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City of Huntington
Long-Term Control Plan

CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION

The City of Huntington is one of more than 100 Indiana communities identified as
containing combined sewers: sewers that accept both wastewater and
stormwater to be treated by the wastewater treatment plant. During substantial
rainfall events, the combined sewers are not able to handle the additional flow
causing the excessive untreated flow to be released from the system at the
combined sewer overflows (CSOs). The City's wastewater collection system
serves an area of approximately 5,600 acres and includes 15 CSOs, which
overflow into the Little River and Flint Creek during times of high wet weather
flow. Of the 5,600 acres that compose the wastewater collection system
approximately 4,400 are separated sewers (Figure 1-1). As required by the
State Judicial Agreement, a long-term control plan (LTCP) is to be developed
and implemented to address the combined sewer overflows. A copy of the State
Judicial Agreement is in Appendix 1.

The long term control plan focuses on the effect of the CSOs on water quality,
and the evaluation of potential CSO abatement efforts.

This LTCP addresses the following items:

System Characteristics and Sensitive Areas (Chapter 2)
Previous CSO Abatement Efforts and projects(Chapter 3)
Model Development and Calibration (Chapter 4)

CSO Control Alternatives (Chapter 5)

Public Participation (Chapter 6)

Financial Capability and Implementation Schedule (Chapter 7)
Cost Analysis vs. Performance (Chapter 8)

Post-Construction Compliance (Chapter 9)

A. CSO Operational Plan

Huntington received approval of their CSO Operational Plan in an IDEM letter
dated May 14, 1998. The City is committed to completing revisions to the CSO
Operational Plan throughout the implementation of the LTCP. This will include
construction projects and O&M practices that may change.
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B. Nine Minimum Controls

As part of the LTCP, Huntington is implementing and documenting the Nine
Minimum Controls as required under U.S. EPA's 1989 CSO strategy and 1994
National CSO Control Policy.

The listing of the current implementation of the Nine Minimum Controls is below:

Proper Operation and regular Maintenance of the collection system.

Maximum use of the collection system for storage of excess flows.

Review and modification of Industrial Wastewater Pretreatment
Program.

Maximization of flow to the POTW for treatment.

Prohibition of CSO discharges during dry weather.

Control of solids and floatable materials in CSO discharges.

Pollution prevention programs (source control or source reduction)

Public notification to ensure that the public receives adequate

notification of CSO occurrences and CSO impacts.

Monitoring to characterize CSO impacts, identify problem CSO points

and identify the effectiveness of the previous 8 controls.

BRI =
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Items 1-6 are addressed through the City’'s CSO Operational Plan that was
submitted on April 5, 1993 and approved on May 14, 1998. Items 7 and 8 were
addressed in a update to the CSOOP that was submitted to IDEM on April 27,
1998 and approved on May 14, 1998. Item 9 was addressed when the City
completed a Stream Reach Characterization and Evaluation Report (SRCER)
dated July 26, 2000.

The City of Huntington originally submitted a Long Term Control Plan in 2003.
IDEM subsequently reviewed the 2003 LTCP and provided a comment letter
dated December 19, 2005 (Appendix 2). The main points discussed in this letter
were that the LTCP should be reevaluated based upon a design storm approach
and that the public should be involved more with the development of the LTCP.

The design storm approach would require the City to provide full treatment for
any flows that resulted from a storm with an intensity less than or equal to a 1-yr,
1-hr storm. Any flows that resulted from a storm greater than a 1-yr, 1-hr storm,
but no smaller than a 10-yr, 1-hr storm would require partial treatment. At a
minimum partial treatment would involve primary clarification and disinfection
prior to discharge. Any flows from a greater than a 10-yr, 1-hr storm will require
whatever treatment is feasible given the capacity of the WWTP and the CSO
abatement projects.

This approach would provide the greatest amount of CSO control because
overflows would only occur if a storm’s intensity is greater than a 10-yr, 1-hr

X:AFort Wayne Projects\10100\10151.00\Bonar Group LTCP\New Format\LTCP Report Chapter 1 Introduction.doc
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storm. IDEM also prefers this approach because it is the simplest to implement
and permit.

The design approach for a reduction in the number of CSO events per year and
the total CSO volume is still available. This approach can only be considered
once it has been determined that the design storm approach will be too costly to
implement.

X:\Fort Wayne Projects\10100\10151.00\Bonar Group LTCP\New Format\LTCP Report Chapter 1 Introduction.doc
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CHAPTER 2 SYSTEM CHARACTERISTICS AND SENSITIVE AREAS
This chapter explains the characteristics of Huntington’s Combined Sewer
system, including water quality of the streams (Little River and Flint Creek) and
the CSOs as presented by the following sources.

2000 CSO Water Quality Study
2000 Stream Reach Characterization and Evaluation Report
CSO Discharge Monitoring Reports
WWTP MRO Data

A. Combined Sewer Overflows (CSOs)

The CSOs are identified on Figure 2-1 and Figure 2-2 identifies the tributary
area for each CSO. Flint Creek is a water body that has been enclosed and runs

underneath the City.

NPDES No. Coordinates Water Body
002 Lat. 40° 52’ 22", Long. 85° 30’ 54” Little River
003 Lat. 40° 52’ 44", Long. 85° 30’ 54” Little River
004 Lat. 40° 52’ 20", Long. 85° 29’ 56” Little River
005 Lat. 40° 52’ 34", Long. 85° 30" 12" Little River
006 Lat. 40° 52’ 41", Long. 85° 29’ 55” Little River
007 Lat. 40° 52’ 44", Long. 85° 29’ 34" Little River
008 Lat. 40° 52' 49", Long. 85° 29" 33” Little River
009 Lat. 40° 52’ 50", Long. 85° 29’ 46” Little River
010 Lat. 40° 52' 54", Long. 85° 29’ 41” Little River
011 Lat. 40° 52’ 55", Long. 85° 29’ 36” Little River
012 Lat. 40° 52’ 56”, Long. 85° 29’ 37" Little River
013 Lat. 40° 52' 59”, Long. 85° 29’ 34" Little River
014 Lat. 40° 53’ 01", Long. 85° 29’ 31" Little River
015 Lat. 40° 53’ 04", Long. 85° 29’ 24" Little River
016 Lat. 40° 63’ 23", Long. 85° 29’ 25" Little River
B. Stream Reach Characterization and Evaluation Report

Stream Reach Characterization and Evaluation Report (SRCER) was prepared in
2000 and featured a monitoring period from January 1999, through June 2000.
Daily rainfall data was recorded for the duration of the monitoring period.

X:\Fort Wayne Projects\10100110151.00\Bonar Group LTCP\New Format\LTCP Report Chapter 2 System
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The SRCER is included in Appendix 3. Water quality data collected include:

Dissolved Oxygen

Total Suspended Solids (TSS)

5-Day Carbonaceous Biochemical Oxygen Demand (CBODs)
NH3z— N

Escherichia coli

Five monitoring points were selected along the Wabash River, Little River, and
Flint Creek for collection of stream quality data.

A comparison of the monitoring points upstream and downstream of the CSO
outfalls show the impact that CSO discharges have on the water quality of these
water bodies. This study shows that the CSO discharges have a minimal impact
for the parameters tested, except for e. coli. The results show that the water
bodies during dry weather are in violation of Water Quality Standards at the
monitoring points upstream of the City. This shows that during wet weather
Water Quality Standards for e. coli cannot be met even if all CSOs were
removed.

C. Inflow/Infiltration in the Collection System

Although the following studies were completed more than 20 years ago they
were reviewed and used as references: Infiltration/Inflow Study (1975), Facility
Plan for Wastewater Collection and Treatment (1976), and Sewer System
Evaluation Survey (1981). Huntington uses televising equipment to identify /I
sources within combined sewers.

E. Maximization of Flow Through the POTW

According to U.S. Census Bureau and Stats Indiana, the 2000 and 2008
populations for Huntington was 17,422 and 16,521, respectively. The population
has been decreasing in Huntington for the past few years. This was verified by
vacant houses, the decrease in employment opportunities, and decrease in
revenue collected by the City Utilities. This trend is not anticipated to reverse in
the near future.

The City's wastewater collection system consists of a 21 percent combined
sewer collection system and a conventional activated sludge treatment plant.
Historically, the City of Huntington has been prone to flooding. Therefore,
emphasis is placed on the collection system design being able to handle storm
water flow. The POTW is designed for a 7.5 mgd average daily flow and will
accommodate a short-term peak flow of 15.0 mgd.

X:\Fort Wayne Projects\10100\10151.00\Bonar Group LTCP\New Format\LTCP Report Chapter 2 System
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The plant currently receives an average daily flow of approximately 4.0 mgd. Any
significant rain event can quickly raise the incoming flow to peak levels. To
accommodate this rapid change, plant operators are instructed to follow wet-
weather operational guidelines. A major part of this protocol involves maximizing
flow through the treatment plant. This reduces the chances of flooding in
Huntington, and it also reduces the volume of any CSO event that may be
occurring.

The plant has had some operational problems and is not able to treat the flow
rates for which it was originally designed. Recently, the WWTP can only treat
flow at a maximum average daily flow rate of approximately 6.0 mgd. Once this
flowrate is exceeded overflows begin at CSO 002. The WWTP has attempted to
accept flows greater than 6.0 mgd, but in the past this resulted in violation of the
NPDES effluent limits.

F. Sensitive Areas

The USEPA in accordance with its CSO Control Policy has indicated that
municipalities should give highest priority to “sensitive” areas in assessing
strategies for relocating or eliminating CSOs. The USEPA considers the
following areas to be “sensitive” areas as stated in the CSO Control Policy.
CSOs to these areas should be eliminated or relocated unless it is more
environmentally detrimental to do so.

¢ Qutstanding National Resource Waters

e National Marine Sanctuaries

o Waters with threatened or endangered species or their designated critical
habitat

e Primary contact recreation waters, such as bathing beaches

e Public drinking water intakes or their designated protection areas

¢ Shellfish beds

The following is a detailed description of the parameters examined when
determining the existence of sensitive areas. Potentially relevant sensitive areas
in Huntington County downstream from Huntington were evaluated for possible
impact from CSO effluent.

T Outstanding National Resource Waters

The Little River and Flint Creek were not in the Outstanding National
Resource Waters listings. Appendix 4 contains a copy of the Outstanding
National River List for Indiana.

The Little River and Flint Creek are designated as being in State
Legislated Wabash River Heritage Corridor. This means that these rivers
have a particular environmental or aesthetic characteristic. Any CSO
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reduction projects would be beneficial to maintaining and improving these
characteristics.

2. National Marine Sanctuaries

The National Marine Sanctuaries and marine shellfish beds pertain to
coastal waterways and therefore need no further investigation.

3. Waters with Endangered, Threatened, or Rare (ETR) Species

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service was contacted about the presence of
endangered and threatened species in the Little River and Flint Creek
from the most upstream CSO to a point approximately one mile
downstream of the confluence of the Little River and the Wabash River. A
letter was received from Mr. Scott Pruitt on August 3, 2009 (Appendix 4).
This letter states that the only endangered species present are the Indiana
Bat and the Bald Eagle. The letter also states that any project will not
have an adverse affect on either species.

4. Primary Contact Recreation Waters

There are no designated swimming beaches or designated fishing areas
along the Little River. Figure 2-3 shows the location of sites that were
identified as potential sensitive areas along the Little River in relation to
the location of CSOs. Flint Creek is completely enclosed from a point
upstream of all CSOs to the point where it meets the Little River. Contact
is not possible with this water body. The following sites were identified
during a field investigation as potential sensitive areas and were
discussed during the July 21, 2008 CAC meeting.

Forks of the Wabash Historic Park

The Forks of the Wabash Historic Park is located near the confluence of
the Little River and the Wabash River. The site contains a greenway path
that runs along the north side of the Little River towards the City. Along,
this path it was noted that fishing could occur, but was unlikely due to the
distance from the nearest location to park a car. An undeveloped boat
launch was also ohserved on the south bank of the Little River. In order to
launch a boat from this location it would require individuals to carry their
boat to the water due to an overgrown path and rough terrain.

The CAC members indicated that people fish at this location and
occasionally launch a boat/canoe from this location. However, no one has
been observed in this location during wet weather.
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Elmwood Park

Elmwood Park is located along the south side of the Little River about
1,500 feet downstream of CSO 005. Elmwood Park contains no boat
launches and an overgrown tree line prevents easy access to the River.
Even though access is not easy several paths were observed through the
tree line. These paths led to the river bank and trash debris from fishing
activities was observed.

The CAC members indicated that people fish at this location However, no
one has been observed in this location during wet weather.

Riverview Terrace Apartments

Riverview Terrace Apartments provide housing for the elderly and other
people on a fixed income. Near the apartments a path was observed that
ran along the south bank of the Little River. From the path it would be
possible for a person to either swim of fish in the river. Fishing debris was
observed at several points along the path.

The CAC members indicated that it was unlikely that swimming occurred
at this location, but fishing did occur. However, no one has been
observed in this location during wet weather.

Island by Marsh

The island in the Little River by Marsh was identified as a location where
individuals might swim or fish because of the ease of access to the water's
edge.

The CAC members indicated that they have observed people fishing at
this location, but swimming has not been observed. No one has been
observed fishing in this location during wet weather.

Existing Uses
Huntington recognizes that primary contact recreational activities may be

occurring downstream of the CSO outfall locations whether accessible or
not. However, it is not likely that these activities are occurring during or
immediately following significant rainfall events and in the colder months
when snow melt may be causing CSOs, these primary contact
recreational activities are remote. The sensitive areas should also be
classified as limited access because access to most of these areas is only
possible by walking through tall weeds and trees.

5. Public Drinking Water Intakes

Andrews and Largo are located about 4 miles and 12 miles, respectively,
downstream of Huntington on the Wabash River and do not use surface
water for their public water supply.
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6. Shellfish Beds

The letter received from the US Fish and Wildlife Service (Appendix 4)
did not indicate that there are any federally protected shellfish beds in the
Flint Creek, the Little River, or the Wabash River.

Based upon the information above there are not any sensitive areas that require
prioritization in Huntington because there are not any formal primary contact
recreation areas. A few areas exist where individuals fish and one area where
boats and canoes are launched, but these activities have not been observed
during wet weather. Any improvement in the water quality of the Little River
would a benefit to these sites.
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CHAPTER 3 PREVIOUS CSO ABATEMENT EFFORTS / PROJECTS
A. Sewer Separation Projects

The following sewer separation projects in Table 3-1 have recently been
completed and have affected several different CSOs.

Table 3-1
Previous CSO Abatement Projects
Completion CSO Project
Project Date Impacted Cost

Rabhit Run Sawer 1981 004 $5,500,000
Project
Condit Street Sewer 1989 015 $1.755,000
Separation
Northwest Sewer
Separation Project 1290 009 $1,550,000
Hier's Park Storm
Drainage 1991 007 $322,000
Joe Street
Phase | and I 1999 004 $10,000,000
MerERIETY: et 2000 018 $385,000
Phase | '
ére:a 1 Sewer Separation 2009 009

roject
gr 8d 2 Semersepaaiion 2009 012,013 | $2,800,000

roject
l;re'a 3 Sewer Separation 2009 016

roject

The City is also anticipating a sewer separation project along Salamonie Avenue
between Jefferson Street and Columbia Street in the next few years. This project
would tie into the previously completed Joe Street Project. Additionally, a road
project is currently being designed along Etna Avenue. As part of this project
new storm sewers will be installed, which will allow the existing combined sewers
to become sanitary sewers.

The City’s proactive efforts have helped to reduce the number and volume of
CSO events.

