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I. INTRODUCTION 

The Grand Traverse County Septage Treatment Facility (STF) began receiving waste for 

treatment in May, 2005. Since then, the waste volume delivered to the plant has not met the 

volume projections used for designing the plant and financing its construction, operation and 

financial reserves. 

The STF was designed and constructed by Gourdie-Fraser / Christman, LLC, a limited liability 

corporation formed for the purpose of designing and building the STF under a contract with the 

Grand Traverse County Department of Public Works. The contract provided for a substantial 

completion date with liquidated damages for completion after that date. The STF was not 

completed on the specified date and questions have been raised about the appropriateness of the 

issuance of the Certificate of Substantial Completion.  

While the plant was being designed and constructed, Mr. Michael Houlihan was the Project 

Manager for the Grand Traverse County Department of Public Works. 

On June 9, 2009, Mr. Chris Bzdok authored a memo to the Sewer and Water Committee of the 

Board of Public Works describing the concerns of the Department of Public Works related to the 

issues of the volume projection and the completion date for the STF (see Appendix A). 

Subsequently, the Grand Traverse County Department of Public Works retained Prein&Newhof 

to investigate the two issues raised by Mr. Bzdok’s memo as follows: 

A. Volume and Revenue 

1. Whether Gourdie-Fraser exercised reasonable professional care in making the volume 

estimates that served as the basis of design capacity for the septage treatment plant. 
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2. If Gourdie-Fraser did not exercise reasonable professional care in making the 

estimates, whether Mr. Houlihan exercised reasonable professional care in 

supervising that aspect of the project. 

B. Certificate of Completion 

Whether Mr. Houlihan exercised reasonable professional care as Project Manager in the 

approval of the Certificate of Substantial Completion. 

In order to accomplish the work described above, Prein&Newhof reviewed the Department of 

Public Works’ files, made other investigations as described below and prepared this report. 

II. Volume and Revenue 

A. Estimates of Volume 

In 2002, Gourdie-Fraser Associates (GFA) prepared estimates of volume based on 2001 

data. The expected volume of waste to be brought to the plant was estimated for three 

categories of waste. The categories of waste are: 

• Septic Tank 
 
• Holding Tank 
 
• Grease Traps 

The estimates were prepared based on methods described in an EPA manual titled Guide to 

Septage Treatment and Disposal, September 1994 (see Appendix B). 

1. “Method One” 

The first method that was used involved counting the number of tanks within Grand 

Traverse County in each waste category and estimating the pumping frequency. 
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Apparently, GFA estimated volume based on this method, but the estimate was not 

used for final design or financing. 

2. “Method Two” 

For the second method, hauler surveys were conducted by GFA in which haulers 

supplied data regarding their annual hauling volume for 2001. Apparently the results of 

this method were used for design and financing of the STF. The EPA document 

considered collecting actual records from local septage haulers the most accurate 

approach to estimate septage generation. However, the survey did not determine the 

septage volume generated within Grand Traverse County as a fraction of the total 

volume delivered by each hauler. 

B. Timeline for the Volume Estimates 

The Department of Public Works’ file documents provide the following timeline for the 

various volume estimates.  Reference documents in Appendix B are identified using 

Prein&Newhof report format as follows beginning with the first paragraph below:  B.1. 

1. January 31, 2002  

GFA prepared a “method one” estimate of volume based on the number of tanks in 

Grand Traverse County. Each category of tanks was counted. Septic tank hauling was 

estimated to take place at three year intervals and holding tank hauling was estimated 

at eight times per year.  The result of this estimate was 13.4 million gallons per year 

from the entire county and 9.5 million gallons per year from six selected townships of 

Acme, Blair, East Bay, Garfield, Long Lake, and Peninsula. 
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2. May 29, 2002 

A septage treatment plan was presented to the Board of Public Works. The revised 

volume estimate by GFA using “method one” dated May 15, 2002, was 12 million 

gallons per year for the county and 8.4 million gallons per year from seven townships 

(Acme, Blair, East Bay, Elmwood, Garfield, Long Lake and Peninsula). There is no 

explanation in this document for the reduced estimate in spite of the addition of 

Elmwood Township compared with the January 31, 2002 estimate (above). 

