owners and operators are required to ensure that operation of this system does not result in 
pollution of waters of the state, including groundwater.” 

Secondary Treatment 

Land Application Area (ft2) 
Daily Flow / Loading Rate 

Residential Development with 
Land Application System 
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The second component of the permitting process involves the application for an operating permit for the 
proposed system.4   Operating permit elements include treatment levels, sampling frequencies, 
inspection frequencies, operator certification standards, standard conditions that must be maintained 
and a description of occurrences that are not allowed by the permit.  Issuance of operating permits are 
subject to public notice, public comments, and public hearings, when requested.  The maximum term for 
these operating permits is five years. 
 
Construction of the system may not begin until the public comment period associated with the operating 
permit for the proposed system has closed. 
 
3.1 Design Considerations 
 
There are two primary design considerations that inform the size of the land application area supporting 
these systems.  These are: 1) anticipated daily flow, and 2) the loading rate of the soil profile.  The 
anticipated daily flow for a given system may be estimated in multiple ways.  For subdivisions, the typical 
design is based on 300 gallons per day per home.  The estimated loading rate of the soil profile is based 
on the texture and structure of the soil along with consideration of the soil profile’s depth.  Values 
ranging from 0.075 to 0.25 gallons per day per square foot are common.  For example, the daily flow for 
a 30-home subdivision would be 9,000 gallons per day (30 homes x 300 gallons per day per home).  If the 
loading rate for the soil profile is estimated to be 0.2 gallons per day per square foot, the land application 
area required to support the systems equals 45,000 square feet (9,000 gallons per day/0.2 gallons per 
day per square foot).5  Therefore, the submitted design for this example would be expected to identify 
and utilize that amount of suitable soil area.  Typically, the distribution network for these systems is 
established in independent zones with the dose volume being commensurate with the size of the zone. 
 
3.2 Anticipated Performance 
 
The land application area component (soil profile) of these systems is expected to accept and transmit 
the applied wastewater away from the point of application in a manner that does not result in prolonged 
saturation of the soil profile, persistent ponding of wastewater on the surface of the ground or overland 
flow of wastewater away from the application area.  Furthermore, the soil environment is expected to 
provide an additional level of treatment such that groundwater quality is not compromised. 
 
The land application area should be accessible, well-defined, and not overgrown with vegetation in 
support of maintainability, operability, and inspections by both the permittee and the Division. 
 
Land application area performance for these systems is highly variable across the state.  The following 
photographs are provided to illustrate this variability.  Photo 1 reflects a dysfunctional land application 
area.  Note the presence of saturated soils and ponding of wastewater.  Photo 2 reflects a functional land 
application area.  Note the lack of soil saturation and ponding of wastewater.  Furthermore, note the 

4 Rule 0400-40-06 
5 An area loaded at 0.2 gallons per day per square foot results in the application of 2.25 inches of wastewater per 
week.  This volume along with typical rainfall amounts in the state amounts to approximately 14 feet of fluid on the 
area annually. 
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uniform striping in Photo 2 with uptake of nutrients through the grass as compared to Photo 1 with 
indistinct green areas along with areas where the vegetation is distressed or dead.   These systems are in 
areas of the state with similar soil conditions, they both serve subdivisions, and they are a similar age 
(~18 years old).  Yet, they demonstrate remarkably different performance.  The system in Photo 2 reflects 
achievement of the design objective and does not indicate any evidence of permit noncompliance; 
whereas the system in Photo 1 does not comply with permit conditions and is not meeting the design 
objective.  The Division, and others, are striving to understand the cause(s) of the disparity illustrated by 
this example.   
 

 
 
There are several permit conditions which, if violated, demonstrate a system malfunction.  For example, 
these permits prohibit discharge of wastewater to any surface waters or to any location where it is likely 
to enter surface waters.  The permits also prohibit operation of a drip irrigation system in a manner that 
creates a health hazard or a nuisance, surface saturation, and ponding within the land application area. 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 1.  Dysfunctional Land Application Area Photo 2.  Functional Land Application Area 
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B. STATEWIDE SURVEY 
 
1.0 Project Description 
 
The Project, a survey of the existing land application systems and areas statewide, was conducted to 
obtain insight on the hydraulic performance of the soil profile component of these systems.  Specifically, 
the land application area(s) for each land application system was evaluated relative to its hydraulic 
performance.  The primary observations reported for each land application area were qualitative and 
included the presence or absence of saturated soils, ponding of wastewater, and overland flow of 
wastewater. 
 
The Division considered the first step toward achieving the project objective was to inspect all existing 
systems across the state. This was accomplished by a select group of staff making targeted observations, 
in a small window of time and during a period of the year when the hydrology of the soil profile is the 
common limiting condition (winter months with negligible evapotranspiration). 
 