X:\Fort Wayne Projects\10100110151.00\Bonar Group LTCP\New Format\LTCP Report Chapter 3 Previous CSO
Abatement Efforts.doc

3-1






CHAPTER 4 SEWER SYSTEM MODELING AND CALIBRATION
A. Installation of Rain Gauges and Flow Monitors

To accurately create a model of the sewer system, it is necessary to have
accurate rainfall and flow monitoring information. In July 2008, the City installed
four rain gages at the WWTP, Broadway Lift station, Carlisle Lift station, and the
River Fork Lift station. Flow monitors were also installed at that time, but the
there were complications with the monitoring company. Due to this, flow
monitors were not installed and properly calibrated until July 2009. Flow
monitors were installed at CSOs 003, 004, 005, 008, 013, 014, 015, and 016.
There was already an existing flow meter at CSO 002, which is located at the
WWTP. The City has flow monitors installed on 9 of 15 CSOs.

B. Model Development — Presumptive / Design Storm Approach

A model of the combined sewer system was completed using the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency’'s (EPA) SWMM software version 5.0. This
program was obtained from the EPA website.

Watershed areas were delineated based on City sewer maps. The NRCS Soil
Survey for Huntington County was used to estimate the predominant soil type for
each watershed. In areas where there was a significant portion of the watershed
with difference characteristics, the Green and Ampt infiltration coefficients were
calculated using a weighted average of the soil types.

The dynamic wave routing method was used because this method allows for the
greatest amount of complexity and, therefore, produces the most theoretically
accurate results. The equations solved using this method account for channel
storage, backwater, entrance/exit losses, flow reversal, and pressurized flow.

The model that was developed was of the existing condition as of August 2009.
This is the model that was used for calibration. Figure 4-1 shows the pipes that
were modeled in the SWMM model. Subsequent layouts were created based
upon modifications to this existing conditions model.

Calibration of the existing condition model was completed using flow monitoring
data acquired by Huntington during August 17/18, 2009. This rain event was
selected to calibrate the model because it resulted in total volumes and rainfall
intensities that closely matched the 10-year, 1-hour storm.

Rain for the August storm occurred in two parts. A small amount fell in the
morning of August 17, 2009. The majority of rain fell late on August 17, 2009 and
early on the August 18. During the evening, 1.36 inches fell during a span of 3.5
hours leading to an average intensity of 0.39 inches per hour. Peak intensity
during this storm was 1.12 inches per hour. The total rainfall for the event was
1.6 inches.

4-1
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The calibrated output was achieved by adjusting the watershed values and to a
lesser extent, pipe Manning's n values. The watershed variables that were
changed included the width values, the D-store values, the %Zero-Imperv value,
and the percent routed variable. These variables were adjusted because the
initial values were only approximations instead of physically measured values like
the elevation or pipe size data.

With the model calibrated, it was now possible to estimate the CSO volumes that
would result from the 1-year, 1-hour storm and the 10-year, 1-hour storm. In
accordance with IDEM non-rule policy document Water-0016, rainfall depths for
the theoretical storms were taken from Bulletin 71, Rainfall Frequency Atlas of
the Midwest. Huntington County is part of Climatic Section 3 according to Figure
1of Bulletin 71, Climatic Sections for the Midwest. This yields a 1 year, 1 hour
storm rainfall depth of 1.02 inches and a 10 year, 1 hour rainfall depth of 1.65
inches.

Rainfall was assumed to be of uniform intensity and distribution over the entire
service area for the whole hour. No rainfall was assumed before or after the
design storms.

For the existing condition layout, the 1-year, 1-hour storm resulted in a total CSO
volume of 4.6 MG that would require complete treatment prior to discharge. The
10-year, 1-hour storm resulted in a total CSO volume of 8.9 MG of which only 4.3
MG would require partial treatment prior to discharge. The remaining 4.6 MG
would require complete treatment prior to discharge. A breakdown of volume by
CSO is presented in Table 4-1 for each design storm.

4-2



Table 4-1
Design Storm CSO Volumes

cso 1-Year, 1-Hour | 10-Year, 1-Hour
Volume (MG) Volume (MG)
002 1.446 1.642
003 1116 1.843
004 0.185 0.349
005 0.043 0.220
006 0.000 0.000
007 0.205 0.679
008 0.697 1.218
009 0.000 0.000
010 0.147 0.769
011 0.115 0.366
012 0.000 0.000
013 0.070 0.163
014 0.293 0.796
015 0.112 0.469
016 0.124 0.387
Total 4.553 8.902

Options were developed to provide the level of treatment required for these
design flows.

The options developed to reduce the overflows that result on a yearly basis are
presented in Chapter 5.
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CHAPTER 6 CSO CONTROL ALTERNATIVES

In accordance with IDEM, the City of Huntington must produce a plan aimed at eliminating
untreated CSOs. This chapter introduces CSO control alternatives ranging from no action to
partial elimination of CSOs as measured by percent reduction of yearly CSO volume to
virtually complete elimination of CSOs based upon the design storm approach. Included for
each alternative is a cost estimate and a figure that shows the location of each alternative.

The cost estimates were developed using procedures outlined in U.S. EPA’s document titled
Costs for Select CSO Control Technologies, October 1992. These costs were verified utilizing
sources that include price quotes from equipment manufacturers, recently bid projects, and
Means Construction Cost Estimating Guide. The contingency of 15% is based on actual bid
projects to cover unforeseen construction changes after the bid. The non-construction costs
include land acquisition, engineering design, grant administration, easement acquisition, and
construction administration and inspection.

Yearly operation and maintenance costs were calculated by using equipment runtimes,
power requirements, and life spans. Daily labor was also estimated. Detailed estimated of
project capital cost and operation and maintenance can be found in Appendix 5.

A. Design Storm Approach Alternatives

The following alternatives were designed to provide full treatment for the 1-yr, 1-hr storm
and partial treatment for the 10-yr, 1-hr storm.

1. Alternative 1A —North and South Side Interceptors
This alternative involves the installation of the following five interceptors:

Segment #1 runs from the CSO 008 to CSO 003 along the south side of the
railroad tracks.

Segment #2 runs from CSO 007 along Herman Street and Fredrick Street to
Lafontaine Street.

Segment #3 runs from CSO 005 along Fredrick Street to Lafontaine Street, then
north on Lafontaine Street to the Lafontaine Street lift station.

Segment #4 runs from the CSO 003 to the WWTP along the south side of the
railroad tracks.

Segment #5 runs along Market Street from CSO 015 to Water Street, south on
Water Street CSO 003.

Since this alternative would not retain any of the captured volume in the system, all
overflows would need to be transported to the WWTP. This would require upgrades to
the pumping capacities of the Lafontaine Street lift station. It would also require
upgrades to the Rabbit Run lift station at the WWTP to transport the flow to the
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proposed 10 MG equalization basin and wet weather treatment process. Both of the
equalization basin and the wet weather treatment process would be located on the
south side of the Little River directly across from the WWTP. The required capacity of
the Lafontaine Street lift station would be 23 MGD and the required capacity of the
Rabbit Run Lift Station lift station would be 90 MGD.

The current capacity of the WWTP is not sufficient to treat the 1-yr, 1-hr flow. The
additional treatment capacity of the WWTP would be achieved by storing and excess
flow in an equalization basin. The proposed equalization basin is 10 MG and would be
located on the south side of the Little River across from the WWTP. All flow generated
by a 1-yr, 1-hr storm must receive full treatment, so once the WWTP reaches capacity
flow would be routed to the equalization basin. The Rabbit Run liftstation would be
send excess flow to the equalization basin. The volume up to the 1-yr, 1-hr storm
would be stored in a separate EQ basin so that it can be taken offline and sent back to
the WWTP for full treatment as capacity becomes available.

The volume between the 1-yr, 1-hr storm and the 10-yr, 1-hr storm would be stored in
a separate EQ basin. Each basin would be fed independently. The splitting of flow
between these two EQ basins would be accomplished by a series of valves at the
influent structures. Treatment of this volume would be accomplished by a wet weather
treatment process, but it would also be able to send flow back to the WWTP if capacity
is available. This wet weather treatment process would consist of a 10 MGD high rate
clarification system for primary treatment and a subsurface flow constructed wetland
for secondary treatment. Prior to discharge the flow would be disinfected with a 10
MGD UV disinfection system. This flow would then be discharged through a second
outfall to the Little River. The wet weather treatment process proposed would have
the capability of providing full treatment by utilizing the constructed wetland. The
wetland would be designed to meet the final effluent limits of the WWTP. This is
proposed in the event the WWTP is not able to treat the volume generated by the 1-yr,
1-hr storm within 48 hours. It may be possible to eliminate the constructed wetland if
the WWTP is able to treat the 1-yr, 1-hr volume within 48 hours. For all flows above
the 10-yr, 1-hr storm, the WWTP and wet weather treatment process would treat as
much volume as possible, but any volume above the 10-yr, 1-hr storm would overflow
to the Wabash River.

Since the WWTP is not able to operate at its design capacity, several upgrades are
proposed to restore it to its original design capacity. These upgrades include:

modifying the existing aeration basins to a fixed film bioreactor,
installation of a septage receiving facility,

replacement of both anaerobic digester covers,

construction of a biosolids storage building, and

installation of effluent pumps for discharging during flood conditions.

The fixed film bioreactor is intended to help treat the WWTP high concentration of
soluble BOD.
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The septage receiving facility will monitor the composition of discharges that septage
haulers discharge to the plant. This system would not allow discharge of wastes that
could cause an upset to the biological process of the WWTP.

The anaerobic digester covers are proposed to be replaced because they are over 50
years old and are becoming inefficient at trapping gases.

A biosolids storage building would greatly benefit the WWTP because it would allow
for the storage of solids until it can be hauled away. Currently, the WWTP has to
maintain a high amount of solids in the clarifiers when hauling is not possible.

The last upgrade is to install effluent pumps at the WWTP. This is proposed because
frequently the outfall of the WWTP becomes submerged as the river level rises. This
results in the WWTP not being able to discharge. These upgrades are estimated to
cost $13,500,000.

Also proposed with this alternative is the rehabilitation of the existing gravity line
between CSO 003 and the WWTP. Due to its proximity to the Little River, it is
believed that a significant amount of water infiltrates into this pipe from the river.
Rehabilitation of this line would eliminate a significant amount of this infiltration and
free up capacity at the WWTP for treatment of wet weather flow.

It is believed that the existing CSO flap gates are no longer water tight. This would
allow water to flow into the sewer system from the river and reduce the wet weather
capacity of the WWTP. Replacement of all seven flap gates located on the Little River
is proposed. This is estimated to cost $500,000.

Additional monitoring and modeling would be necessary once each phase of the
project is completed. This would be used to document the level of control achieved by
the project and aid in the design of subsequent projects. Monitoring and modeling is
estimated to cost $500,000 for all projects.

This alternative also budgets $2,000,000 for green infrastructure projects over the next
twenty years. Specific projects have not been identified because these projects
require a site specific approach. The types of projects that may be implemented
include pervious pavement, rain gardens, and residential runoff prevention programs.

The total capital cost for this alternative is estimated to be $64,000,000. The total
annual operation and maintenance cost for this alternative is estimated to be
$510,000. The costs are summarized in Table 5-1. Figure 5-1 shows the location of
the proposed projects for Alternative 1A. Figure 5-2 shows how influent flow at the
WWTP would be routed during wet weather.
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Table 5-1
Cost Estimate for Alternative 1A: North and Southside Interceptors
2009 Capital
Cost of Each
Project Description Project

Segment #1 - CSO 008 to CSO 003 $900,000
Segment #2 - CSO 007 to Lafontaine St./Fredrick St. $1,100,000
Segment #3 - CSO 005 to Lafontaine St. Lift Station $5,900,000
Segment #4 - CSO 003 to WWTP $11,200,000
Segment #5 - CSO 015 to CSO 003 54,200,000
Rabbit Run LS Improvements and EQ Basin 523,700,000
Green Infrastructure $2,000,000
WWTP Improvements 513,500,000
Replacement of CSO Flap Gates $500,000
Post Construction Monitoring $500,000
Total Construction Cost* (rounded to nearest $1,000,000) $64,000,000

*Included estimates for contingency (15%) and non-construction costs (15%). See Appendix 5 for

individual project costs.

5-4
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2. Alternative 1B — North and South Side Interceptors with a Forcemain
This alternative involves the installation of the following four interceptors:

Segment #1 runs from the CSO 008 to CSO 003 along the south side of the
railroad tracks.

Segment #2 runs from CSO 007 along Herman Street and Fredrick Street to
Lafontaine Street.

Segment #3 runs from CSO 005 along Fredrick Street to Lafontaine Street, then
north on Lafontaine Street to the Lafontaine Street lift station.

Segment #4 runs along Market Street from CSO 015 to Water Street, south on
Water Street CSO 003.

All flow from the four interceptors above would be collected at the Lafontaine Street
Lift Station and transported to the WWTP via a forcemain that runs along the
Southside of the railroad tracks. This would require a significant increase in the
pumping capacity of the Lafontaine Street liftstation. The new required capacity would
be 144 MGD.

The current capacity of the WWTP is not sufficient to treat the 1-yr, 1-hr flow. The
additional treatment capacity of the WWTP would be achieved by storing and excess
flow in an equalization basin. The proposed equalization basin is 10 MG and would be
located on the south side of the Little River across from the WWTP. All flow generated
by a 1-yr, 1-hr storm must receive full treatment, so once the WWTP reaches capacity
flow would be routed to the equalization basin. The Rabbit Run liftstation would be
upgraded to a new capacity of 90 MGD to transport excess flow to the equalization
basin. The volume up to the 1-yr, 1-hr storm would be stored in a separate EQ basin
so that it can be taken offline and sent back to the WWTP for full treatment as capacity
becomes available.

The volume between the 1-yr, 1-hr storm and the 10-yr, 1-hr storm would be stored in
a separate EQ basin. Each basin would be fed independently. The splitting of flow
between these two EQ basins would be accomplished by a series of valves at the
influent structures. Treatment of this volume would be accomplished by a wet weather
treatment process, but it would also be able to send flow back to the WWTP if capacity
is available. This wet weather treatment process would consist of a 10 MGD high rate
clarification system for primary treatment and a subsurface flow constructed wetland
for secondary treatment. Prior to discharge the flow would be disinfected with a 10
MGD UV disinfection system. This flow would then be discharged through a second
outfall to the Little River. The wet weather treatment process proposed would have
the capability of providing full treatment by utilizing the constructed wetland. The
wetland would be designed to meet the final effluent limits of the WWTP. This is
proposed in the event the WWTP is not able to treat the volume generated by the 1-yr,
1-hr storm within 48 hours. It may be possible to eliminate the constructed wetland if
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1-hr volume within 48 hours. For all flows above the 10-yr, 1-hr storm, the WWTP and
wet weather treatment process would treat as much volume as possible, but any
volume above the 10-yr, 1-hr storm would overflow to the Wabash River.

Since the WWTP is not able to operate at its design capacity, several upgrades are
proposed to restore it to its original design capacity. These upgrades include :

modifying the existing aeration basins to a fixed film bioreactor,
installation of a septage receiving facility,

replacement of the anaerobic digester covers,

construction of a biosolids storage building, and

installation of pumps on the effluent line of the WWTP.

The fixed film bioreactor is intended to help treat the WWTP high concentration of
soluable BOD.

The septage receiving facility will monitor the composition of discharges that septage
haulers discharge to the plant. This system would not allow discharge of wastes that
could cause an upset to the biological process of the WWTP.

The anaerobic digester covers are proposed to be replaced because they are over 50
years old and are becoming inefficient at trapping gases.

A biosolids storage building would greatly benefit the WWTP because it would allow
for the storage of solids until it can be hauled away. Currently, the WWTP has to
maintain a high amount of solids in the clarifiers when hauling is not possible.

The last upgrade is to install effluent pumps at the WWTP. This is proposed because
frequently the outfall of the WWTP becomes submerged as the river level rises. This
results in the WWTP not being able to discharge. These upgrades are estimated to
cost $13,500,000.