Accompanying “Financial Projections” dated May 16, 2002 used the revised volume 

estimates described above. 

3. November 19, 2002 

A revised septage plan was presented by GFA to the Board of Public Works with the 

same estimates as described in Section II.B.2 above. 

4. December 22, 2002 

GFA prepared a “method two” estimate based on a survey of eight haulers resulting in 

the following volume for 2001: 

Type of Waste 
Volume 

(gallons/year) 

Septic Tanks 6,347,381 

Holding Tanks 3,061,810 

Grease Traps 349,550 

Total 9,758, 741 

5. December 8, 2003 

Michael Houlihan’s memo containing revised financial projections dated 11/24/03 

used the GFA “method two” estimate based on the hauler survey of 2001 volumes. 

This projection was based on the 2001 volume of 9,758,741 gallons per year and a 
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projected 2005 estimated volume of 10,403,236 gallons per year as itemized on the 

following table: 

 

 

Volume (gallons/year) 
Type of Waste 2001 2005 

Septic Tanks 6,347,381 6,688,215 

Grease Trap 349,550 381,050 

Holding Tanks 3,061,810 3,333,971 

Total 9,758,741 10,403,236 

6. March 31, 2004 

The Design-Build contract between Gourdie-Fraser / Christman and Grand Traverse 

County was signed and a Notice to Proceed was issued on July 15, 2004. 

7. April 25, 2005  

A resolution dated April 25, 2005 drafted by Michael Houlihan contained a projected 

cash flow budget for year one for the STF dated April 1, 2005. This budget was for a 

fiscal year beginning in June 2005 extending through May, 2006. It contained the 

following projected flow: 

Type of Waste 
Volume 

(gallons/year) 

Septic Tanks 6,688,215 

Holding Tanks 3,333,971 

Grease Trap 381,050 

Total 10,403,236 
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The total of 10,403,236 gallons per year is the volume from GFA’s “method two” 

projection based on the haulers survey from 2001 projected forward to 2005 (see 

Section II.B.5 above).  

This projection was presented to the Board of Public Works about a month before the 

STF began receiving waste. At the time of the resolution, the rates to be charged for the 

3 categories of waste were as follows: 

Septage Waste:  $0.12/gallon 
 
Holding Tank Waste: $0.04/gallon 
 
Grease Trap Waste  $0.18/gallon 

8. September 13, 2006  

On September 13, 2006, the Grand Traverse County Department of Public Works 

issued an Operating Plan for the STF. The plan provided for a slight modification to 

the fee structure as follows: 

Septage:  $0.12/gallon 
 
Holding Tank: $0.04/gallon 
 
Restaurant Grease: $0.12/gallon 

Grease was not received at the STF until August, 2007 after the above fee change took 

effect.  

C. Review & Evaluation 

1. “Method One” 

The “method one” volume estimate was prepared in January, 2002, for the 2001 

volume. The estimated volume was approximately 13.4 million gallons per year in 

2005 (see Section II.B.1, above). Later, this estimate was revised to 12 million gallons 

per year in 2005 (see Section II.B.2, above). 
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An error in GFA’s use of “method one” is their assumption of septic tank pumping 

every three years. Discussion with haulers in the Grand Traverse County area and 

reference to septage manuals and wastewater textbooks indicate that a frequency of 

four to six years represents normal septic tank pumping practice.  

The manuals and text books include the following: 

 EPA Hanbook, “Septage Treatment  and Disposal”, 1984, p19 

 EPA, “Guide to Septage Treatment and Disposal”, Sept. 1994, p6 

 Metcalf & Eddy, Inc., “ Wastewater Engineering”, Third Edition, p 1094 

 WEF Manual of Practice No 24, “Septage Handling”, p7 

In the case of the STF, the cost increase associated with hauling septage to the new 

STF facility likely caused some homeowners to pump their tanks before the STF start-

up and other homeowners to delay pumping of their tanks even longer than normal. 