The Division began the survey of sites during the second week of January.  A week of very cold weather 
followed by a week of wet weather prevented completion of the project until the second week of 
February 2024.   Local precipitation conditions leading up to each site visit were also documented to 
provide consistency with observations recorded.   
 
The operating entity for each inspected system received an email announcing the project on December 
28, 2023.  Additional site-specific follow up notice was attempted prior to the actual visit. 
 
Division staff inspectors utilized ArcGIS Survey123 to record their observations.  The observations related 
to the performance of the land application area and matters that impacted those observations.  For 
example, typical observations included whether the land application area was well defined, well-
maintained or overgrown, and whether it was accessible to support walk-through.  These types of 
observations go toward establishing that the inspection was being made at the correct location and that 
the inspector’s observations were not encumbered by vegetation. 
 
As an initial matter, inspectors evaluated whether wastewater entered the land application area and 
engaged the soil such that observations about the performance of the land application area would be 
informative to the project.  Inspectors observed the secondary treatment plant area (sand filter, lagoon, 
manufactured unit) to determine whether the wastewater was discharging to the drip field or bypassing 
the land application area and discharging, in whole or in part, at the secondary treatment plant.  The 
performance of land application areas supporting systems where none or only a portion of the 
wastewater was reaching the land application area were not considered informative of the project 
objective. 
 
Within the land application area, inspectors observed whether saturated soils or ponded conditions 
were present and whether those conditions indicated either infrastructure problems or an overloaded 
land application area, or both.  Examples of infrastructure problems included broken pipes, failed 
emitters, and other damaged infrastructure components.  In some cases, the infrastructure problems 
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were so significant that the drip dispersal network was not apparently being utilized. The performance of 
land application areas with infrastructure problems that resulted in wastewater not fully engaging the 
drip dispersal network were not informative of the project objective. 
 
In contrast, the observations of land application areas that receive all the flow and for which there is no 
indication of infrastructure problems most accurately reflect the performance of the soil profile and are 
most informative of the project.  Inspectors made observations throughout these land application areas 
pertaining to hydraulic overload, saturation, and ponding.  They further qualified ponded conditions as 
to whether the ponding was producing overland flow, whether the overland flow was leaving the land 
application area and whether the observed flow was entering surface water or surface drainage features.  
Inspectors also made observations pertaining to system construction including whether the drip lines 
were on the surface of the ground or buried, and drip line spacing. 
 
2.0 Survey Observations 
 
Division staff visited 420 land application areas supporting 374 land application systems.  Nineteen staff 
were involved in conducting the visits.  Division staff made standardized observations for each site along 
with site-specific notes.  They also collected photographs and videos for most sites.  Reports were 
prepared for each land application area and are available for review at the following link:  
https://www.arcgis.com/apps/dashboards/c83fa34306ce4283b6cdec1f8e35259a. 
 
Utility or system representatives accompanied Division staff on 74% of the inspections.   
 
Most (84%) of the land application areas in the state were inspected during the second week of January.  
The remainder were inspected the last week of January extending through the second week of 
February.6   
 
Common characteristics related to system performance and hydraulic performance became evident 
during the data assessment component of the project. As a result, the systems were categorized into 
primary and secondary subpopulations based on survey observations (Table 1).  The primary division was 
based on whether the observations collected at the system properly supported the project design 
objective of evaluating hydraulic performance of the land application area(s).  Secondary divisions reflect 
significant variations within each primary subpopulation. 
  

6   One land application system supported by three land application areas was inadvertently overlooked in the 
January and February efforts.  This system was inspected on March 11, 2024. 
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Table 1.  Common Characteristics of Populations/Subpopulations 
Primary Subpopulation Secondary Subpopulation 

X Systems in which wastewater 
either did not reach the land 
application area or did not 
engage the soil area.  These 
areas were not informative 
for evaluating land 
application area 
performance 

X1 Systems that were permitted but were not operational.  
This includes systems that were either not in use or 
had not been constructed.   

X2 Systems that discharged all or a portion of their 
wastewater flow at the secondary treatment plant.  
Most or all the flow from these systems did not reach 
the land application area. 

X3 Systems that exhibited significant infrastructure 
problems in the land application areas such that the 
drip dispersal network was not engaged, or not fully 
engaged. 

A Land application areas that 
receive wastewater from 
systems and engage the soil 
profile.  This subpopulation 
does support the project 
design objective of 
evaluating hydraulic 
performance of the land 
application area(s).   

A1 Land applications areas with no observations that 
indicate malfunction. 

A2a Land application areas where localized areas of soil 
saturation and ponding were observed.   