Also proposed with this alternative is the rehabilitation of the existing gravity line
between CSO 003 and the WWTP. Due to its proximity to the Little River it is believed
that a significant amount of water infiltrate into this pipe from the river. Rehabilitation of
this line would eliminate a significant amount of this infiltration and free up capacity at
the WWTP for treatment of wet weather flow.

It is believed that the existing CSO flap gates are no longer water tight. This would
allow water to flow into the sewer system from the river and reduce the wet weather
capacity of the WWTP. Replacement of all seven flap gates located on the Little River
is proposed. This is estimated to cost $500,000.

Additional monitoring and modeling would be necessary once each phase of the
project is completed. This would be used to document the level of control achieved by
the project and aid in the design of subsequent projects. Monitoring and modeling is
estimated to cost $500,000 for all projects.

X:\Fort Wayne Projects\10100110151.00\Bonar Group LTCP\New Format\LTCP Report Chapter 5 CSO Control Alternatives - Revised 4-5-
10.doc

5-6



Revised 4-5-2010

This alternative also budgets $2,000,000 for green infrastructure projects over the next
twenty years. Specific projects have not been identified because these projects
require a site specific approach. The types of projects that may be implemented
include pervious pavement, rain gardens, and a residential runoff prevention
programs.

The total capital cost for this alternative is estimated to be $77,000,000. The total
annual operation and maintenance cost for this alternative is estimated to be
$610,000. The costs are summarized in Table 5-2. Figure 5-3 shows the location of
the proposed projects for Alternative 1B. Wet weather flow at the WWTP would be
routed as shown in Figure 5-2.

Table 5-2
Cost Estimate for Alternative 1B: North and Southside Interceptors with a
Forcemain
2009 Capital
Cost of Each
Project Description Project

Segment #1 - CSO 008 to CSO 003 $900,000
Segment #2 - CSO 007 to Lafontaine St./Fredrick St. $1,100,000
Segment #3 - CSO 005 to Lafontaine St. Lift Station 518,100,000
Segment #4 - CSO 015 to CSO 003 $4,200,000
Forcemain to WWTP 512,300,000
Rabbit Run LS Improvements and EQ Basin $23,700,000
Green Infrastructure $2,000,000
WWTP Improvements $13,500,000
Replacement of CSO Flap Gates $500,000
Post Construction Monitoring $500,000
Total Construction Cost* (rounded up to nearest $1,000,000) $77,000,000

*Included estimates for contingency (15%) and non-construction costs (15%). See Appendix 5 for
individual project costs.
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B. CSO Reduction Approach Alternatives

In an effort to provide the most cost effective alternative for the City, several alternatives
were developed that complied with the Presumptive Approach. The Presumptive
Approach is a design methodology that allows overflows to occur if certain criteria are
fulfilled. The controls developed must meet one of three criteria regarding the reduction of
overflows. For the following alternatives, the following criterion from the “Combined
Sewer Overflow Long Term Control Plan Use Attainability Analysis Guidance” was used:

3.

The elimination or capture for the treatment of no less than 85% by volume of the
combined sewage collected in the combined sewer system during precipitation events
on a system wide annual average basis. Under Criterion 2, the “85% by volume of the
combined sewage” refers to 85% of the total volume of flow collected in the CSS during
precipitation events on a system-wide, annual average basis (not 85 % of the volume
being discharged).

Alternative 2 —North Side Interceptors
This alternative involves the installation of the following three interceptors:

Segment #1 runs from the CSO 008 to CSO 003 along the south side of the
railroad tracks.

Segment #2 runs from CSO 003 to the WWTP along the south side of the
railroad tracks.

Segment #3 runs along Market Street from CSO 015 to Water Street, south on
Water Street CSO 003.

Since this alternative will not retain any of the captured volume in the system, it will all
need to be transported to the WWTP. This will require upgrades to the pumping
capacities of the Lafontaine Street lift station. The required capacity of the Lafontaine
Street lift station will be 23 MGD

The current capacity of the WWTP is not sufficient to treat all wet weather flow. The
additional treatment capacity of the WWTP would be achieved by storing excess flow
in an equalization basin. The proposed equalization basin is 10 MG and would be
located on the south side of the Little River across from the WWTP.

As much flow as possible must receive full treatment, so once the WWTP reaches
capacity, flow will be routed to the equalization basin. The Rabbit Run liftstation would
be upgraded to a new capacity of 90 MGD to transport excess flow to the equalization
basin. The volume up to the 1-yr, 1-hr storm would be stored in a separate EQ basin
so that it can be taken offline and sent back to the WWTP for full treatment as capacity
becomes available.

The volume between the 1-yr, 1-hr storm and the 10-yr, 1-hr storm would be stored in
a separate EQ basin. The splitting of flow between these two EQ basins would be
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accomplished by a series of valves at the influent structures. Treatment of this volume
would be accomplished by a wet weather treatment process, but it would also be able
to send flow back to the WWTP. This wet weather treatment process would consist of
a 10 MGD high rate clarification system for primary treatment and a subsurface flow
constructed wetland for secondary treatment. Prior to discharge the flow would be
disinfected with a 10 MGD UV disinfection system. This flow would then be
discharged through a second outfall to the Little River. The wet weather treatment
process proposed would have the capability of providing full treatment by utilizing the
constructed wetland. The wetland would be designed to meet the final effluent limits
of the WWTP. This is proposed in the event the WWTP is not able to treat the volume
generated by the 1-yr, 1-hr storm within 48 hours. It may be possible to eliminate the
constructed wetland if the WWTP is able to treat the 1-yr, 1-hr volume within 48 hours.
For all flows above the 10-yr, 1-hr storm, the WWTP and wet weather treatment
process would treat as much volume as possible, but any volume above the 10-yr, 1-
hr storm would overflow to the Wabash River. The wet weather treatment process is
sized to accommodate the design storm approach. It was sized this way to allow for
future expansion if treatment guidelines change.

Since the WWTP is not able to operate at its design capacity, several upgrades are
proposed to restore it to its original design capacity. These upgrades include:

modifying the existing aeration basins to a fixed film bioreactor,
installation of a septage receiving facility,

replacement of the anaerobic digester covers,

construction of a biosolids storage building, and

installation of pumps on the effluent line of the WWTP.

The fixed film bioreactor is intended to help treat the WWTP high concentration of
soluable BOD.

The septage receiving facility will monitor the composition of discharges that septage
haulers discharge to the plant. This system would not allow discharge of wastes that
could cause an upset to the biological process of the WWTP.

The anaerobic digester covers are proposed to be replaced because they are over 50
years old and are becoming inefficient at trapping gases.

A biosolids storage building would greatly benefit the WWTP because it would allow
for the storage of solids until it can be hauled away. Currently, the WWTP has to
maintain a high amount of solids in the clarifiers when hauling is not possible.

The last upgrade is to install effluent pumps at the WWTP. This is proposed because
frequently the outfall of the WWTP becomes submerged as the river level rises. This
results in the WWTP not being able to discharge. These upgrades are estimated to
cost $13,500,000.

Also proposed with this alternative is the rehabilitation of the existing gravity line
between CSO 003 and the WWTP. Due to its proximity to the Little River it is believed

X:\Fort Wayne Projects\10100\10151.00\Bonar Group LTCP\New Format\LTCP Report Chapter 5§ CSO Control Alternatives - Revised 4-5-

10.doc

5-9



Revised 4-5-2010

that a significant amount of infiltration occurs from the river. Rehabilitation of this line
would eliminate a significant amount of this infiltration and free up capacity at the
WWTP for treatment of wet weather flow.

It is believed that the existing CSO flap gates are no longer water tight. This would
allow water to flow into the sewer system from the river and reduce the wet weather
capacity of the WWTP. Replacement of all seven flap gates located on the Little River
is proposed. This is estimated to cost $500,000.

The model estimates that this alternative will reduce the number of CSO events per
year to 37 and the total CSO volume to 6.4 MG. This results in a total capture of
96.3% of wet weather flow and a 56% reduction in the number of CSO events.

Additional monitoring and modeling would be necessary once each phase of the
project is completed. This would be used to document the level of control achieved by
the project and aid in the design of subsequent projects. Monitoring and modeling is
estimated to cost $500,000 for all projects.

This alternative also budgets $2,000,000 for green infrastructure projects over the next
twenty years. Specific projects have not been identified because these projects
require a site specific approach. The types of projects that may be implemented
include pervious pavement, rain gardens, and a residential runoff prevention
programs.

The total capital cost for this alternative is estimated to be $57,000,000. The total
annual operation and maintenance cost for this alternative is estimated to be
$470,000. The costs are summarized in Table 5-3. Figure 5-4 shows the location of
the proposed projects for Alternative 2. Wet weather flow at the WWTP would be
routed as shown in Figure 5-2.
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Table 5-3
Cost Estimate for Alternative 2: North side Interceptors
2009 Capital
Cost of Each
Project Description Project

Segment #1 - CSO 008 to CSO 003 $900,000
Segment #2 - CSO 003 to WWTP $11,200,000
Segment #3 - CSO 015 to CSO 003 $4,200,000
Rabbit Run LS Improvements and EQ Basin $23,700,000
Green Infrastructure $2,000,000
WWTP Improvements $13,500,000
Replacement of CSO Flap Gates $500,000
Post Construction Monitoring $500,000
Total Construction Cost* (rounded to nearest $1,000,000) $57,000,000

*Included estimates for contingency (15%) and non-construction costs (15%). See Appendix 5 for

individual project costs.
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4. Alternative 3 —South Side Interceptors
This alternative involves the installation of the following four interceptors:

Segment #1 runs from the CSO 008 to CSO 003 along the south side of the
railroad tracks.

Segment #2 runs from CSO 007 along Herman Street and Fredrick Street to
Lafontaine Street.

Segment #3 runs from CSO 005 along Fredrick Street to Lafontaine Street, then
north on Lafontaine Street to the Lafontaine Street lift station.

Segment #4 runs from the CSO 003 to the WWTP along the south side of the
railroad tracks.

Since this alternative will not retain any of the captured volume in the system, it will all
need to be transported to the WWTP. This will require upgrades to the pumping
capacities of the Lafontaine Street lift station. The required capacity of the Lafontaine
Street lift station will be 23 MGD

The current capacity of the WWTP is not sufficient to treat all wet weather flow. The
additional treatment capacity of the WWTP would be achieved by storing excess flow
in an equalization basin. The proposed equalization basin is 10 MG and would be
located on the south side of the Little River across from the WWTP.

As much flow as possible must receive full treatment, so once the WWTP reaches
capacity, flow will be routed to the equalization basin. The Rabbit Run liftstation would
be upgraded to a new capacity of 90 MGD to transport excess flow to the equalization
basin. The volume up to the 1-yr, 1-hr storm would be stored in a separate EQ basin
so that it can be taken offline and sent back to the WWTP for full treatment as capacity
becomes available.

The volume between the 1-yr, 1-hr storm and the 10-yr, 1-hr storm would be stored in
a separate EQ basin. The splitting of flow between these two EQ basins would be
accomplished by a series of valves at the influent structures. Treatment of this volume
would be accomplished by a wet weather treatment process, but it would also be able
to send flow back to the WWTP if capacity is available. This wet weather treatment
process would consist of a 10 MGD high rate clarification system for primary treatment
and a subsurface flow constructed wetland for secondary treatment. Prior to
discharge the flow would be disinfected with a 10 MGD UV disinfection system. This
flow would then be discharged through a second outfall to the Little River. The wet
weather treatment process proposed would have the capability of providing full
treatment by utilizing the constructed wetland. The wetland would be designed to
meet the final effluent limits of the WWTP. This is proposed in the event the WWTP is
not able to treat the volume generated by the 1-yr, 1-hr storm within 48 hours. It may
be possible to eliminate the constructed wetland if the WWTP is able to treat the 1-yr,
1-hr volume within 48 hours. For all flows above the 10-yr, 1-hr storm, the WWTP and
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wet weather treatment process would treat as much volume as possible, but any
volume above the 10-yr, 1-hr storm would overflow to the Wabash River. The wet
weather treatment process is sized to accommodate the design storm approach. |t
was sized this way to allow for future expansion if treatment guidelines change.

Since the WWTP is not able to operate at its design capacity, several upgrades are
proposed to restore it to its original design capacity. These upgrades include :

modifying the existing aeration basins to a fixed film bioreactor,
installation of a septage receiving facility,

replacement of the anaerobic digester covers,

construction of a biosolids storage building, and

installation of pumps on the effluent line of the WWTP.

The fixed film bioreactor is intended to help treat the WWTP high concentration of
soluable BOD.

The septage receiving facility will monitor the composition of discharges that septage
haulers discharge to the plant. This system would not allow discharge of wastes that
could cause an upset to the biological process of the WWTP.

The anaerobic digester covers are proposed to be replaced because they are over 50
years old and are becoming inefficient at trapping gases.

A biosolids storage building would greatly benefit the WWTP because it would allow
for the storage of solids until it can be hauled away. Currently, the WWTP has to
maintain a high amount of solids in the clarifiers when hauling is not possible.

The last upgrade is to install effluent pumps at the WWTP. This is proposed because
frequently the outfall of the WWTP becomes submerged as the river level rises. This
results in the WWTP not being able to discharge. These upgrades are estimated to
cost $13,500,000.

Also proposed with this alternative is the rehabilitation of the existing gravity line
between CSO 003 and the WWTP. Due to its proximity to the Little River it is believe
that a significant amount of infiltration occurs from the river. Rehabilitation of this line
would eliminate a significant amount of this infiltration and free up capacity at the
WWTP for treatment of wet weather flow.

It is believed that the existing CSO flap gates are no longer water tight. This would
allow water to flow into the sewer system from the river and reduce the wet weather
capacity of the WWTP. Replacement of all seven flap gates located on the Little River
is proposed. This is estimated to cost $500,000.

The model estimates that this alternative will reduce the number of CSO events per
year to 17 and the total CSO volume to 10.3 MG. This results in a total capture of
94.0% of wet weather flow and a 80% reduction in the number of CSO events.
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Additional monitoring and modeling would be necessary once each phase of the
project is completed. This would be used to document the level of control achieved by
the project and aid in the design of subsequent projects. Monitoring and modeling is
estimated to cost $500,000 for all projects.

This alternative also budgets $2,000,000 for green infrastructure projects over the next
twenty years. Specific projects have not been identified because these projects
require a site specific approach. The types of projects that may be implemented
include pervious pavement, rain gardens, and a residential runoff prevention
programs.

The total capital cost for this alternative is estimated to be $60,000,000. The total
annual operation and maintenance cost for this alternative is estimated to be
$510,000. The costs are summarized in Table 5-4. Figure 5-5 shows the location of
the proposed projects for Alternative 3. Wet weather flow at the WWTP would be
routed as shown in Figure 5-2.

Table 5-4
Cost Estimate for Alternative 3: Southside Interceptors
2009 Capital
Cost of Each
Project Description Project

Segment #1 - CSO 008 to CSO 003 $900,000
Segment #2 - CSO 007 to Lafontaine St./Fredrick St. $1,100,000
Segment #3 - CSO 005 to Lafontaine St. Lift Station $5,900,000
Segment #4 - CSO 003 to WWTP 511,200,000
Rabbit Run LS Improvements and EQ Basin $23,700,000
Green Infrastructure $2,000,000
WWTP Improvements $13,500,000
Replacement of CSO Flap Gates $500,000
Post Construction Monitoring $500,000
Total Construction Cost* (rounded to nearest $1,000,000) $60,000,000

X\Fort
10.doc

*Included estimates for contingency (15%) and non-construction costs (15%). See Appendix 5 for
individual project costs.
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5. Alternative 4 — Total Separation

The following alternative is for the separation of the currently combined sewers into
storm and sanitary sewers. This separation would be accomplished by construction of
new sanitary sewers or storm sewers to remove any storm inlets from the existing
sewer. The existing sewer would then become the new sanitary sewer. The entire
sewer system encompasses and area of approximately 5,600 acres and the area that
remains to be separated is approximately 1,200 acres.