Although the “method one” estimate was not used for later design and financing, the 

high volume estimate that resulted from “method one” made “method two” results 

appear to be conservative for financing purposes. 

2. “Method Two” 

A “method two” estimate using data from the hauler survey was prepared in December, 

2002 for 2001 volume (see Section II.B.4, above). An error in GFA’s use of method 

two was the failure to account for waste originating outside the County and beyond the 

15 mile limit which could be hauled to other disposal facilities or land application sites. 

The GFA “method two” estimate was repeatedly used for public information, design 

and financing of the STF through April, 2005, just before the plant opened.  
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Although haulers were unwilling to provide 2002 volume data, beginning in January, 

2003, the Michigan Department of Environment Quality has kept public records of 

each hauler’s septage volume. 

Figure 1 is a map showing Grand Traverse County and surrounding counties, the 

location of the STF and the haulers that deliver waste to the STF. DEQ regulations 

require that septage originating within the 15 mile radius must be delivered to the STF 

or another approved treatment plant. Ordinances in the Townships that financed the 

plant require hauling to the STF. In September 2010, the radius will increase to 25 

miles. Figure 2 shows the 25 mile radius that relates to each of the other septage 

treatment facilities in the area of Grand Traverse County. 

Table 1 compares the total annual volume hauled versus the Grand Traverse County 

volume for each hauler. Total volumes are from DEQ records. County volumes in 2003 

are from hauler estimates resulting from a Prein&Newhof telephone survey of the 

haulers in and around Grand Traverse County. 2008 volumes are from STF records. 

2003 data indicate that GFA did not reduce the total hauler volume (approximately 12 

million gallons) to account for only the waste originating from Grand Traverse County 

(approximately 6 million gallons). 2008 data indicate an increase from  2003 of 

approximately 12% for waste generated in Grand Traverse County (from 6,520,144 

gallons in 2003 to 7,335,051 gallons in 2008). 

3. Use of the Estimates 

Septage volume estimates were used for two purposes: design and financing. It was not 

necessary to use the same estimate for both purposes. In fact, conservative practice 

would not use the same estimate for design and financing. 
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Because the waste volume was unknown, could not be controlled by the county and 

was affected by cost and individual decisions by thousands of potential customers, 

different estimates should have been used as described below. 

a. Design 

A good facility design would be based on a high waste volume estimate. If the 

design estimate were eventually determined to be higher than the volume 

delivered to the plant, the marginal cost of a larger plant would be insignificant 

compared to the problems that would result from a low estimate of volume. One 

such problem might be an overloaded plant shortly after start up.  

GFA used “method two”, 10 year projected volume of 12,350,000 gallons per year 

divided by 260 working days times a factor of 2 to determine the daily capacity of 

the plant at 95,000 gallons per day. Thus, although the GFA estimate of the annual 

volume was too high, the design value of 95,000 gallons for the daily capacity of 

the plant is reasonable. 

b. Financing 

On the other hand, a conservative financing plan would use a low annual volume 

estimate to avoid a shortfall in revenue. 

The GFA volume estimate was too high because the hauler data was not reduced 

by the volume of waste originating from outside Grand Traverse County. Table 1 

indicates that the 2003 volume originating from Grand Traverse County by the 

haulers contacted by GFA was 6,060,078 gallons, far below the 2001 estimate of 

9,758,741 gallons or the 2005 estimate of 10,403,326 gallons.  Table 1 also 

indicates that the volume from the haulers contacted by GFA which originated in 
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Grand Traverse County in 2008 (6,760,763 gallons) is reasonably close to the 

actual volume received at the STF (7,335,051). Waste outside the County is not 

required to be brought to the STF. The comparatively higher disposal cost has 

been a disincentive for disposal there. Haul distance is also a factor affecting the 

cost to the individual customers since other disposal options are available outside 

the County. 

