LITTLETON, MASSACHUSETTS SMART
SEWERING

Charles River Watershed Association
Natural Systems Ulilities
Bob Zimmerman

Presented to MA Water Resources Commission
March 8, 2012




[] Lttleton Boundary

Roads

resent Land Use
~ Crop Land

Pasture
Bl Forest
E55% Mon-Forested Wretland
B tining

Open Land

I Participation Rec.
Bl Spectator Rec.
B Water-based Rec.
Multi- Fam . Re=.
@it High Density Res.
i Medium Dens. Res
Low Den=. Res

[LA L]

Bl Commernzial

Bl ndustrial

B Urban Open

[ Transportation

[ Wwaste Disposal
Wiater

B woody Perennial

Present Land Use In Littleton




[] Lttleton Boundary

B0 . Future Land Use In Littleton

. Crop Land
Pasture
Bl Forest
E55% Mon-Forested Wretland
B Mining
Open Land
I Participation Rec.
Bl Spectator Rec.
B Water-based Rec.
Multi- Fam . Re=.
@it High Density Res.
210 Medium Dens. Res
Low Den=. Res
SRR Salt W ater Wietland
Bl Commernzial
Bl ndustrial
B Urban Open
200 Transpaortation
[ Wwaste Disposal
iater

B Woody Perennial
















Food Waste Disposal




Exclusionary Areas for Water Discharge in Littleton
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SUITABLE LOCATIONS FOR WASTE WATER DISCHARGE
IN LITTLETON, MASSACHUSETTS
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Ground Water Resources
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Conventional vs. Smart Sewering 1

* Reducing carrying costs by using technologies that are

affordable at small scale and then installing capacity in phases
to match growth — “just-in-time, “fit-for-purpose”
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-Sustainable water, resilience to drought

-Reduced carbon/methane emissions

*Renewable energy

Enhanced district property tax income
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*Sprawl Control
*Reduced vehicle miles traveled
*Paid for by users alone