A2b Land application areas where extensive areas of 
ponding and/or overland flow (slope dependent) were 
observed.  This includes areas where overland flow 
remained within the land application area, ran off the 
land application area, and, in some cases entered 
drainage features or surface waters. 

A3 Land application areas that were so overgrown that it 
was impractical to make valid observations of the land 
application area. 

 
Appendix A provides example photographs that illustrate each of these subpopulations except for X1 
since they were not operational.  The photographs in Appendix A are only provided as typical examples 
and are not exhaustive. 
 
The land application areas supporting the systems in the “X” primary subpopulation were not 
informative for evaluating land application area performance.   
 
Land application areas supporting systems in the “A” primary subpopulation were informative for 
evaluating land application area performance, with some of these systems being supported by multiple 
land application areas.  Systems with multiple land application areas often had areas reflecting different 
“A” secondary subpopulations.  For example, one land application system was supported by four land 
application areas: two A1, one A2a, and one A3 subpopulations.   
 
Table 2 summarizes the number of systems and areas in each primary and secondary subpopulation.  
Reports were generated for 420 land application areas supporting 374 land application systems.  The 14 
systems that had not been installed or were not active (X1) are not informative of the project objective 
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and were not evaluated further.  Removal of the X1 population resulted in 360 land application systems 
currently managing wastewater.  Of the 360 land application systems evaluated, observations of 
noncompliance were documented at 183 (Figure 4).  Instances of noncompliance ranged in severity from 
complete bypass of wastewater from the system to lack of maintenance resulting in overgrown 
conditions preventing access to the area.  It is important to note that instances of noncompliance 
identified during this project are specific to the characteristics being observed.  Other characteristics 
pertaining to compliance such as fencing, signage, reporting, and secondary treatment plant 
effectiveness were not considered during this project. 
 

Table 2.  Subpopulation Distributions 
Primary 

Subpopulation 
Secondary 

Subpopulation 
Land 

Application 
Systems 

(#) 

Land 
Application 

Areas 
(#) 

 
 

Description 

X  55 57 Observations were not informative of 
project objective 

 X1 14 141 System Not Installed or Operational 
X2 25 26 Wastewater Discharging at Secondary 

Treatment (not reaching land 
application area) 

X3 16 17 Wastewater Discharging Through 
Infrastructure (not engaging drip 
dispersal network) 

A  319 363 Observations were informative of 
project objective 

 A1 1772 205 Areas with No Observed Malfunction 
A2a 772 87 Areas with Localized Malfunction 
A2b 532 57 Areas with Extensive Ponding and/or 

Overland Flow 
A3 122 14 Areas Overgrown/Not Accessible 

Total 374 420  
1. A report was completed for each of these systems. However, the reports for these systems do not reflect 

an assessment of a land application area. 
2. Many land application systems are supported by more than one land application area. Observations were 

made at some of the land application areas that fit into more than one subpopulation. For the purposes of 
this table, each land application system was only counted in the subpopulation of the most severe 
compliance issue, if any, observed at any of the land application areas supported by that system. The 
observations ranked in severity from most severe to least severe as follows: A2b (most severe 
noncompliance), A2a (less severe noncompliance), A3 (least severe noncompliance), and A1 (compliant).  
For example, there were 53 systems with at least one land application area in the A2b secondary 
subpopulation.  These 53 systems may have also had areas in other performance subpopulations.  
Likewise, the 12 systems with land application areas in the A3 performance subpopulation may have had 
other areas in the A1 performance subpopulation but would not have areas in the A2a or A2b 
performance subpopulations. 
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Figure 4.  Systems with observed noncompliant conditions vs. Systems with no observed noncompliant 
conditions. 
 
Of the previously listed subpopulations, three are indicative of major noncompliance: X2, X3, and A2b.  
Of the 360 systems actively managing wastewater, 94 (26%) exhibited conditions indicative of those 
subpopulations; 89 (25%) exhibited relatively minor indications of noncompliance (A2a, A3); 177 (49%) 
exhibited no observations of noncompliance (A1) (Figure 5). 
 

 
Figure 5. Major Issues Observed/Minor Issues Observed/No Observed Issues  
 

183, 51%177, 49%

Land Application Systems with Identified 
Noncompliance 

Systems Exhibiting Non-Compliant Conditions

Systems Where No Noncompliance Noted in Land Application Areas

94, 26%
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Land Application Systems
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Observations made at 363 land application areas supporting the 319 systems in the “A” primary 
subpopulation determined into which secondary subpopulation the areas were categorized.  Of the total 
“A” subpopulation, 56% of the land application areas did not exhibit indications of noncompliance; 24% 
of the areas exhibited localized saturation and ponding (A2a); 16% of the areas exhibited extensive 
saturation and ponding including some with overland flow (slope dependent) and offsite wastewater 
migration (A2b); and 4% of the areas were too overgrown to evaluate (A3).  Figure 6 depicts the 
occurrence of these secondary “A” subpopulations.   
 