Projected volume and revenue, actual volume and revenue and the deficit for each 

are shown on Table 2.  Volume data from the STF is shown on Table 3. 

D. Conclusions 

The projected waste volume was too high because “method two” relied on the haulers 

survey but failed to account for the waste originating out of the County which is not being 

hauled to the STF. The use of a high annual volume estimate for financing the STF resulted 

in a shortfall in revenue when the predicted volume did not materialize. 

GFA did not exercise reasonable professional care by overestimating the volume, using it 

for three years (from 2002 to 2005) and not validating it prior to the financial plan and 

bond sale.  

Michael Houlihan did not exercise reasonable professional care as Project Manager for the 

Grand Traverse County Department of Public Works. The Project Manager for the County 

should oversee and validate the volume estimates and the purposes for which they were to 

be used. The STF was designed and financed in 2004 and rates were established in 2005 

using estimates of volume from a 2001 survey of haulers. The data were not reduced for 

waste originating out of the County. The data could have been compared to DEQ records 

beginning with January 2003. 
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Mr. Houlihan did not validate the estimate prepared by GFA but used it as a basis for 

financing the plant.  

III. SUBSTANTIAL COMPLETION 

A. Documents 

The following documents are relevant to the issue of substantial completion. The 

documents referred to here are contained in Appendix C. 

1. Contract Between Grand Traverse County and Gourdie-Fraser/Chrisman, 
LLC for Design and Construction of a Septage Treatment Facility 

This document is unique in that it does not follow either the American Institute of 

Architects (AIA) or the Engineer’s Joint Contract Documents Committee (EJCDC) 

standard agreement forms.  

The articles within the agreement that bear on the issue of substantial completion are as 

follows: 

a. Article I. Contract Documents, Scope of Work 

“…substantial completion as defined herein will take place not later than April 29, 

2005.”  

b. Article 2.3.5  

“Performance testing is the testing required for verification that the facility is 

functioning as required by this contract as provided in Exhibit A. Except as the 

Owner and Design-Builder may otherwise agree, Performance Testing shall be 

satisfactorily completed before substantial completion and confirmed at the time 

of final payment.”  
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c. Article 2. 3.6  

“Substantial completion occurs on the date established in a Certificate of 

Substantial Completion when the facility is open for the receipt of septage and 

holding tank waste (including grease traps) from licensed septage haulers. The 

Certificate of Substantial Completion shall identify the date upon which the 

facility opened for business and shall state the respective responsibilities of the 

Owner and Design-Builder for site security, maintenance, heat, utilities, damage to 

the Work and insurance. The certificate shall also list the items to be completed or 

corrected and establish a time for their correction or completion as the case may 

be.” 

d. Article 3.5.  Before Substantial Completion 

“Before Substantial Completion, except as otherwise  may be agreed, Design-

Builder shall secure such permits, certificates of inspection, testing or approval as 

may be required by applicable law or regulation or manufacturer’s requirements 

and deliver them to the Owner. Design-Builder shall also secure all written 

warranties and equipment manuals and deliver them to Owner. Design-Builder 

shall also provide to Owner three copies of a draft operating manual for operation 

of the septage treatment facility. The operating manual shall be modified and 

updated at the time of final payment based upon the experience of the actual plant 

operation, if necessary.” 
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e. Article 3.6 Warranties  

“Design-Builder warrants that all materials and equipment furnished under this 

contract will be new unless otherwise specified, of good quality, in conformity 

with the contract documents and free from defective workmanship or materials. 

Warranties shall commence on the date of substantial completion of the work. 

