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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

BACKGROUND 

This project was completed under contract with the NH Department of Environmental Services, 

Drinking Water and Groundwater Bureau.   The objective of the project was to produce an 

accurate estimate of costs to replace existing community water system infrastructure over a 20-

year period.   This information would possibly be used as part of a wider effort to estimate 

replacement costs of other water-related infrastructure. 

 

Drinking water system replacement costs have previously been estimated through the EPA 

Drinking Water Infrastructure Needs Survey and Assessment (DWINSA) conducted by EPA 

every four years.  The DWINSA relies primarily on a random sample survey of water systems, 

and includes community water systems and not-for-profit non-community systems.  The survey 

results are used to allocate Drinking Water State Revolving Funds (DWSRF) to the individual 

states to fund infrastructure improvements.  The most recent DWINSA conducted in 2007 

identified over $320.8B of need for State Community drinking water systems nationally as 

summarized in Table ES-1 and Figure ES-1.    

 

States that receive a minimum 1 percent of the most recent DWSRF allotment, including New 

Hampshire, were given the option of not participating in the state-specific statistical portion of 

the  2007  DWINSA.   As  New  Hampshire  is  among  the  13  opt-out  states,  the  needs  of  NH  

systems serving from 3,301 to 100,000 people are estimated by applying data derived from 

participating states to NH’s inventory of systems.  Year 2007 DWINSA estimate for NH for 20-

year needs was $847 million (including both community and non-community water systems). 

 

The Pie Chart below shows totals for national combined states'  Community Water Systems 20-

year need, from DWINSA Fourth Report to Congress, Exhibit 1.5 (Billions in January 2007 

Dollars). 
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FIGURE ES-1  

2007 EPA DWINSA ESTIMATED 20-YEAR NATIONAL NEED FOR STATES 
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TABLE ES-1 

TOTAL 20-YEAR NATIONAL NEED (IN BILLIONS OF DOLLARS) FOR STATES 

COMMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS BY SYSTEM SIZE AND TYPE   

From Exhibit 1.5 DWINSA Fourth Report to Congress  
Estimated Need for All States Community Water Systems in January 2007 Dollars 
 

System Size 
and Type 

Distribution and 
Transmission Treatment Storage Source Other 

 
Total 
Need 

 
Large Water 

Systems $72.5 $26.6 $9.9 $6.5 $0.9 $116.3 

Medium Water 
Systems $91.5 $29.8 $15.9 $7.1 $0.8 $145.1 

Small Water 
Systems $34.7 $10.3 $8.5 $5.2 $0.6 $59.4 

Total National 
Need $198.7 $66.8 34.4 $18.8 $2.3 320.8 



 

12063A  ES - 3 Wright-Pierce 

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES OF THIS STUDY 

In contrast with the previous EPA sponsored DWINSA cost estimates, the current study focused 

on community (residential) public water systems in New Hampshire.   The study approach also 

varied in that it relied on asset inventory data and actual construction costs to the maximum 

extent possible.  The study developed a cost model for the same basic asset groupings identified 

in the 2007 DWINSA with few exceptions. The goals and objectives of the study were as 

follows: 

 

 Identify an accurate, reliable cost model to determine true water infrastructure needs 

 Incorporate a real inventory of water infrastructure assets in the development of a cost 

model using NHDES' water system database 

 Consider actual construction costs and asset useful life for each class of asset 

 Determine the projected infrastructure need in the State of New Hampshire for the next 

20-year period. 

 

FINDINGS AND RESULTS 

Table ES-2 summarizes 20-year drinking water infrastructure asset costs. 



 

 

TABLE ES-2 

PROJECTED ANNUAL WATER DISTRIBUTION NEEDS IN NEW HAMPSHIRE* 

Description Number 

Est 2010 
Replacement Cost of 
Entire Infrastructure 

Group ($M) 

Est Avg Useful Life Est 20-Yr Need 
($M) * 

Avg Annual 
Expenditure 
($M/Yr) ** 

Distribution and Transmission Piping 
Systems w/out Fire Protection 584 (23 w/ pop > 500) $471 50 & 100 $158.8 $7.9 
Systems with Fire Protection 139         

small (pop < 500) 31 $62 100 $12.4 $0.6 
Medium (pop 500 - 3300) 69 $568 100 $113.5 $5.7 
Large (pop 3300-40,000) 36 $2,018 100 $403.7 $20.2 
Very Large (pop  40,000) 3 $710 100 $142.1 $7.1 

Subtotal Fire Protection  $3,359  $671.7 $33.6 
Subtotal All Piping 723 $3,829   $830.5 $41.5 

Atmospheric Storage 
Large Atmospheric Storage for Fire Protection 261 $251 75 $67.0 $3.5 

Small Atmospheric Storage for GW Supply 447 systems $42 30 $27.7 $1.4 
Subtotal Atmospheric Storage  $293  $94.7 $4.9 

Pressure Booster Stations 

Pressure Boosting Pump Stations 115 $43 Service Lives for each 
Bldg Asset Class $48 $2.4 

Water Treatment Facilities 

Surface Water Treatment 39 $289 Service Lives for each 
Bldg Asset Class $261 $13.1 

 Ground Water Treatment  506 $477  Service Lives for each 
Bldg Asset Class  $407 $20.3  

Total Water Treatment  $766  $668 $33.4 
Well Sources of Supply 

  Level 1 Permit (<40 gpm), Bed Rock 903 systems $41 40 $32.5 $1.6 
Level 2 Permit (>40 gpm) Bed Rock 68 systems $11 40 $8.7 $0.4 

Level 1 Permit (< 40 gpm) Gravel 134 systems $6 25 $5.9 $0.3 
Level 2 Permit (>40 gpm) Gravel 202 systems $32 25 $24.4 $1.2 

Subtotals Groundwater Replacement 1307 systems $90   $71.5 $3.5 
Total   $5,021 M   $1,713 M $85.7 M 

Estimated 2010 Total Developed Costs broken out by factor for proportionate costs of Building Asset Categories, then adjusted by the 20 years over the service life.  
* 20-Year need period from 2010-2030;    ** in 2010 dollars
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Figure  ES-2,  below,  compares  the  USEPA  DWINSA  estimated  needs  for  New  Hampshire  for  

1995, 1999, 2003, and 2007 with the findings of this 2010 Study.  The DWINSA needs estimates 

were normalized to 2010 costs using the ENR 20-City Construction Cost Index prior to plotting. 

 

Figure ES-2: NH 20-Year Needs: EPA DWINSA Estimated 
Compared with Study Result
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Figure ES-3 shows that infrastructure value in New Hampshire is greater than the historical EPA 

estimates since 1999.   For the $1713 million 20-year funding need, Figure ES-3 shows how it is 

apportioned amongst the various infrastructure asset categories. 
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Figure ES-3:  Apportionment of $1713 M 20-Year 
Funding Need by Infrastructure Type
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The 2007 DWINSA survey identified $850 million as the 20-year funding need for New 

Hampshire.  When adjusted to 2010 dollars, this value was approximately $980 million.  The 

revised 20-year need identified in this report was approximately $1713 million dollars. 

 

Figure ES-3 shows that it is the water distribution and transmission infrastructure that comprise 

the largest share of funding need (48%), followed by treatment (39%) (groundwater treatment 

constitutes the greater share at $407M compared to surface water treatment at $261M).  The 

order of these two largest asset categories is consistent with the order seen for DWINSA results 

in Figure ES-1.   The wide disparity in cost percentage determined for these two categories in the 

two studies highlights the significant difference in methodology.    