 
  
Figure 6.  Occurrence of Land Application Area Performance Populations  

 
3.0 Discussion 
 
The project as described in this report is the first such effort to evaluate the performance of all land 
application areas utilizing drip dispersal in the state in a small window of time while utilizing a uniform 
set of observations.  As such, there is no previous comprehensive data set to which a comparison can be 
made.   
 
The observations made during these site visits were generally qualitative.  No measurements of size of 
land application area, size of drip field footprint, degree of saturation, areal extent of ponding, or volume 
of observed flow were conducted. 
 
The project was conducted with no foreknowledge of performance subpopulations.  These 
subpopulations became evident during the data evaluation component of the project.  Categorization of 
systems and areas into subpopulations was largely based on the standard observations collected at each 

A1 - 205
56%A2a - 87

24%

A2b - 57
16%

A3 - 14
4%

Distribution of Land Application Area Performance 
Populations

Total # Areas =
363 

CA Exhibit A-2



site.  When observations alone left any question to subpopulation determination, survey notes and 
pictures were utilized.  In some cases, follow-up site visits were made as well as follow-up discussions 
with Division staff that conducted the site visits.  While qualitative, the observations and associated 
subpopulation designations are considered by the Division to be of high confidence and consistency. 
 
Rainfall events were interspersed throughout the site visit period.  These events were documented in the 
intake form as to both date of event and amount.  In some cases, follow-up visits were conducted to 
ensure earlier observations were not influenced by precipitation.  Observations of ponding due to 
precipitation were not considered to be indications of malfunction.  Ponding associated with surfacing 
wastewater exhibits characteristics significantly different than ponding associated with precipitation 
including smell, appearance, sheen, lush green vegetation, and dead or distressed vegetation.  
 
The term “malfunction” is utilized in the report to describe a range of observations; all of which 
represent permit noncompliance.  This report does not identify cause of noncompliance, nor does it 
proclaim site-specific or program-specific follow-up actions. 
 
This report presents a survey of land application systems utilizing drip dispersal and a qualitative 
assessment of their performance.  A general discussion of project conclusions is provided below: 
 

1. The number of systems at which wastewater was being discharged to the environment without 
utilizing the land application area was notable and unexpected.  These occurrences are not part 
of any approved design nor are they allowed by permit condition. 

2. Over one-half of the land application areas supporting systems where wastewater was being 
dispersed through drip dispersal did not exhibit indications of malfunction or noncompliance. 

3. Many instances of malfunction in the land application areas were relatively isolated and 
appeared to be associated with drip field infrastructure (i.e., emitters, valves, connections).  
Understanding the cause of these instances requires excavation and was beyond the scope of 
this project.  Identifying and resolving these problems should be accomplished by the permittee 
through routine inspections and maintenance.  Left unresolved the problems will persist and 
may become worse. 

4. Instances of extensive land application area overload were common with many being extreme.  
However, assessing whether the overloaded area(s) was the entirety of the drip field or 
associated with independent zones that are being dosed too heavily or being dosed solely was 
not possible within the scope of the project.  Likewise, there were examples of systems with 
multiple land application areas where one area was clearly overloaded but other areas did not 
indicate overload and, in some cases, did not appear to be in use.  Therefore, even systems with 
extensive land application area overload may find remedy by balancing dose volumes and 
ensuring all available drip field is being utilized. 

5. There are systems where all apparent land application area exhibits hydraulic overload such that 
repairs, or improved maintenance would not likely provide adequate remedy.  Resolution of 
these situations may involve establishing additional land application area capacity or NPDES 
discharge capacity. 

 

CA Exhibit A-2



The results of this project support continued evaluation of problem cause and potential site-specific and 
program-specific remedies.  Continued evaluation includes but is not limited to the following: 
 

1. Comparison of system design flow to actual flow. 
2. Determination of drip field installed.  For example, if the design indicated two acres of land 

application area, was this amount installed?  In some cases, the land application component of 
the system may have been planned for construction in stages with later stages not having been 
installed.  In other cases, non-emitting infrastructure may have been installed in the land 
application area resulting in less-than-optimal land application area utilization.  

3. Review of soil suitability and appropriateness of loading rates. 
4. Determination of long-term acceptance rates for soils being dosed daily for extended periods of 

time.  Does the utilization of soil in this manner decrease its expected performance longevity? 
5. Regular execution of projects similar in scope to the one described in this report and projects 

that target certain subpopulations for more intensive evaluation. 
 