Design-Builder shall correct all construction which proves to be defective in 

workmanship or materials within a period of one year from the date of final 

payment.” 

f. Article 6.2. Substantial Completion-Liquidated Damages 

“The date of Substantial Completion of the Work shall be not later than the date 

set forth in Article I. The parties agree that time is of the essence of this Contract 

and that Owner will suffer substantial damages if opening of the septage treatment 

facility is delayed beyond that time, but that such damages would be difficult to 

measure. The parties agree that Design-Builder will pay to Owner the sum of $850 

per day in liquidated damages and not as a penalty as the sole remedy for each day 

of delay beginning April 30, 2005 and continuing until such time as Design-

Builder’s conditions for substantial completion are met.”  

g. Article 6.2.1 Extension of Time 

“Design-Builder’s time in which to accomplish Substantial Completion shall be 

extended if:  a) Change Orders are executed for changes in the Work and the 

extension of time; b) acts or omissions of the Owner or separate contractors 

employed by Owner delay Design-Builders performance of the work; c) 

Hazardous Waste is encountered upon the site by Design-Builder; d) Site 

conditions are encountered which differ from those reasonably to be expected 
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delay the Work; and e) Flood, fire, or other natural disaster or labor dispute 

prevents performance of the Work.“ 

h. Article 8.1 Change Orders 

“A Change Order is a written instrument issued after execution of this Contract 

signed on behalf of the Owner and Design-Builder stating their agreement upon a 

change in any adjustment of the Work, the Contract Price and the date of 

Substantial Completion. Each adjustment in the Contract Price resulting from a 

Change Order shall clearly separate design services and construction services.” 

i. Article 8.5 Claims for Additional Cost or Time 

“For any claim for an increase in the Contract Price or extension in the date of 

Substantial Completion, or both, Design-Builder shall give Owner written notice 

of the claim within seven (7) days after the occurrence giving rise to the claim or 

after Design-Builder first recognizes the condition giving rise to the claim which 

ever is later. Except in an emergency, notice shall be given before proceeding with 

the work. Claims for design and estimating cost incurred in connection with 

possible changes requested by Owner, but which do not proceed shall be made 

within seven (7) days after the decision is made not to proceed. Any change in 

Contract Price or the date of Substantial Completion or both resulting from such 

claim shall be authorized by Change Order.” 

j. Article 8.6 Emergencies 

“In any emergency affecting the safety of persons or property or both, Design-

Builder shall act at its discretion to prevent threatened damage or injury or loss. 

Any change in the contract price or extension of the date for substantial 
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completion on account of emergency work will be determined as provided in this 

article.” 

k. Article 9.2.7 Payment on Substantial Completion 

“Upon substantial completion of the work, Owner shall pay Design-Builder the 

unpaid balance of the contract price less:  a) a sum equal to the estimated cost of 

completing any unfinished items as agreed to by Owner and Design-Builder; b) 

any liquidated damages incurred by Owner due to delay in completion of the 

Work, and c) $100,000. The Owner thereafter shall pay Design-Builder monthly 

the amount held back for unfinished items as each item is completed.” 

l. Exhibit A. Performance Standards 

This exhibit contains a listing of capacity and treated water quality. Capacity is 

shown as follows: 

Design Flows: 

Holding Tanks 30,000 GPD (Summer Month) 
Septage 60,000 GPD (Summer Months) 
Grease Trap 5,000 GPD 
Average Daily Flow 95,000 GPD 

2. Amendment 1 

The contract price was amended on July 9, 2004. No change was made in the date of 

substantial completion.  

3. Notice to Proceed 

The Notice to Proceed was issued on July 15, 2004. 
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4. Certificate of Substantial Completion 

The Certificate of Substantial Completion is dated May 20, 2005. The certificate was 

issued on AIA document G704. The document provided for retainage of $150,000 

including a contract provision of $100,000 and retainage for incomplete work of 

$50,000. 

The document also provided for retainage from suppliers holding purchase orders 

directly from Grand Traverse County in the amount of $64,671. 