Even thought the entire sewer system would be separated, improvements at the
WWTP would still be necessary to restore its capacity. These upgrades include:

modifying the existing aeration basins to a fixed film bioreactor,
installation of a septage receiving facility,

replacement of the anaerobic digester covers,

construction of a biosolids storage building, and

installation of pumps on the effluent line of the WWTP.

The fixed film bioreactor is intended to help treat the WWTP high concentration of
soluable BOD.

The septage receiving facility will monitor the composition of discharges that septage
haulers discharge to the plant. This system would not allow discharge of wastes that
could cause an upset to the biological process of the WWTP.

The anaerobic digester covers are proposed to be replaced because they are over 50
years old and are becoming inefficient at trapping gases.

A biosolids storage building would greatly benefit the WWTP because it would allow
for the storage of solids until it can be hauled away. Currently, the WWTP has to
maintain a high amount of solids in the clarifiers when hauling is not possible.

The last upgrade is to install effluent pumps at the WWTP. This is proposed because
frequently the outfall of the WWTP becomes submerged as the river level rises. This
results in the WWTP not being able to discharge. These upgrades are estimated to
cost $13,500,000.

It is believed that the existing CSO flap gates are no longer water tight. This would
allow water to flow into the sewer system from the river and reduce the wet weather
capacity of the WWTP. Replacement of all seven flap gates located on the Little River
is proposed. This is estimated to cost $500,000.

The model estimates that this alternative will reduce the number of CSO events per
year to 44 and the total CSO volume to 9.8 MG. This results in a total capture of
94.2% of wet weather flow and a 48% reduction in the number of CSO events.
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Additional monitoring and modeling would be necessary once each phase of the
project is completed. This would be used to document the level of control achieved by
the project and aid in the design of subsequent projects. Monitoring and modeling is
estimated to cost $500,000 for all projects.

The total capital cost for this alternative is estimated to be $70,000,000. The total
annual operation and maintenance cost for this alternative is estimated to be
$100,000. The costs are summarized in Table 5-5. Figure 5-6 shows the location of
the proposed projects for Alternative 4. Wet weather flow at the WWTP would be
routed as shown in Figure 5-2.

Table 5-5
Cost Estimate for Alternative 4: Total Separation
2009 Capital
Cost of Each
Project Description Project

Separation Projects $55,000,000
Replacement of CSO Flap Gates $500,000
WWTP Improvements $13,500,000
Post Construction Monitoring $500,000
Total Construction Cost* (rounded to nearest $1,000,000) $70,000,000

*Included estimates for contingency (15%) and non-construction costs (15%). See Appendix 5 for
individual project costs.
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6. Alternative 5 — No Action

With no action it is estimated that over 84 CSO events would occur per year for a total
volume of 82.9 million gallons. This is based on the SWMM model that was generated
and calibrated using several large rain events. Without treatment of the CSO
discharge waters, high E. coli loadings would enter the rivers and contribute to
lowering the stream quality.

Even if no action was taken, the WWTP improvements would still be necessary
because Huntington has entered into an Agreed Order to restore the capacity of the
WWTP. These upgrades include:

modifying the existing aeration basins to a fixed film bioreactor,
installation of a septage receiving facility,

replacement of the anaerobic digester covers,

construction of a biosolids storage building, and

installation of pumps on the effluent line of the WWTP.

The fixed film bioreactor is intended to help treat the WWTP high concentration of
soluable BOD.

The septage receiving facility will monitor the composition of discharges that septage
haulers discharge to the plant. This system would not allow discharge of wastes that
could cause an upset to the biological process of the WWTP.

The anaerobic digester covers are proposed to be replaced because they are over 50
years old and are becoming inefficient at trapping gases.

A biosolids storage building would greatly benefit the WWTP because it would allow
for the storage of solids until it can be hauled away. Currently, the WWTP has to
maintain a high amount of solids in the clarifiers when hauling is not possible.

The last upgrade is to install effluent pumps at the WWTP. This is proposed because
frequently the outfall of the WWTP becomes submerged as the river level rises. This
results in the WWTP not being able to discharge. These upgrades are estimated to
cost $13,500,000. The total annual operation and maintenance cost for this alternative
is estimated to be $100,000.

Table 5-6
Cost Estimate for Alternative 4: Total Separation
2009 Capital Cost
Project Description of Each Project

WWTP Improvements $13,500,000
Total Construction Cost* (rounded to nearest $1,000,000)

$14,000,000

*Included estimates for contingency (15%) and non-construction costs (15%). See Appendix 5 for
individual project costs.
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C. Green Technology

Green technologies were considered to reduce CSO events and volume. Due to the volume
of Huntington’s overflows it is not likely that a single all encompassing green technology
could provide significant reduction is the number of events or volume. However, several
alternatives exist that could be beneficial on a site specific basis.

These sites could be areas of localized flooding or ponding near storm sewer inlets. This
problem might be reduced through the use of permeable pavement. The amount of capacity
that this would free up in the sewer system would not be significant, but it would be a
noticeable improvement for citizens. Permeable pavement could also be included for road
rehabilitation project. It could be installed in the gutter line to facilitate infiltration into the
ground.

Wetlands are proposed for all alternatives except Alternative 4 to provide additional
secondary treatment for flows that exceed the capacity of the WWTP.

The City could also implement programs for private citizens and companies to reduce their
total runoff volume. The program could offer citizens incentives for complying with the
requirements of these programs. One example of a program might be the installation of rain
gardens or other BMPs. Another program might be aimed at commercial or significant
contributors who have significant runoff. This program might offer incentives for the
contributor to retain/reduce a specific amount of stormwater or to shift the runoff curve so that
the peak occurs after the rain event.

The green technologies outlined above are only a few potential alternatives available. One of
the biggest drawbacks for implementing green technologies is available space. Huntington
does not have a lot of undeveloped space available for these projects. Situations should be
examined on an individual basis to determine if a green technology could work and which one
would work best.

D. Recommended Approach

The capital cost and O&M cost for each alternative is summarized in Table 5-7. To evaluate
the most cost effective alternative, Figure 5-7 was generated that shows the anticipated
number of CSO events vs. capital cost. In Figure 5-7 Alternative 1A occurs at the knee of the
curve. This is the point of diminishing returns and after this point costs begin to increase
faster for minor increases in the level of control. Alternative 1A is the most cost effective
because it provides a great level of control at a low cost when compared to the other
alternatives.
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Table 5-7
Summary of Alternative Capital Cost
Alternative Alternative Description 20”%3:‘?“&' 0&M Cost
Alternative 1A North and Southsize Interceptors $64,000,000 $510,000
Alternative 18 | '\Orth and Southside Interceptors $77,000,000 $610,000
with a Forcemain
Alternative 2 Northside Interceptors $57,000,000 $470,000
Alternative 3 Southside Interceptors $60,000,000 $510,000
Alternative 4 Total Separation $70,000,000 $100,000
Alternative 5 No Action $14,000,000 $160,000

To evaluate the most cost effective alternative, Figure 5-7 was generated that shows the
anticipated number of CSO events vs. capital cost. In Figure 5-7 Alternative 1A occurs at the
knee of the curve. This is the point of diminishing returns and after this point costs begin to
increase faster for minor increases in the level of control. Alternative 1A is the most cost
effective because it provides a great level of control at a low cost when compared to the other
alternatives.
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CHAPTER 6 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Public participation and education is an integral part of developing a Combined
Sewer Overflow Long Term Control Plan. During the development of its LTCP
Huntington formed a Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) and developed a
presentation to educate the public about Combined Sewer Overflows.

A. Citizen’s Advisory Committee

The Citizens Advisory Committee was organized with the intent of receiving
input from citizens and convey it to the administration. The responsibilities of
the CAC are as follows:

e Review the Indiana Department of Environmental Management's (IDEM)
Combined Sewer Overflow Long Term Control Plan Use Attainability
Analysis Guidance Document.

o Determine if sensitive areas exist within the receiving streams impacted by
the City’s CSO discharges.

¢ Evaluate suggested CSO reduction alternatives.

¢ Recommend a plan of action and an implementation schedule for the
City's LTCP.

e Communicate the terms of the LTCP to the public.

The current members of the CAC and their occupation are listed in Table 6-1.

Table 6-1 Citizens Advisory Committee Members

Name Street Address Occupation
Claudette Bangs 449 N. Jefferson St. Business Owner
Michael Barton 1607 Etna Ave. Past Highway Director
Barry Christian 323 West Park Dr. Sales
Steve Davidson 1121 Cherry St. Retired
Debbie Dyer 1030 Saint Felix Dr. Lafontaine Arts Council
Steve Hacker 4 Meadows Page. NA
Scott Harvey 3102 Brampton Dr. NA
Cyndy Pressler NA NA
Brenda Williams 58 Madison St. Realtor
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B. Meeting Summaries
1. CAC Meeting No. 1 — May 19, 2008

CAC Meeting No. 1 was held on May 19, 2008. This meeting included an
overview of Huntington combined sewer system, the impact of combined
sewer overflows , previously completed sewer projects, the requirements of
the LTCP process and the State Judicial Agreement, and the role of the CAC.
A copy of the sign in sheet, meeting minutes, and all handouts from this
meeting are included in Appendix 6.

2. CAC Meeting No. 2 — July 21, 2008

CAC Meeting No. 2 was held on July 21, 2008. This meeting began with a
brief summary of the discussion from the previous meeting. Additional details
were provided about the responsibilities of the CAC and there was a more
detailed discussion of the existing combined sewer system and CSOs. The
members were asked to identify potential sensitive areas and their possible
existing uses. A copy of the sign in sheet, meeting minutes, and all handouts
from this meeting are included in Appendix 6.

3. CAC Meeting No. 3 — September 15, 2008

CAC Meeting No. 3 was held on September 15, 2008. This meeting began
with a summary of the previous meeting’s discussion. During this meeting the
discussion of sensitive areas continued. A field investigation was conducted
to identify additional sensitive areas that were not identified at the previous
meeting. The members were asked about the potential existing uses of these
areas. An brief discussion was held about the presumptive and the
demonstrative approach. A copy of the sign in sheet, meeting minutes, and
all handouts from this meeting are included in Appendix 6.

4. CAC Meeting No. 4 — November 17, 2008

CAC Meeting No. 4 was held on November 17, 2008. The meeting began
with a summary of the previous meeting’s discussion. At this meeting
potential types of technologies were discussed that might be incorporated into
the LTCP. A copy of the sign in sheet, meeting minutes, and all handouts
from this meeting are included in Appendix 6.

5. CAC Meeting No. 5 - January 19, 2009
CAC Meeting No. 5 was held on January 19, 2009. The meeting began with

a summary of the previous meeting’s discussion. This meeting provided an a
summary of all of the previous CAC meetings. It also discussed the sewer
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separation projects that would be beginning shortly. A copy of the sign in
sheet, meeting minutes, and all handouts from this meeting are included in
Appendix 6.

6. CAC Meeting No. 6 — September 21, 2009

CAC Meeting No. 6 was held on September 21, 2009. The meeting began
with a summary of the previous meeting’s discussion. At this meeting the
alternatives that were developed were presented to the members along with
costs and rate increases associated with each project. A copy of the sign in
sheet, meeting minutes, and all handouts from this meeting are included in
Appendix 6.

7. Board of Works meeting No. 1- October 5, 2009

At the regularly scheduled Board of Works meeting on October 5, 2009 a brief
presentation was given about the current status of the LTCP and the
proposed alternatives. A copy of the meeting minutes is included in
Appendix 6.

8. CAC Meeting No. 7 — October 26, 2009

CAC Meeting No. 7 was held on October 26, 2009. The meeting began with
a summary of the previous meeting’s discussion. At this meeting the CAC
members drafted their recommendation for Alternative 1A that would be
presented to the administration. A copy of the sign in sheet, meeting minutes,
and all handouts from this meeting are included in Appendix 6.

9. City Council Meeting— October 27, 2009

At the regularly scheduled City Council meeting on October 27, 2009 a brief
presentation was given about the current status of the LTCP and the
proposed alternatives. A copy of the meeting minutes is included in
Appendix 6.

10.Public Meeting — November 5, 2009

A public meeting was held to inform the public about the LTCP and the
recommended alternative. At this meeting a presentation was given about
the development of the LTCP and the alternative that was recommended by
the Citizen’s Advisory Committee. All question and concerns that were raised
by citizens in attendance were addressed. A copy of the sign in sheet,
meeting minutes, and all handouts from this meeting are included in
Appendix 6.
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11.Board of Works meeting No. 2- November 16, 2009

At the regularly scheduled Board of Works meeting on November 16, 2009
the recommendation of the CAC was presented and accepted by the Board of
Works. The Board gave permission to submit the LTCP. A copy of the
meeting minutes from this meeting is included in Appendix 6.

12.Future meetings

The City intends to maintain a CAC while the LTCP is implemented. This will
enable the projects to address the communities concerns. CAC meetings
will be held annually to review the current status of projects and upcoming
projects. While projects are being designed CAC meetings may be held
more frequently.

C. Public Education

In addition to the Citizen’s Advisory Committee, the City will be implementing an
educational program for the local community. Huntington will invite the public to
an annual meeting to discuss the current status of the LTCP and any possible
changes to the plan. The meeting locations and dates will be posted in the local
newspaper and advertised accordingly. The reasoning behind the LTCP will be
discussed and all questions will be addressed. In addition to this annual
meeting, the City has a contact number posted at all of the CSO locations that
can be used to provide additional information to concerned citizens
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CHAPTER 7 FINANCIAL CAPABILITY

The CSO control alternatives have to be evaluated based on the financial burden
that each one would impose upon the residents of Huntington. IDEM
recommends following a two-phase approach as outlined in Guidance for
Financial Capability Assessment and Schedule Development (EPA March 1997).
This guidance document contains ten worksheets that were used to determine
the financial capability of Huntington. Appendix 7 contains these worksheets.

Phase one of this approach requires a simple computation to relate the LTCP
cost per household to the City’s median household income (MHI). Phase two
examines several socio-economic factors for the community to determine its
overall financial health.

A.Wastewater Cost Per Household (WWcph)

Worksheet 1 in Appendix 7 is used to calculate the cost per household due to
existing wastewater treatment costs and the LTCP costs. Implementing the
LTCP would result in an annual residential WWcpy of $1,067 per year ($89 per
month). This is based upon all projects being funded with an interest rate of 6%
and 5,955 residential customers.

Worksheet 2 in Appendix 7 calculates the residential indicator, which relates
the annual WWcgpy to the median household income. It estimates the current
MHI based upon 2000 Census data and the Consumer Price Index (CPI). The
MHI in 2000 was $35,600. Between 2000 and 2009 the CPI increased by an
average of 2.4% per year. This was used to adjust the MHI to 2009. The
WWcpn was then calculated based upon the 2009 MHI. The result is that the
WWepy is 2.41% of the MHI.

B. Financial Capability Analysis (SEIM)

The length of a community’s implementation schedule is also dependent on
several socio-economic factors. Each socio-economic criteria is evaluated and
given a score of weak = 3, mid-range = 2, or strong = 1 when compared to a
benchmark. The scores are then tabulated and averaged. The average score
helps determine the overall socio-economic impact and the length of time a
community has to implement the projects.

1. Bond Rating

Worksheet 3 in Appendix 7 evaluated Huntington’s bond rating. The
City of Huntington does not have a bond rating so an evaluation is not
possible.
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2. Overall Net Debt Per Capita

Worksheet 4 in Appendix 7 evaluated the net debt per capita. The
evaluation resulted in a net debt of $2,065 per capita. This received a
score of “mid-range”.