. 
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Appendix A 

 

 

 

Photographic Examples of Performance Subpopulations 

 
X2 – Pages 2 through 5 

X3 – Pages 6 through 7 

A1 – Pages 8 through 10 

A2a – Pages 11 through 13 

A2b – Pages 14 through 21 

A3 – Pages 22 through 24 
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X2.  Wastewater effluent being directed to adjacent ditch rather than the drip field. 
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X2.  Wastewater effluent being discharged from the control building rather than to the drip field. 
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X2.  Wastewater effluent being discharged from the pump vaults rather than to the drip field. 
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X2.  Wastewater effluent being discharged from the sand filter rather than to the drip field. 
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X3.  Infrastructure piping unearthed and disconnected by uprooted tree. 
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X3.  Infrastructure piping failure allowing extensive effluent release. 
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A1.  No apparent drip field overload or other malfunction. 
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A1.  No apparent drip field overload or other malfunction. 
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A1.  No apparent drip field overload or other malfunction. 
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A2a.  Localized saturation/ponding.  Likely associated with a damaged valve. 
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A2a.  Localized saturation/ponding.  Likely associated with a failed emitter. 
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A2a.  Localized saturation/ponding.  Likely associated with a failed emitter or damaged line. 
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A2b.  Extensive saturation/ponding.   
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A2b.  Extensive saturation/ponding.   
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A2b.  Extensive saturation/ponding.  
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A2b.  Extensive saturation/ponding.  
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A2b.  Extensive saturation/ponding including overland flow leaving the land application area.   
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  A2b.  Extensive saturation/ponding including overland flow leaving the land application area.   
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A2b.  Extensive saturation/ponding including overland flow leaving the land application area and 
entering drainageways or surface water.  
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A2b.  Extensive saturation/ponding including overland flow leaving the land application area and 
entering drainageways or surface water.  
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A3.  Drip field covered in dense vegetation. 
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A3.  Drip field covered in dense vegetation. 
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A3.  Entrance to drip field.  Entire area grown up in small trees and briars. 
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SOP Drip Field Special Investigation: 
 
 
Inspector: Michael Caudill 
Date: January 11, 2024 
SOP Tracking Number & Site: 
SOP-02023 - Tennessee Wastewater Systems, Inc. - Falling Waters 
 
 
Was there a representative of the operating entity present during 
the site visit? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No 
 
 
Operating entity representative:  
 
 
This system is serving: Cabins/Resort 
 
 
Is there any evidence of effluent bypassing or discharging from the 
treatment unit or around the treatment unit? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Approximate Drip Field Location: 35.762477, -83.531704 
 
 
Specify the drip field if there is more than one associated with this 
permit: 
 
 
 
Is the land application area well defined (i.e., fence, signs, upkeep)? 
☑  Yes       ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Is the land application area(s) readily accessible to support walk-
through? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Is vegetation on the land application area: 
☑  Well maintained      ☐  Moderately maintained 
☐  Overgrown               ☐  Wooded or Forest 
☐  Other:  
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SOP-02023 - Tennessee Wastewater Systems, Inc. - Falling Waters 
Is there evidence of hydraulically overloaded soil conditions within 
the land application area? 
☑  Yes    ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Does this evidence include the presence of saturated soil 
conditions? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Does the evidence include the presence of ponded effluent? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Does the evidence include observations of long-term ponding? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Were photos or videos of these observations collected? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
If ponded conditions are present, are they localized as may be 
expected with a broken pipe, damaged valve, or damaged pressure 
relief valve? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
If ponded conditions are present, are they over a larger area or 
dosing zone as may be expected with overloaded soil conditions? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Are ponded conditions resulting in overland flow? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Does overland flow from the land application area or system leave 
the land application area? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Does overland flow from the land application area or system leave 
the land application area and enter surface waters or drainage 
features that lead to surface waters? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Is there any indication that a dosing cycle occurred during the 
inspection? 
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SOP-02023 - Tennessee Wastewater Systems, Inc. - Falling Waters 
☐  Yes      ☑  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Have there been any recent precipitation events that would serve to 
influence any of the observations made during this site visit? 
☐  Yes      ☑  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Date of precipitation event: 
 
 
 
Amount of precipitation (in.): 
 
 
 
Are drip dispersal lines exposed? 
☐  Yes      ☑  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Is this by design or otherwise? 
 