5. Amendment 2 

Amendment 2, dated on December 6, 2005 authorized reconstruction of the damaged 

portion of the plant after a wall collapsed and authorized changes determined to be 

necessary after inspection of the plant by NTH acting as the County’s independent 

consultant. The work was called restoration work (to repair the damage) and corrective 

work (to correct defective work). The amendment provides for the dates upon which 

corrective work was to begin but is silent regarding a substantial completion date for 

the restoration and corrective work. Reimbursement of Owner’s cost was included and 

warranties were extended.  

B. Review and Evaluation  

1. AIA Document for Substantial Completion 

Although the contract was not based on an AIA standard format, the Certificate of 

Substantial Completion used AIA document G704-1992. AIA document A-201 

provides commentary on use of G-704. This document is designed for use in a typical 

contract between the Owner and Contractor with an Architect also holding a contract 

with the Owner. This substantial completion document provides for signature by the 
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Architect who is expected to act as an independent advisor to the Owner. Typically, 

using this document, the Architect (or other design professional) would determine the 

date of substantial completion based on ability of the work to perform its intended use.  

However, the STF was constructed using a Design-Build contract and there was no 

independent architect. AIA G704 and A-201 make reference to “Architect” as the head 

design professional. Because of the nature of the STF design and construction, an 

Engineer would either assist or take the place of the Architect as the head design 

professional. His or her duties during construction would include observing the 

construction and advising the Owner that it did or did not comply with the Plans and 

Specifications. Also, the head design professional would advise the Owner when the 

project was substantially complete. 

In the case of the STF, the review by an independent party (Architect) was lacking. 

GFA/Christman, LLC, was the Design-Build Contrator. There was no independent 

advisor for the County. 

2. System Process Status 

An attachment to the Certificate of Substantial Completion was a document titled 

“System Process Status”. On this document, there are two significant processes which 

were not complete: 

a. “II. B. EQ Pumps” 

“2. Pump 1 is being inspected for excessive vibration, will have solution to repair 

when inspection is complete.” 
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This is an indication that one of the two pumps installed at the Influent 

Equalization Tank was inoperable on the date of the Certificate of Substantial 

Completion. 

b. “III. Fine Screens” 

“A. Current installed screens do not meet the required flow rates. Testing is being 

performed in conjunction with the manufacturer’s input to determine the correct 

screen size. After these determinations are made, procurement will begin on new 

screens that will achieve are (sic) desired flow rate of 150 gpm per screen.  

“B. Until new screens arrive the system will continue to operate at a lower flow 

rate by controlling influent EQ pumps with VFD’s.” 

This indicates that the plant was not able to receive its design flow on the date of 

the Certificate of Substantial Completion. 

3. Defective Construction   

On June 19, 2005, the east wall and roof of the aeration tank collapsed. The subsequent 

discharge of approximately 115,000 gallons of liquid caused further damage to the 

adjoining electrical room (part of the screening and dewatering facility). Also, the 

membrane building was damaged.  

Following the collapse, Grand Traverse County Department of Public Works retained 

NTH to evaluate the damage, determine the necessary repairs and also determine the 

need for corrective work on all of the structures making up the STF. In a report dated 

October 17, 2005, NTH described the necessary restoration of the structures that were 

damaged by the collapse and also presented an extensive list of corrective work which 

involved essential items of the original construction that were defective or missing.  



 

Prepared by Prein&Newhof 19 s:\2009\2090600 grand traverse county dpw\rep\rep 2009-12 septage treatment facility.doc 

4. Grease Disposal 

Documents in the file indicate that the facility was unable to accept grease until 

August, 2007. That was two years and two months after the date of the Certificate of 

Substantial Completion which was issued in spite of the Design-Build Contract 

(Article 2.3.6) which included waste from grease traps as a pre-condition to Substantial 

Completion. 

5. Plant Testing 

Some but not all of the process units were tested prior to the date of the Certificate of 

Substantial Completion. 

It is unlikely that the aeration tanks (membrane tanks) were tested prior to the 

Certificate of Substantial Completion or they would have collapsed then. 