3. Average Unemployment Rate

Worksheet 5 in Appendix 7 evaluated the average unemployment.
The evaluation was from January 2009 thru September 2009. The City
of Huntington had an average unemployment rate of 14.3% and the
national average was 8.9%. Unemployment information was obtained
from the Indiana Department of Workforce Development. This
receives a score of “weak” because the City's unemployment rate
exceeds the national average by more than 1%.

4. Median Household Income
Worksheet 6 in Appendix 7 compared Huntington's median
household income to the national median household income. The
comparison showed that the City’s median household income is 15%
below the national average. This received a score of “mid-range”.

5. Property Tax Revenue as a Percent of Full Market Value

Worksheet 7 in Appendix 7 compared the total property tax revenue
collected to the full market property value. The total property value for
the City for the period “pay 2009" was $408,979,246 (Huntington
County Assessor’s Office). The total property tax revenue collected for
period “pay 2009" was $13,688,434 (Huntington County Treasurer's
Office). The property tax revenue as a percentage of full market value
is 3.3%. This received a score of “mid-range”.

6. Property Tax Revenue/Total Property Value

Worksheet 8 in Appendix 7 determined the total property tax revenue
collection rate. The total property taxes levied for the City for the
period “pay 2009" was $15,687,424 (Huntington County Treasurer's
Office). The total property tax revenue collected for period “pay 2009”
was $13,688,434 (Huntington County Treasurer's Office). The
property tax revenue collection rate was 87.3% for the period “pay
2009". This received a score of “weak”.
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7. Financial Capability Matrix

Worksheet 9 in Appendix 7 calculated the average score for each of
the above socio-economic indicators. The average score is 2.4.

Worksheet 10 in Appendix 7 used the average socio-economic
indicator score and the WWgpy to assign a level of burden. A burden
is assigned by using a financial capability matrix, like the one below,
and the average socio-economic indicator score along with the

WWoepH.
Table 7-1
Financial Capability Matrix and Implementation Schedule
S-E Indicator WWepn WWephi WWephi
Score Below 1% | 1% to 2% | Above 2%
Above 2.5 Medium High High
15 t0 2.5 Low Medium | High
Below 1.5 Low Low Medium

Length of Time for LTCP
Implementation Schedule
High = 10-20 years
Medium = 5-10 years
Low = 5 years

Since the LTCP is categorized as a high burden on the community it allows 10-
20 years to implement the LTCP projects. Based upon the amount of work
required by the plan, it would be beneficial to the community to have a total
length of time closer to 20 years to complete all projects. A length of 16 years
(2010-2026) is requested to implement the projects. The additional time would
allow for flow monitoring so that the next downstream project can be sized
correctly to avoid increased construction costs due to oversizing of pipes and
facilities.

A municipal bond sale or a low interest loan through the SRF program will be
necessary to finance the projects because there will not be enough time to save
enough money to finance all of the projects.
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CHAPTER 8 RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE AND
IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE

Each alternative was evaluated to identify which was the most cost effective. Figure 5-
7 was generated and shows the total capital cost for each alternative plotted against the
predicted number of CSO events.

Alternative 1A is the recommended alternative because it satisfies the design storm
approach and results in a WWcyp just over 2% (2.41%). It provides a significant level of
CSO control, but lessens the economic impact on residents. This alternative will meet
the 1-year, 1-hour and the 10-year, 1-hour design storm criteria as outline in IDEM'’s
CSO Treatment Facilities Nonrule Policy Document Water-016. Implementation will
result in no overflows from wet weather events below the 1-year, 1-hour storm.
Additionally, no overflows will occur between the 1-year, 1-hour storm and the 10-year,
1-hour storm except for flows treated by the wet weather treatment process.

Table 8-1 is the proposed implementation schedule for Alternative 1A based upon an
implementation schedule of 16 years. The projects are ordered so that the projects that
provide the greatest reduction in CSO volume will occur first. Additionally, by
implementing the projects in the order outlined, it will be possible to minimize the cost
for subsequent more costly projects by allowing for a period of flow monitoring.
Implementation of this alternative will not require a Use Attainability Analysis, since it
satisfies the requirements of the design storm approach.

If the City must implement the projects in less than 16 years, then the projects will still
occur in the same order, but at an accelerated rate. Constructing all projects in such a
short time would potentially result in additional expense because treatment and
collection systems would potentially be oversized. Oversizing of pipes is more likely to
occur when sufficient time is not allowed for flow monitoring. It would be in the City’s
best interest to have as much time as possible to construct the project to minimize
expense and disruption to citizens.

Table 8-1 details the capital cost and operation and maintenance for each alternative.
A budget for green infrastructure projects is included with each project. Each project
should be evaluated for the possible inclusion of green opportunities. Ifit is not possible
to incorporate green opportunities into each project, then the budgeted funds will be
rolled into the subsequent green budget. It's also possible to reallocate budgeted funds
from the budget of a future green project if a significant opportunity exists.
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Table 8-1 Project Implementation Schedule

Revised 4-5-2010

Operation
Year Projects Capital Cost and
Maintenance
2009 | No Project - Monitoring Only $30,000 $0
WWTP Improvements Phase | (Membrane Bioreactor, Sludge
: _ - . $9,000,000
Thickener, Biosolids Storage Building, Septage Receiving
Facility, Screens, North Anaerobic Digester Cover)
2010 $30,000
Green Infrastructure (52,000,000 Total) $225,000
Monitoring $30,000
2011 | No Project - Monitoring Only $30,000 S0
]r?terceFtor - Segment #2 (CSO 007 to Lafontaine St. and $1.100,000
Liftstation)
Interceptor - Segment #3 (CSO 005 to Lafontaine St. LS and LS 45,900,000
Improvements
2012 $30,000
Green Infrastructure ($2,000,000 Total) $225,000
Monitoring $30,000
2013 | No Project - Monitoring Only $30,000 S0
Rabbit Run Phase | (Screens, 55 MGD Pumps, 5.0 MG EQ Basin) $9,300,000
2014 | Green Infrastructure (52,000,000 Total) $225,000 $50,000
Monitoring 530,000
2015 | No Project - Monitoring Only $30,000
Replacement of CSO Flap Gates $500,000
2016 | Green Infrastructure (52,000,000 Total) $225,000 $5,000
Monitoring $30,000
2017 | No Project - Monitoring Only $30,000 %0
WWTP Improvements Phase Il (South Anaerobic Digester $4,500,000
Cover, WWTP Effluent Pumps)
2018 | Green Infrastructure ($2,000,000 Total) $225,000 $30,000
Monitoring $30,000
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Table 8-1 Project Implementation Schedule (continued)

Operation
Year Projects Capital Cost and
Maintenance

2019 | No Project - Monitoring Only $30,000 $0
Interceptor - Segment #1 (CSO 008 to CSO 003) $900,000

2020 | Green Infrastructure ($2,000,000 Total) $225,000 $1,000
Monitoring $30,000

2021 | No Project - Monitoring Only $30,000 S0
Interceptor - Segment #5 (CSO 015 to CSO 003) $4,200,000

2022 | Green Infrastructure (52,000,000 Total) $225,000 $5,000
Monitoring $30,000

2023 | No Project - Monitoring Only $30,000 S0
Interceptor - Segment #4 (CSO 003 to WWTP) $11,200,000

2024 Green Infrastructure (52,000,000 Total) $225,000 S0
Monitoring $30,000

2025 | No Project - Monitoring Only 530,000 S0
Rabbit Run Phase Il (35 MGD Pump and 5 MG EQ Basin, Wet
Weather Treatment [high rate clarification, wetlands treatment, $14,400,000
and UV disinfection]

2026 $360,000
Green Infrastructure (52,000,000 Total) $225,000
Monitoring $30,000

Total $64,000,000 $510,000

*Note: Citizen’s Advisory Committee meetings will be held annually to review the current
status of the LTCP. More frequent meetings should be held as necessary.

**Note: The wetlands treatment system may be eliminated in the future depending on
the capacity of the WWTP to treat volume of the 1-year, 1-hour storm.

***Note: The total cost for monitoring is estimated to be $500,000.
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CHAPTER 9 POST-CONSTRUCTION COMPLIANCE PLAN

The purpose of the Post-Construction Compliance Monitoring Program is to
determine the effectiveness of the CSO controls proposed in the Long Term
Control Plan following implementation.

The Post-Construction Compliance Monitoring Program proposed for Huntington
consists of the following components:

« Flow/Rainfall monitoring

¢ Stream sampling

+ Rainfall Monitoring

» Data Analysis

» Record keeping and reporting

A. Flow/Rainfall Monitoring

The City has installed flow meters at 8 of 15 CSQO's. Pump station flow rates will
be calculated based upon the pump rate and the time of operation for each
station.

Rainfall data will be obtained from the four rain gauges that are installed at the
WWTP, Broadway Lift Station, Carlisle Lift Station, and the River Fork Lift
Station.

B. Sampling

Steam sampling will be necessary to show that the water quality of the Wabash
and Little River is improving due to the implementation of CSO control projects.
The pollutant parameter that the City will use to measure water quality
improvements will be E. coli. The findings of Stream Reach Characterization and
Evaluation Report were that even during dry weather the Little River and Flint
Creek do not meet water quality goals. '

Samples from the Little River and Flint Creek will be collected upstream and
downstream of Huntington periodically during dry weather to establish a baseline
condition. Sampling should also be taken when it is believed that a CSO might
occur so that data is available to analyze how the overflow affected water quality.

CSO0s should also be monitored for e.coli, BODs, and TSS when wet weather
flows exceed the 10-yr, 1-hr storm. This data should be recorded to show how
the overflow affected the water quality of the water bodies.
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C. Data Analysis

The City has developed a model for the combined sewer system. After
implementation of all LTCP projects the model will be utilized to document
compliance with the design storm approach.

During the implementation of LTCP projects the model will need to be updated
on a yearly basis. The method for updating the model is:

1. Collect 12-months of rainfall and CSQO monitoring data.
2. Evaluate the data for completeness and accuracy.

3. Input the 12-months of rainfall data into the model. Estimate the total
CSO discharge predicted by the model.

4. Evaluate if the model needs to be recalibrated by comparing the CSO
discharges predicted by the model to those actually observed. The model
will not require recalibration if the accuracy of the model is equal to or
greater than what was achieved for the pre-LTCP conditions. [f the
accuracy is less, then recalibration will be required.

5. Model recalibration can be accomplished by selecting three or more
appropriate rain events from the 12-months of monitoring data. Then, the
model should be calibrated for each of these events so that it closely
matches the CSO monitoring data. Once it is calibrated individually an
aggregate calibration should be developed. Sound engineering judgment
should be used when adjusting the model parameters.

6. The recalibration should be verified by using the 12-months of monitoring
data. If the model does not meet or exceed the accuracy of the pre-LTCP
model, then further recalibration is required. The predicted CSO overflow
should be within 20% of what was actually recorded.

Once all LTCP projects are implemented the model should be recalibrated based
upon one year of monitoring data. This will be the final model that is used to
document compliance with the design storm approach.

D. Record Keeping and Reporting

The City will continue to submit the NPDES CSO Monthly Discharge Monitoring
Reports {DMRs) on a monthly basis, reporting all CSO discharges. Using this
form, the City will continue to record the duration and quantity of each
precipitation event that causes an overflow event. A list of all active CSOs will be
recorded for each event. For each of these CSOs, the date of the overflow will
be listed along with the estimated start time, the event duration, and the event
volume. The continual tracking of this data will also help the City in tracking the
effectiveness of the control measures.
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Once a project that affects a CSO is completed a report will be generated and
submitted to U.S. EPA and IDEM. This report would be submitted within two
years of project completion. Two years is necessary because the CSO would be
moenitored fo demonstrate how the project affected the CSO.

The report should also describe the how this project has affected the overall
water quality. Also included should be a discussion of the overall performance of
the CSOC control project, if there are any factors that may result in the project not
performing as anticipated, methods to achieve the required level of performance,
and any updates to the other CSO projects.
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Appendix 1

State Judicial Agreement



. STATE OF INDIANA ) IN THE HUNTINGTON CIRCUIT COURT
) SS: _
COUNTY OF HUNTINGTON ) CAUSENO. BSCDI0709 oS BY
COMMISSIONER, INDIANA DEPARTMENT ) .
OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT, )
)
Plaintiff, )
)
V. )
)
CITY OF HUNTINGTON, )
)
Defendant. )
AGREED JUDGMENT

WHERF;AS, concurrent with the filing of this Agreed Judgment, Plaintiff, the
Commissioner of the Indiana Department of Environmental Management (“IDEM”) has filed a
complaint (the “Complaint™) in this civil action against the Defendant, the City of Huntington
(“City”), in connection with the City’s operation of its municipal wastewater and sewer system.
The Complaint alleges that the City is in noncompliance with Title 13 of the Indiana Code, Title
327 of the Indiana Administrative Code Articles 2 and 5, and the City’s National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System permit, including Attachment A (hereinafter collectively referred
to as the “NPDES Permit”) issued by IDEM pursuant to the Clean Water Act (‘CWA”). IDEM
seeks injunctive relief for the alleged noncompliance.

WHEREAS, the City denies any liability to [IDEM arising out of the transactions or
occurrences alleged in the Complaint.

WHEREAS, the City has made substantial progress toward compliance with Title I3 of
the Indiana Code, Title 327 of the Indiana Administrative Code Articles 2 and 5, NPDES Permit,
and the CW A, through nurerous projects that have been completed over the last several years

including projects listed in the Background Section of this Agreed Judgment.



WHERFEAS, the City, owns and operates a wastewater collection system comprised of
combined and sanitary sewers, which includes fifteen (15) combined sewer overflow (“CSO”)
outfalls, and the Huntington municipal wastewater treatment plant located at 20 Hitzfield Street
Extended in Huntington, Indiana. The City is authorized by NPDES Permit No. IN0023132, to
discharge wastewater to the receiving waters, the Little River and Flint Creek, in accordance
with effluent limitations, monitoring requirements, and other conditions contained in the NPDES
Permit.

WHEREAS, the NPDES Permit identifies fifteen (15) CSO outfalls in the City’s sewage
collection system, identified as QOutfall Nos. 002, 003, 004, 005, 006, 007, 008, 009, 010, 011,
012,013,014, 015 and 016.

WHEREAS, IDEM records for the last three (3) years indicate that the City has reported
discharges from CSO Outfalls listed in the NPDES Permit. All discharges were due fo wet
weather events. Such discharges were not provided with treatment, and therefore allegedly
violated or threatened to violate the narrative effluent limitations contained in the NPDES
Permit.

WHEREAS, Pursuant to the NPDES Permit, the City was required to submit to IDEM, a
CSO Long-Term Control Plan (“L.TCP™). The City has been working with IDEM in an etfort to
have a LTCP approved that contains, among other elements, the following:

a. a description of the control/treatment measures that will be implemented by the
City so that discharges from its CSO outfalls comply with the water quality based and
technology based requirements of the CWA and State law, along with a schedule, that includes

specific milestone dates, for implementation of the control/treatment measures; and



b. a description of the post-construction compliance monitoring program that will be
implemented by the City in order to determine whether the control/treatment measures, upon
implementation, are adequate to comply with the water, quality-based and technology-based
requirements of the CWA and State law, along with a schedule, that includes specific milestone
dates for implementation of the post-construction compliance monitoring program.

WHEREAS, the City has submitted to IDEM, and IDEM has accepted, the Work Plan
included as Attachment 1 to this Agreed Judgment. The Work Plan contains tasks and a
schedule for revising the LTCP and submitting a final LTCP.

WHEREAS, the Parties agree and the Court, by entering this Agreed Judgment, finds,
that settlement of these matters, without protracted litigation, is fair, reasonable, and in the public
interest.