 
 
Are there any indications of land application system damage? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
What is the estimated distance between the drip lines in feet? 
☐  0.5     ☐  1.0      ☐  1.5      ☐  2.0     ☐  2.5      ☐  3.0 
☐  3.5     ☐  4.0      ☐  4.5      ☐  5.0     ☐  5.5      ☐  6.0 
☐  7.0     ☐  7.5      ☐  8.0      ☐  8.5     ☐  9.0      ☐  9.5 
☐  10.0   ☐  10.5    ☑  Unknown     ☐  NA      
☐  Other:  
 
 
Is a follow-up site visit necessary? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Notes: 

 

Ponding in multiple locations, heavily saturated soils 
 

 
 
 
Photos (6): 
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SOP-02023 - Tennessee Wastewater Systems, Inc. - Falling Waters 
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SOP Drip Field Special Investigation: 
 

 

Inspector: Michael Caudill 

Date: January 10, 2024 

SOP Tracking Number & Site: 

SOP-00068 - Hidden Springs Resort 

 

 

Was there a representative of the operating entity present during the site visit? 

☑  Yes      ☐  No 

 

 

Operating entity representative: Tennessee Waste Water 

 

 

This system is serving: Cabins/Resort 

 

 

Is there any evidence of effluent bypassing or discharging from the treatment unit or 

around the treatment unit? 

☐  Yes      ☑  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 

 

 

Approximate Drip Field Location: 35.804638, -83.507864 

 

 

Specify the drip field if there is more than one associated with this permit: 

 

 

 

Is the land application area well defined (i.e., fence, signs, upkeep)? 

☐  Yes       ☑  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 

 

 

Is the land application area(s) readily accessible to support walk-through? 

☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 

 

 

Is vegetation on the land application area: 

☐  Well maintained      ☐  Moderately maintained 

☐  Overgrown               ☑  Wooded or Forest 

☐  Other:  

 

 

 

Is there evidence of hydraulically overloaded soil conditions within the land application 

area? 

☑  Yes    ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 

CA Exhibit A-3



SOP-00068 - Hidden Springs Resort 
 

 

Does this evidence include the presence of saturated soil conditions? 

☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 

 

 

Does the evidence include the presence of ponded effluent? 

☐  Yes      ☑  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 

 

 

Does the evidence include observations of long-term ponding? 

☐  Yes      ☑  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 

 

 

Were photos or videos of these observations collected? 

☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 

 

 

If ponded conditions are present, are they localized as may be expected with a broken pipe, 

damaged valve, or damaged pressure relief valve? 

☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 

 

 

If ponded conditions are present, are they over a larger area or dosing zone as may be 

expected with overloaded soil conditions? 

☐  Yes      ☐  No      ☑  Unknown      ☐  NA 

 

 

Are ponded conditions resulting in overland flow? 

☐  Yes      ☑  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 

 

 

Does overland flow from the land application area or system leave the land application 

area? 

☐  Yes      ☑  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 

 

 

Does overland flow from the land application area or system leave the land application 

area and enter surface waters or drainage features that lead to surface waters? 

☐  Yes      ☑  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 

 

 

Is there any indication that a dosing cycle occurred during the inspection? 

☐  Yes      ☑  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 

 

 

Have there been any recent precipitation events that would serve to influence any of the 

observations made during this site visit? 

☐  Yes      ☑  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
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SOP-00068 - Hidden Springs Resort 
 

 

Date of precipitation event: 

 

 

 

Amount of precipitation (in.): 

 

 

 

Are drip dispersal lines exposed? 

☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 

 

 

Is this by design or otherwise? 

Design 

 

 

Are there any indications of land application system damage? 

☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 

 

 

What is the estimated distance between the drip lines in feet? 

☐  0.5     ☐  1.0      ☐  1.5      ☐  2.0     ☐  2.5      ☐  3.0 

☐  3.5     ☐  4.0      ☐  4.5      ☐  5.0     ☐  5.5      ☐  6.0 

☐  7.0     ☐  7.5      ☐  8.0      ☐  8.5     ☐  9.0      ☐  9.5 

☐  10.0   ☐  10.5    ☑  Unknown     ☐  NA      

☐  Other:  

 

 

Is a follow-up site visit necessary? 

☐  Yes      ☑  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 

 

 

Notes: 
 

Effluent was  moving through a cut bank below the system 
 

 

 

 

Photos (3): 
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SOP Drip Field Special Investigation: 
 
 
Inspector: Scott Mitchell 
Date: January 12, 2024 
SOP Tracking Number & Site: 
SOP-04040 - Tennessee Wastewater Systems, Inc. - The Highlands Treatment 
Facility 
 
 
Was there a representative of the operating entity present during 
the site visit? 
☐  Yes      ☑  No 
 
 
Operating entity representative:  
 
 
This system is serving: Subdivision 
 
 
Is there any evidence of effluent bypassing or discharging from the 
treatment unit or around the treatment unit? 
☐  Yes      ☑  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Approximate Drip Field Location: 36.483297, -84.870882 
 
 
Specify the drip field if there is more than one associated with this 
permit: 
 
 
 
Is the land application area well defined (i.e., fence, signs, upkeep)? 
☐  Yes       ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☑  NA 
 