Plant performance testing was commenced in 2007 and completed in June, 2009. (This 

should have been done prior to issuing the Certificate of Substantial Completion to 

comply with Article 2.3.5 of the Design-Build contract.) Testing was conducted by 

CH2M Hill OMI (OMI). Results of the testing were documented by a report titled 

“Results of Grand Traverse County Septage Treatment Facility Capacity Testing”, 

November 19, 2009. 

Early in the testing process, it was determined that the membranes could not achieve 

the desired permeate rate for which they were designed. GFA/Christman, LLC made 

modifications to the membrane system which included the addition of four new 

membrane modules and conversion of the operating program. This modification was 

completed in July, 2009. 
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Conclusion of the testing indicated that membrane capacity is affected by the 

temperature of the liquid which ranges from 50°F in the winter to 84°F in August. 

Maximum capacity of the STF was determined to be 82,970 gallons per day in July and 

September and 87,080 gallons per day in August. These values are 92.2% and 96.8% 

respectively of the contract capacity of 90,000 gallons per day in the summer months. 

(The plant capacity of 95,000 gallons per day includes 5,000 gallons per day of grease 

which does not pass through the membranes). 

Exhibit A to the Design – Build Contract (Performance Standards) specifies an 

“Average Daily Flow” of 95,000 gallons per day.  Testing by OMI has revealed that 

the maximum flow which the plant is capable of treating is less than the specified 

average. 

6. Summary 

a. Prior to May 20, 2005 

At the time the Certificate of Completion was issued on May 20, 2005, it was 

known that, in addition to a lengthy punch list, two critical parts of the plant were 

deficient: 

 One of two equalization pumps was inoperable 

 The fine screens would not meet the contractually required flow rates 

b. On June 19, 2005 

When the aeration tank wall collapsed, it became clear that construction was 

defective. Subsequent inspections by NTH revealed that many critical components 

of the reinforcing of the concrete tanks had been omitted and much of the 

construction was inadequate.  
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c. February, 2007 to June, 2009 

The plant testing by OMI indicated in early 2007 that the membrane capacity was 

inadequate to treat 95,000 gallons per day of waste as required by the Design-

Build contract. 

Additional membranes were added to the plant. Testing in early 2009 indicated 

that the plant could treat 82,000 gallons per day to 87,000 gallons per day of 

septage plus holding tank waste compared with the specified capacity of 90,000 

gallons per day in the summer. 

d. August, 2007 

The STF received grease for the first time. 

C. Conclusions 

For the following reasons, it is concluded that Mr. Houlihan did not exercise reasonable 

professional care in approval of the Certificate of Substantial Completion. 

1. Independent professional advice was not obtained regarding the status of the plant 

when the Certificate of Substantial Completion was issued on May 20, 2005. The 

subsequent wall collapse and thorough, professional inspection by NTH revealed that 

much of the construction was incomplete or defective. 

2. The documents accompanying the Certificate of Substantial Completion indicated 

that at least two critical components of the plant were not able to meet the required 

capacity. 

3. Adequate testing was not performed as required in the Design-Build contract Section 

2.3.5. This is clear from the failure of the plant to perform when the testing ultimately 







TABLE 1

County Hauler
Total 

Gallons(1) 
GTC 

Gallons(2) 
Total 

Gallons(1) 
GTC 

Gallons(3) 

Grand Traverse 1 Larry Clark Pumper Service 1,805,690 458,336 1,115,731 1,111,934
2 Sogge Enterprises/Belanger Septic 

and Security Sanitation 120,900 120,900 2,003,379 1,952,955
3 Walt Steuer Pumping Service 2,587,660 2,199,511 1,559,387 1,559,387
4 Cole Septic Service 242,750 242,750 not in business not in business
5 M&K Resources                               

(aka Belanger, bought by Sogge) 516,980 516,980 not in business not in business

Leelanau 6 Williams Pumping Service 2,966,501 1,483,251 4,633,890 1,635,788
7 Bay Pumping Service                       

(bought by Williams) 2,166,400 433,280 not in business not in business
8 Houdek's Pumping Service 2,044,400 0 NA 38,592