NOW THEREFORE, before the taking of any testimony, without any admission by the
City of any facts beyond those that the Parties have explicitly agreed to in this Agreed Judgment,
and with the consent of the Parties, it is hereby ORDERED:

BACKGROUND
« Joe Street Project Phase | — approximately 6000’ of storm sewer and road
reconstruction on south side of City (outfall w/10° box culvert mainline).
¢ Joe Street Phase 11 — approximately 2700’ of storm sewer and road reconstruction
- on the south side of City (10” box culvert mainline then reduced down).
» South Side Storm Sewer Phase [ - approximately 2200 of storm sewer separation
on south side of City.
¢ South Side Storm Sewer Phase II — approximately 1100’ of stormm sewer separation

on south side of City.
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o  South Side Storm Sewer Phase IIA — approximately 1200’ of storm sewer
separation on south side of City.

e NE Storm Sewer Project — storm sewer separation of approximately 160 acres of
the NE part of the City.

»  Purchase of “Lagoon Property” — after initial filing of LTCP the City purchased
approximately 20 acres on the south side of the Little River, across from WPC, to
collect all “overflow” from south side of City to treat.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

1. This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action pursuant to Ind.
Code §§ 13-30-4-1 and 13-14-2-6. The Complaint states claims upon which relief can be
granted under Title 327 of the Indiana Administrative Code, Articles 2 and 5. Venue is proper in
this Court as the City of Huntington is located in Huntington County.

APPLICABILITY

2. The provisions of this Agreed Judgment shall apply to and be binding upon the
State of Indiana, and the City and its officers, directors, agents, employees, successors,
contractors and assigns and any person having notice of this Agreed Judgment who is, or will be
acting on behalf of or in concert or participation with the City. The City shall provide a copy of
this Agreed Judgment to any successor in interest at least thirty (30) days prior to transfer of that
interest, and simultaneously shall verify in writing to IDEM that such notice has been given.
Any sale or transfer of the City’s interests in its wastewater treatment facilities shall not in any
manner relieve the City of its responsibilities for meeting the terms and conditions of this Agreed

Judgment. In any action to enforce this Agreed Judgment, the City shall not raise as a defense
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the failure by any of its officers, directors, agents, employees, successors, assigns or contractors
to take actions necessary to comply with the Agreed Judgment.
OBJECTIVE

3. All plans, measures, reports, construction, maintenance, operational requirements
and other obligations in this Agreed Judgment or resulting from the activities required by this
Agreed Judgment shall have the objective of allowing the City to achieve and maintain
compliance with applicable State law and the terms and conditions of the City’s NPDES Pemmit.

REVISION OF LONG TERM CONTROL PLAN

4. The City shall revise the LTCP. The LTCP shall provide for the construction and
implementation of all facility and sewer system improvements and other measures necessary so
that CSO discharges from all CSO discharge outfalls comply with the technology based and
water quality based requirements of the CWA, state law and regulation, and the City’s NPDES
Permit.

5 The City shall submit the revised LTCP in accordance with the schedule set forth
in Attachment 1, which is a Work Plan prepared by the City and approved by IDEM. The Work
.- Plan describes the tasks required and the schedules for revising and submitting for approval the
LTCP. The City may seek to amend or revise the Work Plan in accordance with applicable laws,
rules, policy and this Agreed Judgment. Upon the City’s receipt of IDEM’s approval of any
amendment or revision to the Work Plan, or upon resolution of any disputes pursuant to the
Dispute Resolution provisions of this Agreed Judgment concerning a proposed revision 10 the
Work Plan, the revised Work Plan (including any additional post-construction monitoring and
modeling) shall supersede the schedule contained in Attachment 1, any prc:viously revised Work

Plan, or any previously-approved extension of deadlines, and the City shall implement the

)



revised Work Plan (including any additional post-construction monitoring and modeling tf}at
may be included in the revised Work Plan) in accordance with the schedule in the approved
revised Work Plan. Upon the City’s receipt of IDEM’s approval of the LTCP, the schedule
contained in the approved LTCP shall supersede the attached Work Plan and any revisions

thereto.

COMPLIANCE AND IMPLEMENTATION OF THE APPROVED
LONG TERM CONTROL PLAN

6. The City shail comply with 327 IAC 5-2-8(1), 327 JAC 2-1-6(a)(1), IC 13-18-4-5,
IC 13-30-2-1, and all parts of the NPDES Permit. |

7. Beginning on the Effective Date of this Agreed Judgment, and continuing during
revision and implementation of the LTCP pursuant to this Agreed Judgment, the City shall. at all
times, operate its sewage collection system and wastewater treatment system as efficiently and
effectively as possible.

8. Upon approval by IDEM, the City shall implement the LTCP, in accordance with
the implementation schedule specified in the approved LTCP. In the event that the
implementation schedule determined by the approved LTCP is before September 31, 2029, the
date in the approved LTCP shall apply.

9. The City may seek to amend or revise the approved LTCP in accordance with
applicable laws, rules, policy and this Agreed Judgment. Upon the City’s receipt of IDEM’s
approval of any amendment or revision to the LTCP, or upon resolution of any disputes pursuant
to the Dispute Resolution provisions of this Agreed Judgment concerning a proposed revision to
the LTCP, the revised LTCP (including any additional post-construction monitoring and
modeling) shall supersede the schedule contained in any previously approved LTCP or revised

LTCP, or any previously-approved extension of deadlines, and the City shall implement the
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revised LTCP (including any additional post-construction monitoring and modeling) in
accordance with the schedule in the approved revised LTCP.
IDEM APPROVAL OF SUBMISSIONS

10.  The City shall notify IDEM, in writing, within thirty (30) days of completion of
each action or milestone contained in Attachment 1 or any subsequent Work Plan and any task or
plan approved by IDEM pursuant to this Agreed Judgment. The notification shall include a
description of the action completed and the date it was completed, and a progress report that
contains a summary of the activities undertaken to complete the task. The City shall respond to
any IDEM comments regarding the report, within the timeframe required by IDEM. The Parties
agree that IDEM shall provide a reasonable response time and that the City may, for cause,
request a reasonable extension thereof.

11.  Inthe event that the City is unable to complete a task as specified in the Work
Plan, the City shall notify IDEM in writing no later than fourteen (14) days prior to the task
deadline. This notification shall include a description of the task, justification for why the
deadline will be missed and a Task Compliance Plan (“Task CP”) that includes a new deadline.

12.  The City, upon receipt of written notification from IDEM of approval of the Task
CP, shall immediately implement the approved Task CP and adhere to the schedules contained
herein. The approved Task CP shall be incorporated into this Agreed Judgment and shall be
deemed an enforceable part thereof.

13.  Within sixty (60) days after completion of each post-construction monitoring
phase of the approved LTCP, the City shall submit to IDEM, for review and approval, a report
that contains a summary of th‘e data gathered as a result of the post-construction compliance

monitoring and an evaluation of the success of the phase in meeting the goals of the LTCP. The



’ City shall respond to any IDEM comments regarding the report, within the timeframe required
by IDEM. The Parties agree that [IDEM shall provide a reasonable response time and that the
City may, for cause, request a reasonable extension thereof.

14.  Upon implementation of the approved LTCP, in the event that data resulting from
CSO monitoring or other information indicates that the approved TCP is not adequate to comply
with the technological and water quality based requirements of the CWA, the City shall, within
ninety (90) days of becoming aware of such inadequacy, develop and submit to IDEM, for
approval, a CSO Compliance Plan (“CSO CP”) that identifies (a) additional measures that will
be implemented by the City; and (b) the post-construction compliance monitoring program that
will be implemented by the City in order to determine whether the additional measures, upon
implementation, are adequate, along with a schedule, that includes specific milestones.

15.  The CSO CP is subject to IDEM approval. Following receipt of the CSO CP,
IDEM may, in writing (a) approve all of or any portion of the CSO CP; (b) approve all or a
portion of the CSO CP upon specified conditions; (c) disapprove of all or any portion of the CSO
CP, notifying the City of deficiencies in the CP and granting the City additional time within
which to correct the deficiencies; (d) modify the submission to correct deficiencies; or (e) reject
all or any portion of the CP.

16.  The City, upon receipt of written notification from IDEM of approval of the CSO
CP, shall immediately implement the approved CSO CP and adhere to the schedules contained
therein. The approved CSO CP shall be incorporated into this Agreed Judgment, superseding

those portions addressing the same issues, and shall be deemed an enforceable part thereof.



17.  Inthe event that a Use Attainability Analysis (“UAA”) is denied, the City shall,
within ninety (90) days, develop and submit to IDEM, for approval, a CSO CP as stated above in
Paragraphs 14, 15, and 16.

18. The provisions of Order Paragraphs 14, 15, and 16 shall continue to apply until
post-construction monitoring indicates to IDEM that water quality standards are being met.

FUNDING

19.  The City may seek all reasonable means of funding, including Federal and State
grant funding assistance. However, compliance with the terms of this Agreed Judgment is not
conditioned on the receipt of Federal or State funds. In addition, failure to comply is not excused
by the lack of Federal or State funds, or by the processing of any applications for the same.

COMMUNICATIONS

20.  All submittals required by this Order, unless notified otherwise in writing, shall be
sent to:

Cyndi Wagner, Chief, Wet Weather Section

Indiana Department of Environmental Management

Office of Water Quality — Mail Code 65-42

100 North Senate Avenue

Indianapolis, IN 46204-2251

STIPULATED PENALTIES
21.  Inthe event the terms and conditions of the following Agreed Judgment

paragraphs are violated, the IDEM may assess and the City shall pay a stipulated penalty in the

following amount:

Order
Paragraph Violation Penalty Amount
Number
Failure to develop the LTCP and adhere to the | $500 per each ‘
5 milestone dates set forth in the schedule in week or part
Attachment | or the schedule then in effect. thereof late




i Failure to implement the approved LTCP and | $500 per each
8 adhere to the milestone dates set forth in the week or part
schedule in the approved LTCP. thereof late
Failure to notify IDEM, in writing, within
thirty (30) days of completion of each action $250 per each
10 contained in the approved LTCP and any plan | week or part
approved by IDEM pursuant to this Agreed thereof late
Judgment.
$500 per each
10 Failure to timely submit report. week or part
thereof late
10 Failure to timely address any IDEM comments fvse(::?c ;;e;r Zi:h
within the applicable timeframe set by IDEM. th F
ereof late
14 Failure to timely submit a complete and ii{ig I;‘:l' e;;:h
sufficient CSO CP. p
-thereof late
Failure to timely revise and resubmit the CSO | $500 per each
15 CP in accordance with written notice by week or part
IDEM. thereof late
Failure to comply with any milestones $500 per each
16 contained in the schedule set forth in the week or part
approved CSO CP. thereof late

22. Stipulated penalties shall be due and payable within thirty (30) days after the City

receives written notice that the IDEM has determined a stipulated penalty is due. Assessment

and payment of stipulated penalties shall not preclude the IDEM from seeking any additional

non-monetary relief against the City for violation of the Agreed Judgment. In lieu of any of the

stipulated penalties given above, the IDEM may seek any other remedies or sanctions available

by virtue of the City’s violation of this Agreed Judgment, or Indiana law, including but not

limited to civil penalties pursuant to [C 13-30-4.

23.  Stipulated penalties are payable by check to the Environmental Management

Special Fund. Checks shall include the Case Number of this action and shall be mailed to:

Indiana Department of Environmental Management

Cashiers Office — Mail Code 50-10C
100 N. Senate Avenue
Indianapolis., IN 46204-2251

10

3\




24.  Inthe event that any stipulated amount assessed pursuant to Paragraph Nos. 21
and 22 is not paid within thirty (30) days of notice that it is due, the City shall pay interest on the
unpaid balance at the rate established by IC 24-4.6-1 -101. The interest shall continue to accrue
until the stipulated penalty is paid in full.

FORCE MAJEURE

25.  Ifany event occurs that causes or may cause the City to violate any provision or
requirement of this Agreed Judgment, the City shall notify IDEM in writing within fourteen (14)
days from the date the City first knew, or in the exercise of reasonable diligence should have
known, that coﬁplimce with the Agreed Judgment would be prevented or delayed. The notice
shall reference this Section of the Agreed Judgment and shall describe in detail the anticipated
length of time the violation may persist, the precise cause or causes of the violation, the measures
taken or to be taken by the City to prevent or minimize the violation and the timetable by which
those measures will be implemented. The City shall adopt all reasonable measures to avoid or
minimize any such violation. The City shall make all reasonable efforts to identify events that
cause or may cause a violation of this Agreed Judgment. Failure by the City to comply with the
notice requirements of this Paragraph shall constitute a waiver of the City’s rights to obtain an
extension of time or other relief under this Section based on such incident.

26. If IDEM agrees that the violation has been or will be caused by circumstances
beyond the control of the City or any entity controlled by it, including its consultants and
contractors, and that the City could not have prevented such violation, the time for performance
of the requirernent in question shall be extended for a period not to exceed the actual delay
resulting from such circumstance, and stipulated penalties shall not be due for such delay or non-

compliance. In the event IDEM does not agree that the violation was caused by circumstances
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. beyond the control of the City and notifies the City of such determination, the City may invoke
the dispute resolution provisions in this Agreed Judgment.

27.  Ifthe City invokes dispute resolution and IDEM or the Court determines that the
violation was caused by circumstances beyond the control of the City or any entity controlled by
it, and that the City could not have prevented such violation, the City shall be excused as to that
violation, but only for the period of time the violation continues due to such circumstances.

28. The City shall bear the burden of proving that any delay or violation has been or
will be caused by circumstances beyond its control, and that the City could not have prevented
such violation, as set forth above. Thc City shall also bear the burden of establishing the duration
and extent of any delay or violation attributable to such circumstances, that such duration or
extent is or was warranted under the circumstances and that, as a result of the delay, a particular
extension period is appropriate. An extension of one compliance date based on a particular
circumstance beyond the City’s control shall not automatically extend any subsequent
compliance date or dates.

29. Changed financial circumstances, unanticipated, increased costs or expenses
associated with implementation of this Agreed Judgment shall not serve as a basis for excusing
violations or granting extensions of time under this Agreed Judgment, except as expressly
provided in Force Majeure.

30.  Failure to apply for a required permit or approval or to provide in a timely manner
all information required to obtain a permit or approval that is necessary to meet the requirements
of this Agreed Judgment shall not, in any event, serve as a basis for excusing violations of or

granting extensions of time under this Agreed Judgment. However, a permitting authority’s
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failure to act in a timely manner on an approvable permit application may serve as a basis for an
extension under the force majeure provisions of this Agreed Judgment.

31.  The City shall make a showing of proof regarding the cause of cach delayed
incremental step or other requirement for which an extension is sought. The City may petition for
the extension of more than one compliance date in a single request.

DISPUTE RESOLUTION

32.  This Court shall retain jurisdiction of this matter for the purposes of implementing
and enforcing the terms and conditions of this Agreed Judgment and for the purpose of
adjudicating all disputes among the Parties that may arise under the provisions of this Agreed
Judgment. Any dispute that arises with respect to the meaning, application, implementation,
interpretation, amendment or modification of this Agreed Judgment, or with respect to the City’s
compliance herewith (including the adequacy of the City’s performance of the control measures
and adequacy of the submittals required by this Agreed J uagmcnt) or any delay hereunder, the
resolution of which is not otherwise expressly provided for in this Agreed Judgment, shall in the
first instance be the subject of informal negotiations. If any Party believes it has a dispute with
any other Party, it shall notify all the other Parties in writing, including notice to the Indiana
Attorney General, setting forth the matter(s) in dispute, and the Parties will proceed initially to
resolve the matter in dispute by informal means. Such period of informal negotiations shall not
exceed thirty (30) days from the date the notice was sent, unless the Parties agree otherwise.