 
Is the land application area(s) readily accessible to support walk-
through? 
☐  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☑  NA 
 
 
Is vegetation on the land application area: 
☐  Well maintained      ☐  Moderately maintained 
☐  Overgrown               ☐  Wooded or Forest 
☐  Other:  
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SOP-04040 - Tennessee Wastewater Systems, Inc. - The Highlands Treatment Facility 
Is there evidence of hydraulically overloaded soil conditions within 
the land application area? 
☐  Yes    ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☑  NA 
 
 
Does this evidence include the presence of saturated soil 
conditions? 
☐  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☑  NA 
 
 
Does the evidence include the presence of ponded effluent? 
☐  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☑  NA 
 
 
Does the evidence include observations of long-term ponding? 
☐  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☑  NA 
 
 
Were photos or videos of these observations collected? 
☐  Yes      ☑  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
If ponded conditions are present, are they localized as may be 
expected with a broken pipe, damaged valve, or damaged pressure 
relief valve? 
☐  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☑  NA 
 
 
If ponded conditions are present, are they over a larger area or 
dosing zone as may be expected with overloaded soil conditions? 
☐  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☑  NA 
 
 
Are ponded conditions resulting in overland flow? 
☐  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☑  NA 
 
 
Does overland flow from the land application area or system leave 
the land application area? 
☐  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☑  NA 
 
 
Does overland flow from the land application area or system leave 
the land application area and enter surface waters or drainage 
features that lead to surface waters? 
☐  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☑  NA 
 
 
Is there any indication that a dosing cycle occurred during the 
inspection? 
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SOP-04040 - Tennessee Wastewater Systems, Inc. - The Highlands Treatment Facility 
☐  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☑  NA 
 
 
Have there been any recent precipitation events that would serve to 
influence any of the observations made during this site visit? 
☐  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☑  NA 
 
 
Date of precipitation event: 
 
 
 
Amount of precipitation (in.): 
 
 
 
Are drip dispersal lines exposed? 
☐  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☑  NA 
 
 
Is this by design or otherwise? 
 
 
 
Are there any indications of land application system damage? 
☐  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☑  NA 
 
 
What is the estimated distance between the drip lines in feet? 
☐  0.5     ☐  1.0      ☐  1.5      ☐  2.0     ☐  2.5      ☐  3.0 
☐  3.5     ☐  4.0      ☐  4.5      ☐  5.0     ☐  5.5      ☐  6.0 
☐  7.0     ☐  7.5      ☐  8.0      ☐  8.5     ☐  9.0      ☐  9.5 
☐  10.0   ☐  10.5    ☐  Unknown     ☑  NA      
☐  Other:  
 
 
Is a follow-up site visit necessary? 
☐  Yes      ☑  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Notes: 

 

Drip field not installed 
 

 
 
 
Photos (0): 
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SOP-04040 - Tennessee Wastewater Systems, Inc. - The Highlands Treatment Facility 
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SOP Drip Field Special Investigation: 
 
 
Inspector: Michael Caudill 
Date: January 08, 2024 
SOP Tracking Number & Site: 
SOP-04025 - Tennessee Wastewater Systems, Inc.- Timber Tops Rental Center 
 
 
Was there a representative of the operating entity present during the site visit? 
☐  Yes      ☑  No 
 
 
Operating entity representative:  
 
 
This system is serving: RV Park 
 
 
Is there any evidence of effluent bypassing or discharging from the treatment unit or 
around the treatment unit? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Approximate Drip Field Location: 35.81963, -83.53781 
 
 
Specify the drip field if there is more than one associated with this permit: 
 
 
 
Is the land application area well defined (i.e., fence, signs, upkeep)? 
☑  Yes       ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Is the land application area(s) readily accessible to support walk-through? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Is vegetation on the land application area: 
☐  Well maintained      ☐  Moderately maintained 
☑  Overgrown               ☐  Wooded or Forest 
☐  Other:  
 
 
 
Is there evidence of hydraulically overloaded soil conditions within the land application 
area? 
☑  Yes    ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
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SOP-04025 - Tennessee Wastewater Systems, Inc.- Timber Tops Rental Center 
 
 
Does this evidence include the presence of saturated soil conditions? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Does the evidence include the presence of ponded effluent? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Does the evidence include observations of long-term ponding? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Were photos or videos of these observations collected? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
If ponded conditions are present, are they localized as may be expected with a broken pipe, 
damaged valve, or damaged pressure relief valve? 
☐  Yes      ☐  No      ☑  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
If ponded conditions are present, are they over a larger area or dosing zone as may be 
expected with overloaded soil conditions? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Are ponded conditions resulting in overland flow? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Does overland flow from the land application area or system leave the land application 
area? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Does overland flow from the land application area or system leave the land application 
area and enter surface waters or drainage features that lead to surface waters? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Is there any indication that a dosing cycle occurred during the inspection? 
☐  Yes      ☑  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Have there been any recent precipitation events that would serve to influence any of the 
observations made during this site visit? 
☐  Yes      ☑  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
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SOP-04025 - Tennessee Wastewater Systems, Inc.- Timber Tops Rental Center 
 
 
Date of precipitation event: 
 
 
 
Amount of precipitation (in.): 
 
 
 
Are drip dispersal lines exposed? 
☐  Yes      ☑  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Is this by design or otherwise? 
 