Benzie 9 Benzie Crystal & Interlochen 
Pumping service 0 0 3,014,638 516,221

Wexford 10 Johnson Septic Tank Service 355,725 17,786 405,016 6,179
11 Raymer's Dozer Service not in business not in business 55,550 3,488

Antrim 12 Gmoser's Septic Service 2,104,770 800,000 1,425,982 476,340
13 J & S Portable Restrooms not in business not in business 344,600 0

Kalkaska 14 A-1 Rent-A-Jon 48,600 0 21,850 720
15 Boardman Valley Construction 239,000 9,000 219,230 0
16 Ralph's Septic Pumping 820,703 30,000 215,750 24,358
17 Savage Septic Service 833,400 208,350 440,610 0

NA 18 PCS(4) NA NA NA 9,089

Total Volume 16,853,479 6,520,144 15,455,613 7,335,051
Volume from Haulers Contacted by GFA 11,999,354 6,060,078 11,394,729 6,760,762

(1)  Total Volumes according to MDEQ records
(2)  Volumes based on actual hauling records or estimates (% of total or approx. volume) received from 
       phone conversations with haulers
(3)  Volumes from GTC Septage Treatment Facility Records
(4)  MDEQ Septage Hauler Directory has no record of PCS

= Haulers contacted by GFA
= Unable to confirm if hauler was contacted by GFA

GRAND TRAVERSE COUNTY SEPTAGE HAULER VOLUMES

2003 2008

2003 & 2008



TABLE 2

Volume (gal.) Revenue ($) Volume (gal.) Revenue ($)
2005 (May - Dec.)
Septic 4,458,810 $535,057 1,992,444 $239,093 2,466,366 $295,964
Holding 2,222,647 $88,906 1,700,453 $68,018 522,194 $20,888
Grease 254,033 $30,484 0 $0 254,033 $30,484

Total 6,935,491 $654,447 3,692,897 $307,111 3,242,594 $347,336

2006
Septic 6,801,826 $816,219 2,641,739 $317,009 4,160,087 $499,210
Holding 3,424,691 $136,988 2,583,369 $103,335 841,322 $33,653
Grease 391,550 $46,986 0 $0 391,550 $46,986

Total 10,618,067 $1,000,193 5,225,108 $420,343 5,392,959 $579,849

2007
Septic 6,915,437 $829,852 3,113,694 $373,643 3,801,743 $456,209
Holding 3,515,412 $140,616 2,617,718 $104,709 897,694 $35,908
Grease 402,050 $48,246 211,685 $25,402 190,365 $22,844

Total 10,832,899 $1,018,715 5,943,097 $503,754 4,889,802 $514,961

2008
Septic 7,029,049 $843,486 3,608,503 $433,020 3,420,546 $410,466
Holding 3,606,132 $144,245 3,226,805 $129,072 379,327 $15,173
Grease 412,550 $49,506 556,851 $66,822 (144,301) ($17,316)

Total 11,047,731 $1,037,237 7,392,159 $628,915 3,655,572 $408,322

2009 (Jan. - Oct.)
Septic 5,952,217 $714,266 3,182,578 $381,909 2,769,639 $332,357
Holding 3,080,710 $123,228 2,774,907 $110,996 305,803 $12,232
Grease 352,542 $42,305 391,917 $47,030 (39,375) ($4,725)

Total 9,385,468 $879,799 6,349,402 $539,936 3,036,066 $339,864

Notes:
- Revenue based on the following rates:

Septic $0.12
Holding $0.04
Grease $0.12

- Projected volumes for partial years (2005 and 2009) assume equal monthly volumes, i.e. monthly volumes are 
   not adjusted for seasonality

GRAND TRAVERSE SEPTAGE RECEIVING FACTILITY
Septage Volume and Revenue - Projected vs. Actual

Revenue 
Deficit (gal.)

Projected Actual Volume 
Deficit (gal.)
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