33 If the informal negotiations are unsuccessful, the position of the IDEM shall
control unless, within twenty (20) days after the conclusion of the informal negotiation period,

the City invokes the formal dispute resolution procedures of this Section by serving on IDEM a
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" written statement of position on the matter in dispute, including any supporting factual data,
analysis, opinion, or documentation.

34, Witﬁin thirty (30) days of receiving the City’s statement of position under
Paragraph 33, the IDEM will serve on the City its written statement of position, including any
supporting factual data, analysis, opinion, or documentation.

35.  Anadministrative record of the dispute shall be maintained by IDEM and shall
contain all statements of position, including supporting documentation, submitted pursuant to
Paragraphs 33 and 34.

36. IDEM’s statement of position shall be binding upon the City unless the City files
a petition with the Court describing the nature of the dispute and a proposal for its resolution.
The City’s petition must be filed no more than twenty (20) days after receipt of IDEM’s
statement of position. IDEM shall then have thirty (30) days to file a response setting forth their
position and proposal for resolution. In any such dispute, the petitioner shall have the burden of
proof, and the standard of review shall be tﬁat provided by applicable law.

37.  Submission of any matter to the Court for resolution shall not extend any of the
deadlines set forth in this Agreed Judgment, unless the Parties agree to such extension in writing
or the Court allows the extension upon motion.

38.  Stipulated penalties with respect to any disputed matter (and interest thereto) shall
accrue in accordance with Paragraphs 21 and 22; however, payment of stipulated penalties, and
any accrued interest, shall be stayed pending resolution of the dispute, as follows:

(a) If the dispute is resolved by informal agreement before appeal to this Court,
accrued penalties (and intcrest?, if any, determined to be owed shall be paid within sixty

(60) days of the agreement or the receipt of IDEM’s final position in writing.
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(b) If the dispute is appealed to this Court and the IDEM prevails in whole or in
part, the City shall pay all accrued penalties (and interest) determined to be owed within
sixty (60) days of the Court's decision or order. ,

(c) In the event of an appeal, the City shall pay all accrued penalties (and interest)
determined to be owed within sixty (60) days after a final decision no longer subject to
judicial review has been rendered.

RIGHT OF ENTRY
39,  IDEM, and its representatives, contractors, consultants, and attorneys shall have
the right of entry:into and upon the City’s waster treatment facility and sewer system, at all
reasonable times, upon proper presentation of credentials, for the purposes of:

(a) Monitoring the progress of activities required by this Agreed Judgment;

(b) Verifying any data or information required to be submitted pursuant to this
Agreed Judgment;

(c) Obtaining samples and, upon request, splits of any samples taken the City
or its consultants. Upon request, the City will be provided with splits of all samples taken
by the IDEM; and

(d) Otherwise assessing the City’s compliance with this Agreed Judgment, the
City’s Current Permits, the CWA or applicable State law.

This Section in no way limits or affects any right of entry and inspection held by IDEM

pursuant to applicable Federal or State laws, regulations, or permits.
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applicable state law not specifically alleged in the Complaint filed herein, whether they occurred
before or after the date of lodging of this Agreed Judgment.

48.  The Parties agree that tﬁe City is responsible for achieving and maintaining
complete compliance with all State laws, rules, and permits, and that compliance with this
Agreed Judgment shall be no defense to any actions commenced by IDEM pursuant to said laws,
regulations, or permits, except as set forth in this Agreed Judgment.

49.  This Agreed Judgment does not limit or affect the rights of the Parties as against
any third parties that are not Parties to this Agreed Judgment. The Parties recognize that this
Agreed Judgment resolves only matters between IDEM and the City and that its execution does
not preclude the City from asserting any legal or factual position in any action brought against it
by any person or entity not a Party to this Agreed Judgment.

50.  IDEM reserves any and all legal and equitable remedies available to enforce the
provisions of this Agreed Judgment.

51.  This Agreed Judgment shall not limit any authority of IDEM under any applicable
statute or regulation, including the authority to seek information from the City, to require
monitoring, to conduct inspections, or to seek access to the property of the City; nor shall
anything in this Agreed Judgment be construed to limit the authority of IDEM to undertake any
action against any person, including the City, in response to conditions that may present an
imminent and substantial endangerment to the environment or to the public health or welfare.

52. Obligations of the City under the provisions of this Agreed Judgment to perform
duties scheduled to occu;aﬁer the signing, but prior to the date of entry, shall be legally
enforceable from the date this Agreed Judgment is signed by the City. Liability for stl;;ulated

penalties, if applicable, shall accrue for violation of such obligations-and payment of such
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* stipulated penalties may be demanded by the IDEM as provided in this Agreed Judgment. The
contempt authority of this Court shall also extend to violations of such obligations.
COSTS OF SUIT
53.  Each Party shall bear its own costs and attorneys’ fees with respect to matters
related to this Agreed Judgment.
MODIFICATION
54. Except as provided below, there shall be no material modification of this Agreed
Judgment, Exhibits attached to this Agreed Judgment, or the submittals approved under this
Agreed Judgment without written approval by the Parties and the Court. Any non-material
modification of this Agreed Judgment, its Exhibits, or approved submittals shall be in writing
and signed by the Parties. Any modifications to the attached Exhibits or subsequently approved
submittals that are specifically allowed under the terms of those Exhibits or submittals may be
made in accordance with the terms of those Exhibits or approved submittals. All modifications,
whether material or non-material, shall be deemed an enforceable part of this Agreed Judgment.

CONTINUING JURISDICTION

99, The Court shall retain jurisdiction to enforce the terms and conditions and achieve

the objectives of this Agreed Judgment and to resolve disputes arising hereunder as may be
necessary or appropriate for the construction, modification, implementation or execution of this
Agreed Judgment.
TERMINATION
56. Upon motipn filed with the Court by IDEM or the City, the Court may terminate

the terms of this Agreed Judgment after each of the following has occurred:
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(a) The City has achieved compliance with all provisions contained in this
Agreed Judgment, and subsequently has maintained satisfactory compliance with each
and every provision for twelve c;onsecutive months;

()  The City has paid all penalties and other monetary obligations due
hereunder and no penalties or other monetary obligations due hereunder are outstanding
or owed to IDEM; and

) At least one hundred twenty (120) days prior to filing the motion, the City
has certified to IDEM that it has complied with the terms of this Agreed Judgment and
has provided sufficient documentation to IDEM to support its certification.

SIGNATORIES/SERVICE
57.  The Indiana Deputy Attorney General signing this Agreed Judgment, on behalf of
the State of Indiana and IDEM, and the undersigned representative of the City each certifies that
he or she is authorized to enter into the terms and conditions of this Agreed Judgment and to
execute and bind legally such Party to this document.
58. The Parties agree that the City need not file an answer to the Compleint in this
action unless or until the Court expressly declines to enter this Agreed Judgment.
FINAL JUDGMENT
5.  Upon approval and entry of this Agreed Judgment by the Court, this Agreed

Judgment shall constitute the final judgment of the Court between IDEM and the City.
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THE UNDERSIGNED PARTIES enter into this Agreed Judgment:

FOR THE STATE OF INDIANA
STEVE CARTER
Attorney General of Indiana

Bygm\p & C@bl’a“ DATED: 9 - |1 -200)

Sierra L. Cutts, Deputy Attorney General
Office of the Attorney General

Indiana Government Center South, 5% Floor
302 West Washington Street

Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

FOR IDEM

// %/’f DATED: 9 —2v ~2007/

THOMAS W. EASTERLY, Commissioner

Indiana Department of Environmental Management
100 North Senate Avenue, IGCN 1301
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

FOR THE CITY OF HUNTINGTON

Q/Eu,u }& Mﬂ:— DATED: 9* //*Q»C)Of?

Representatix}f: of City of Huntington

The Court finds there is no just reason for delay and therefore approves and enters this
Agreed Judgment as a final judgment. -

50 ORDERED this 62| ¥ day of \Sapbrbe 2007.

“’ﬂ@g MhLL

Judge, Huntington Cirenit Court

Distribution:

Sierra L. Cutts, Indiana Attorney General’s Office, 302 West Washington Street, [GCS, gt
Floor, Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

City Attorney, City of Huntington, Indiana, c/o Clerk-Treasurer, 300 Cherry Street, Huntington,
Indiana 46750
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STATE OF INDIANA IN THE HUNTINGTON CIRCUIT COURT

)
) SS:
)

COUNTY OF HUNTINGTON CAUSE NO. 35C01-0709-CC-00534

COMMISSIONER, INDIANA DEPARTMENT
OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT,

Plaintiff,
V.

CITY OF HUNTINGTON,

S N S S S S e N S

Defendant.

MOTION TO AMEND AGREED JUDGMENT

The Plaintiff, Commissioner, Indiana Department of Environmental Management
(“IDEM™), by its counsel, Gregory F. Zoeller, Attorney General of Indiana, through Sierra L.
Alberts, Deputy Attorney General, and the Defendant, the City of Huntington, by its counsel,
Michael Hartburg, (hereinafter collectively referred to as the “Parties™) respectfully move the
Court to amend the Agreed Judgment entered into by the Parties and approved and ordered by
this Court. In support of this motion, the Parties state as follows:

1. On or about September 21, 2007, this Court approved and entered the Agreed
Judgment submitted by the Parties as a final judgment in this matter.

2, Attachment 1 to the Agreed Judgment contains a description of the approved
work plan to develop the City’s Long Term Control Plan (“LTCP”).

3. Since the filing of the Agreed Judgment, the Parties have agreed to make certain
revisions to the work plan which are consistent with the revised Attachment 1 that is attached
hereto; therefore, the Parties request that the Agreed Judgment be amended by replacing

Attachment 1 with the revised Attachment 1.



WHEREFORE, the Commissioner, Indiana Department of Environmental Management
and the City of Huntington respectfully request that this Court amend the September 21, 2007
Agreed Judgment in this matter with the Attachment 1 attached to this motion, and for all other

just and proper relief.

Respectfully submitted,

£ 5" o
Michzél Hartbur
Attoeney for City of Huntngton, Indiana

City Attorney Michael Hartburg

City of Huntington, Indiana Delaney Hartburg Roth & Garrott, LLP
c/o Clerk-Treasurer 533 Warren Street

300 Cherry Street P.O. Box 269

Huntington, Indiana 46750 Huntington, Indiana 46750-0269

.

Sierra L. Alberts '
Deputy Attorney General,
Attorney for the IDEM

Office of the Attorney General of Indiana
Indiana Government Center South, 5™ Floor
302 W. Washington Street

Indianapolis, IN 46204
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Appendix 2
IDEM Comment Letter — December 19, 2005
and

City of Huntington Response Letter — May 12, 2006



INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT
We make Indiana a cleaneé‘, healthier place to live.

: Mitchell E. Daniels, Jr. : 100 North Senate Avenue

Govemnor’ ' Office of Water Quality- 65-42

: : . . .December 19, RBB&Sapolis, Indiana 46204-2251
Thomas W. Easterly (317) 232-8603
Commissioner : (800) 451-6027

4 ‘ A www.in.gov/idem"

The Honorable Terry Abbett, Mayor

City of Huntington
‘300 Cherry Street
Huntington, Indiana 46750-2649
Dear Mayor Abbett:
- RB:  LTCPReview
City of Huntington
Huntington Co’unty

My staff reviewed Huntmgton s LTCP document received May 30 2003 to determma whether it meets .
the requirements of state and federal law. :

The purpose of this lettér is to iterate the alternatives proposed in the LTCP (as understood by JDEM)
and outline issues which must be resolved before approval may occur. Bach minimurm element of 2 LTCP is
set forth in the federal Combined Seweér Overﬂow (€S0) Control Policy and IC 13-11-2-120.5. The iSsues
are outlined below followmg a brief summary of the altematwes

Plan Summal_"g

The C:ty of Huntington has 15 permitted CSO outfalls discharging to the Little River, Wabash
River, and Flint Creek. The City has determined no sensitive areas -exist and no existing uses have
been identified. The Clt_Y has proposed a combination of separatlon projects, pump station
improvements, instaliation of parallel interceptors-as well as construction of a 10 MG storage basin
located at the WWTP. . The proposed plan is estimated to cost $31;000,000 and is expected to be.
implemented in two phases. The implementation schedule suggests that the majority of phase IT
¢onstruction will begin in 2015.with a 10+ year total implementation schedule. Based on IDEM and
EPA financial guidelines, Huntington falls under a medium financial capability burden and therefore
the allowable timeframe for implementation should be 5-10 years, The plan's goal is fora 94%
reduction in total CSO volume, The plan does not discuss the elimination of any outfalls. The
proposed plan will not attain water quality standards. "The plan does indicate that thc C1ty is keeping
the option of pursuing a UAA open.

Issues That Need Resolved
Consideration of Sensitive Arens
A. The Clty has determined that no sensitive areas exist. This determination was, in part, based on

a document included in Appendix D of the LTCP which lists Endangered, Threatened, and Rare
(ETR) species existing within Huntington County. Several species are listed as ETR. Please

Recycled Paper @ An Equal Opportunity Employer Please Recyele ¢y




The Honorable Terry Abbett, Mayor
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- provide documentation that none of these species were found to exist within the stream reaches
affected by Huntington’s CSOs which should have already been identified in the City’s
submitted Stream Reach Characterization and Evaluation Report (SRCER).

B. The LTCP states that the Indiana Department of Natural Resources compiled a list of ETR
species located in and along the Little River downstream of the City. The list included in
Appendix D does not indicate that it is specific to the Little River, but rather, in¢ludes all of
Huntington County. In addition, no discussion of ETR species existing in Flint Creek or the
Wabash River isincluded in the LTCP: Please provide more specific documentation as to the
presence or absence of ETR species within the areas affectéd by Huntingtori’s CSO dlscharges
Verification should also be provided by the U,S, Fish and Wildlife Semce.

Public Participation

A. A discussion of the presence of existing uses does not appear to have been included in the LTCP.
Was the presénce of existing uses discussed? If so, please identify them. How was the public
involved in the determination of existing uses?

" B. Appendix H of the LTCP iricludes a létter to the “editor” written by Mr. Philip C. Ross. Mr.

) Ross describes a major canoe and boat landing recreation facility in the leiter that exists near
CSO Outfall 002 which is located in the Forks of the Wabash Park property. Are existing uses
present in this location? The City of Huntmgton needs to provide IDEM with a detailed

. Tesponse and docurnentation that these issues were discussed and evaluated by the City and the .
public.
Meeting minutes were inclided in the LTCP for the CAC meetings, however, the Plan did not:
include minutes for public meetings. Please provide these minites as well.
It does not appéar that the public was engaged in the actual selection of CSO controls, but tather
informed of the controls which had been already.selected. Please explain.
The LTCP does not document any changes or dec1smus made in response to public
comments, Please include this information.
The LTCP does not address whether input on growth isses was obtamcd or taken mto
consideration during the public participation process. Please clarify. -

s

" -

' Characterization and Monitoring

The system characterization and modeling components of the LTCP will be reviewed and
addressed via separate correspondence.