 
 
Are there any indications of land application system damage? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
What is the estimated distance between the drip lines in feet? 
☐  0.5     ☐  1.0      ☐  1.5      ☐  2.0     ☐  2.5      ☐  3.0 
☐  3.5     ☐  4.0      ☐  4.5      ☐  5.0     ☐  5.5      ☐  6.0 
☐  7.0     ☐  7.5      ☐  8.0      ☐  8.5     ☐  9.0      ☐  9.5 
☐  10.0   ☐  10.5    ☑  Unknown     ☐  NA      
☐  Other:  
 
 
Is a follow-up site visit necessary? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Notes: 

 

Drip field is failing, Ponding and running into creek  
 

 
 
 
Photos (3): 
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SOP-04025 - Tennessee Wastewater Systems, Inc.- Timber Tops Rental Center 
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SOP-04025 - Tennessee Wastewater Systems, Inc.- Timber Tops Rental Center 
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SOP Drip Field Special Investigation: 
 
 
Inspector: Michael Caudill 
Date: January 10, 2024 
SOP Tracking Number & Site: 
SOP-06035 - Tennessee Wastewater Systems, Inc. - Summit View Resort 
 
 
Was there a representative of the operating entity present during the site visit? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No 
 
 
Operating entity representative:  
 
 
This system is serving: Cabins/Resort 
 
 
Is there any evidence of effluent bypassing or discharging from the treatment unit or 
around the treatment unit? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Approximate Drip Field Location: 35.801819, -83.478742 
 
 
Specify the drip field if there is more than one associated with this permit: 
 
 
 
Is the land application area well defined (i.e., fence, signs, upkeep)? 
☑  Yes       ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Is the land application area(s) readily accessible to support walk-through? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Is vegetation on the land application area: 
☐  Well maintained      ☑  Moderately maintained 
☐  Overgrown               ☐  Wooded or Forest 
☐  Other:  
 
 
 
Is there evidence of hydraulically overloaded soil conditions within the land application 
area? 
☑  Yes    ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
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SOP-06035 - Tennessee Wastewater Systems, Inc. - Summit View Resort 
 
 
Does this evidence include the presence of saturated soil conditions? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Does the evidence include the presence of ponded effluent? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Does the evidence include observations of long-term ponding? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Were photos or videos of these observations collected? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
If ponded conditions are present, are they localized as may be expected with a broken pipe, 
damaged valve, or damaged pressure relief valve? 
☐  Yes      ☑  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
If ponded conditions are present, are they over a larger area or dosing zone as may be 
expected with overloaded soil conditions? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Are ponded conditions resulting in overland flow? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Does overland flow from the land application area or system leave the land application 
area? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Does overland flow from the land application area or system leave the land application 
area and enter surface waters or drainage features that lead to surface waters? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Is there any indication that a dosing cycle occurred during the inspection? 
☐  Yes      ☑  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Have there been any recent precipitation events that would serve to influence any of the 
observations made during this site visit? 
☐  Yes      ☑  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
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SOP-06035 - Tennessee Wastewater Systems, Inc. - Summit View Resort 
 
 
Date of precipitation event: 
 
 
 
Amount of precipitation (in.): 
 
 
 
Are drip dispersal lines exposed? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Is this by design or otherwise? 
Other 
 
 
Are there any indications of land application system damage? 
☐  Yes      ☑  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
What is the estimated distance between the drip lines in feet? 
☐  0.5     ☐  1.0      ☐  1.5      ☐  2.0     ☐  2.5      ☐  3.0 
☐  3.5     ☐  4.0      ☐  4.5      ☐  5.0     ☐  5.5      ☐  6.0 
☐  7.0     ☐  7.5      ☐  8.0      ☐  8.5     ☐  9.0      ☐  9.5 
☐  10.0   ☐  10.5    ☑  Unknown     ☐  NA      
☐  Other:  
 
 
Is a follow-up site visit necessary? 
☑  Yes      ☐  No      ☐  Unknown      ☐  NA 
 
 
Notes: 

 

System failing, ponding evident in several areas  
 

 
 
 
Photos (7): 
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