- Evaluation of Alternatives

“A. The City of Huntington has identified projects that are expected to reduce CSO volume by 24 %.
Please correlate this to a specific design storm.
B. The City states in the LTCP that it appears that they are presently effectively capturmg the first
* flush discharges from the CSOs. The LTCP states that it generally takes 0.3” — 0.4” of rainfall
before a CSO event occurs. IDEM considers the capture of the first flush to have been achieved
if rainfall from up to a one-year, one hour storm event has been retained, transported and treated .
. at the wastewater treatment plant. Based on Huntington’s regional location, this correlates to
1.02” of rainfall. The City must provide verification and documentation that they are capturing
the first flush.
C. The LTCP does not address the control of floatable and solids present in remaining CSO
discharges. How will the City address this issue?
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D. The City’s selected alternative proposes to reduce total CSO discharge volume by 94%. The
Plan indicates that WQS would not be met in-stream even if the City had no discharges, The
City should note that their LTCP must set forth controls necessary for ensuring its CSO
discharges, notwithstanding background in-stream conditions, will comply with the tec}mology—
based and water quality-based requirements of the Clean Water Act (CWA) (inclnding section
402(q) of the CWA) and state law (IC 13-11-2-120.5 and applicable state water quality

-standards). _
E. Since the proposed Plan allows for' CSO discharges to occur in violation of WQS, even after full
_ implementation of the Plan has occurred, the City of Huntington must commit to eliminating
CS0 discharges or providing those discharges with controls sufficient to meet WQS. If
ultimately, the City finds that WQS cannot be attained through élimination or treatment of CSO
discharges, a Use Attainability Analysis (UAA) must be submitted by the City and will be’
reviewed by IDEM to determine whether a témporary suspension may be attdined.

F.- IDEM is in the process of developing an approach, where during wet weather conditions,

CSO Treatment Facilities (High Rate Clarifiers, etc.) would be considered to provide an
adequate level of control to meet WQS if certain design storm ériteria are met. Please’

see the aftached CSO Treatment Facility document and provide doctimentation of the City’s
capability and feasibility to meet these criteria. Information useful in this assessment would:
include project costs and timeframes that would be associated with the potential -
storage/treatment facilities and technologies.

G. The selected CSO controls should allow for cost-effective expansion or retrofitting 1f additional

‘controls are necessary at a future time to aftain WQS. Please include this information in the
LTCP,

Maximizing Treatment at the Exisﬁxig POTW Treatment Plant

A. Do any bottlenecks exist in the Combined Sewer System (CSS) and if so, have they been

, - 1esolved? If they have not be¢hi resolved, how will the City address this matter?

“B." Has future growth been projécted and a determination made on how this will effect the
maximization of flow?. Please provide details on this issue. ;

C. The option of blending is discussed on page 4-4 of the LTCP. The City appears to have
dismissed this as a possible alternative based on the issue that this alternative involves permitting
issues that have not previously been addressed by the State. In reference to the alternative of
blending, please see attached CSO-Related Bypass document. The City may want to reconsider
this as a viable option aﬂer reading this document. ;

Cost/Performance Considerations
How will the City finance the implementation of the LTCP?
Implementation Schedule

Based on the results of the City’s financial capability analysis, the allowable time frame

- for the complete implementation of Huntington’s LTCP is 5 to 10 years, Although it is

-unclear exactly when the final completion date is, Huntington appears to be proposing a plan with
a time frame in excess of 10 years for complete implementation of their LTCP. The final phase is

_ not scheduled to begin for 10+ years. Please submit a revised implementation schedule detailing
when projects are to be initiated and completed. -
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" Use Attainability Analysis

In Chapter 7 of the LTCP, a UAA is discussed. A description of the requirements that
a UAA must meet to receive temporary suspension of the designated use are outlined. The
LTCP indicates that the intention of the City may be to pursue the option of a temporary suspension
due to substantial and widespread social and economic impact. In the IDEM Combined Sewer
Overflow (CSO) Long-Term Control Plan Use Attamabﬂlty Analysis Guidance document, the
following items are required to obtam a temporary suspension:

1. An approved LTCP that captures the first flush and provides for the mplementation of cost
. effective control altématives.

2. AUAA approved by IDEM and EPA.”

'3, An NPDES permit incorporating the LTCP and the terms of the temporary suspension.

4. Tmplementation of the approved LTCP in accordance with the schadule approved in the.
'LTCP.

5. Compliance with the Conibined Sewer Operational Plan and all other operation and
maintenance reqmremcnts for its treatment plant and ¢ombined sewer system.

The LTCP does not sufficiently prové that the selected controls capture the first flush.
Furthermore, IDEM has provided the City with additional alternatives to attain WQS through the
.gaptire and treatment/disinfection up to specific design storms. Once the LTCP provides
documentation that the first flush'will be captured and treated, and all other alternatives have been
exhausted,:a UAA review may become necessary and a temporary suspension may be considered.

Post-Construction Compliance Monitoring_'Program

A. The LTCP is vague regarding the timé of submittal to IDEM of the City’s Post Construction
Monitoring (PCM) results. It is fecommended that PCM takes place after each phase of the
LTCP and restilts submitted to IDEM. Please be piore specuﬁc as to the time of submittal for '

. PCM results.

B. Inaddition fo a quantitative analysrs the Plan shall include a qualitative analysis to verify that

any remaining CSO discharges will meet WQS. Please include the type, quantity, procedure,
“and parameters that will be sampled for in the qualitative analysis.

General Com'ments and/or Quesﬁons

A, Has the City identified any chronic problems (dry weather ovcrﬂows sewer surcharging, or
basement backups) within the CSS, and if so, how does the City intend to incorporate identified
“problems into the LTCP and resolve them?
B. The LTCP must identify all CSOs by latitude and longitude. Please provlde these coordinates.
C. The LTCP must include a general description of the CSS that includes a detfailed collection
* gystem map showing combined, separate and storm sewers to clearly differentiate areas that are
combined/separate as well as CSO locations. In addition, principal hydraulic control structures
(interceptors, pump stations, storage and control facilities, POTW) should be identified on this
map. A map of this type is an essential tool for a City to have a thorough understanding of its
sewer system, one of the major components ofa LTCP Please include this map in the LTCP.
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We would hkc to work with the City to rapidly address the issugs noted above. Please respond to the .
comments listed above within 90 days of the date of this letter. Please contact Cyndi Wagner at (317) 233-
0473 if you have questions Iegardmg this leiter.

q

Sincereiy,

Bruno Pigott %

. Assistant Commlssmner )
Office of Water Quality

Enclosures

.Ce:  ColinBullock, Sup erintendent -
Rick Roudebush, OWQ Tnspections
Peter Swenson, BPA Region 5
‘Mike Perriguey, OWQ Wet Weather
 FileRoom
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C! " OF HUNTINGTON, WATE POLLUTION CONTROL
COLIN E. BULLOCK, SUPERINTENDENT

20 Hitzfield Street

P.O. Box 550
Huntington, IN 46750 |
Phone: (219) 3568-2313

Fax: (219) 358-2317

May 12, 2006

Ms. Cyndi Wagner

Indiana Dept of Environmental Management
100 N Senate Avenue

Office of Water Quality

Indianapolis IN 46204

Subject: LTCP Comments
City of Huntington
Huntington County

Dear Cyndi:

The City of Huntington and our Consulting Engineer Bonar Group have reviewed the
comments in the December 19, 2005 comment letter and would like to respond as
indicated. We appreciated meeting with your staff on March 2, 2006 and discussing the
comment letter. During that meeting it was identified that the EPA staff that would be
working under IDEM jurisdiction and reviewing Huntington’s responses would not be on
board until late April. To keep this review process moving we agreed to provide
responses to the comments that did not require meeting with the EPA staff first.

Based upon the fact that the EPA staff will not be available until late April it was agreed
that the City of Huntington will not be able to meet the present schedule for responding
to your comment letter. Further, some of the comments cannot be responded to until the
sewer system modeling has been reviewed and approved by IDEM and the model
revised based upon new requirements. With the new “first flush” flow requirements the
proposed projects will likely need to be enlarged. We cannot finalize the proposed
projects, the cost estimates or the schedule until the modeling is revised.

This letter is the first response to those items we are comfortable responding to prior to
our meeting with the EPA staff members.

Issues that Need Resolved
Consideration of Sensitive Areas

A. The City has determined that no sensitive areas exist. This determination was, in part,
based on a document included in Appendix D of the LTCP which lists Endangered,
Threatened, and Rare (ETR) species existing within Huntington County. Several species
are listed as ETR. Please provide documentation that none of these species were found
fo exist within the stream reaches affected by Huntington’s CSQ's which should have

G:\Documents and Settings\colin.bullock\Lotal Settings\Temporary Internet Files\OLK438\Response Letter.doc
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already been identified in the City’s submitted Stream Reach Characterization and
Evaluation Report (SRCER).

. The LTCP states that the Indiana Department of Natural Resources compiled a list of

ETR species located in and along the Little River downstream of the Cily. The list
included Appendix D does not indicate thal it is specific to the Little River, but rather,
includes all of Huntington County. In addition, no discussion of ETR species existing in
Flint Creek or the Wabash River is included in the LTCP. Please provide more specific
documentation as to the presence or absence of ETR species within the areas affected
by Huntington’s CSO discharges. Verification should also be provided by the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service.

Further research through the Indiana Department of Natural Resources and the Division
of Fish and Wildlife shows through a check of the Indiana Natural Heritage Data Center
that there are no ETR species nor significant areas documented from the Little River at
Huntington. This was received from Ronald Hellmich, Division of Nature Preserves,
DNR, Indiana. Brant Fisher of the non-game division of Fish and Wildlife said that
they had no record of any ETR species, especially that of fish and shellfish
currently present in the rivers and streams in and around the City of Huntington.

Public Participation

In general we concur that inadequate public participation occurred. We propose to
provide additional opportunity for public involvement by having 2 public meetings to
allow input and to be involved in the discussion of the CSO controls and proposed
projects. These additional public hearings will provide responses to comments A, C, D
E, and F below.

. A discussion of the presence of existing uses does not appear to have been included in

the LTCP. Was the presence of existing uses discussed? If so, please identify them.
How was the public involved in the determination of existing uses?

. Appendix H of the LTCP includes a letter to the “editor” written by Mr. Philip C. Ross. Mr.

Ross describes a major canoe and boat landing recreation facility in the letter that exists
near CSO Outfall 002 which is located in the Forks of the Wabash Park property. Are
existing uses present in this location? The City of Huntington needs to provide IDEM
with a detailed response and documentation that these issues were discussed and
evaluated by the City and the public.

This canoe and boat launch described by Mr. Ross does not exist. The Forks of the
Wabash Historic Park is located at the confluence of the Little Wabash and the Wabash

Rivers.

. Meeting minutes were included in the LTCP for the CAC meetings, however the Plan did

not include minutes for public meetings. Please provide these minutes as well.

. It does not appear that the public was engaged in the actual selection of CSO controls,

but rather informed of the controls which had been already selected. Please explain.

. The LTCP does not document any changes or decisions made in response to public

comments. Please include this information.
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The LTCP does not address whether input on growth issues was obtained or taken into
consideration during the public participation process. Please clarify.

Characterization and Monitoring

The system characterization and modeling components of the LTCP will be reviewed and
addressed via separate correspondence.

Evaluation of Alternatives

A.

The City of Huntington has identified projects that are expected to reduce CSO volume
by 94%. Please correlate this to a specific design storm.

The City states in the LTCP that it appears that they are presently effectively capturing
the first flush discharges from the CSQO's. The LTCP states that it generally takes 0.3" —
0.4" of rainfall before a CSO event occurs. IDEM considers the capture of the first flush
to have been achieved if rainfall from up to one-year, one hour storm event has been
retained, transported, and freated at the wastewater treatment planf. Based on
Huntington’s regional location, this correlates to 1.02” of rainfall. The City must provide
verification and documentation that they are capfturing the first flush.

The LTCP does not address the control of floatable and solids present in remaining CSO
discharges. How will the City address this issue?

The City’s selected altemative proposes to reduce total CSO discharge volume by 94%.
The Plan indicates that WQS would not be met in-stream even if the City has no
discharges. The City should note that their LTCP must set forth controls necessary for
ensuring its CSO discharges, notwithstanding background in-stream conditions, will
comply with the technology-based and water quality-based requirements of the Clean
Water Act (CWA) (including section 402(q) of the CWA) and state law (IC 13-11-2-120.5
and applicable state water quality standards).

Since the proposed Plan allows for CSO discharges to occur in violation of WQS, even
after full implementation of the Plan has occurred, the City of Huntington must commit to
eliminating CSO discharges or providing those discharges with controls sufficient to
meet WQS. If ultimately, the City finds that WQS cannot be attained through elimination
or treatment of CSO discharges, a Use Attainability Analysis (UAA) must be submitted
by the City and will be reviewed by IDEM fo determine whether a temporary suspension
my be attained.

IDEM is in the process of developing an approach, where during wet weather conditions,
CSO Treatment Facilities (High Rate Clarifiers, etc) would be considered to provide an
adequate level of control to meet WQS if certain design storm criteria were met, Please
see the attached CSO Treatment Facility document and provide documentation of the
City’s capability and feasibility to meet these criteria. Information useful in this
assessment would include project costs and timeframes that would be associated with
the potential storage/treatment facilities and technologies.




G. The selected CSO controls should allow for cost-effective expansion or retrofitting if
additional controls are necessary at a future time fto attain WQS. Please include this
information in the LTCP.

Maximizing Treatment at the Existing POTW Treatment Plant

A. Do any bottlenecks exist in the Combined Sewer System (CSS) and if so, have they
been resolved? If they have not been resolved, how will the City address this matter?

There are no known bottlenecks within the existing CSS. If any are identified, the City
will take corrective actions to resolve the situation.

B. Has future growth been projected and a determination made on how this will effect the
maximization of flow? Please provide details on this issue.

Future growth is a concern of the City due to development on the north side. Sewer
separation in the areas on the north side of the City, particularly at CSQ's 009 through
016, will allow for maximizing flows in the collection system. Sewer improvements and
sewer separation projects are proposed in the “Selected Plan” section to provide for this
maximized flow.

C. The option of blending is discussed on page 4-4 of the LTCP. The City appears to have
dismissed this as a possible alternative based on the issue that this alternative involves
permitting issues that have not previously been addressed by the State. In reference to
the altemative of blending, please see attached CSO-Related Bypass document. The
City may want to reconsider this as a viable option after reading this document.

This option will be considered.

Cost/Performance Considerations
How will the City finance the implementation of the LTCP?

The projects as identified in the “Selected Plan” section will be funded by increases in utility
rates of the sewer utility and storm water utility rates. Ultimately all of the funding will come from
fees from utility customers.

Implementation Schedule

Based on the resulfs of the City's financial capability analysis, the allowable time frame for the
complete implementation of Huntington’s LTCP is & to 10 years. Although it is unclear exactly
when the final completion date is, Huntington appears to be proposing a plan with a time frame
in excess of 10 years from complete implementation of their LTCP. The final phase is not
scheduled to begin for 10+ years. Please submit a revised implementation schedule detailing
when projects are to be initiated and completed.

The implementation schedule will be revised.
Use Attainability Analysis
in Chapter 7 of the LTCP, a UAA is discussed. A description of the requirements that a USAA

must meet to receive temporary suspension for the designated use are outlined. The LTCP
indicates that the intention of the City may be to pursue the aption of a temporary suspension




due fo substantial and widespread social and economic impact. In the IDEM Combined Sewer
Overflow (CSO) Long-Term Control Plan Use Attainability Analysis Guidarnce document, the
following items are required to obtain a temporary suspension:
1. An approved LTCP that captures the first flush and provides for the
implementation of cost effective control alternatives.
2. A UAA approved by IDEM and EPA.
3. An NPDES permit incorporating the LTCP and the terms of the temporary

suspension.
4. Implementation of the approved LTCP in accordance with the schedule approved

in the LTCP.
5. Compliance with the Combined Sewer Operational Plan and all other operation
and maintenance requirements for its treatment plant and combined sewer

system.

The LTCP does not sufficiently prove that the selected cbhtrols capture the ﬁrét flush.

Furthermore, IDEM has provided the City with additional alternatives to attain WQS through the .

capture and treatment/disinfection up to specific design storms. Once the LTCP provides
documentation that the first flush will be captured and treated, and all other alternatives have
been exhausted, a UAA review may become necessary and a temporary suspension may be
considered.

Post-Construction Compliance Monitoring Program

A. The LTCP is vague regarding the time of submittal to IDEM of the City's Post
Construction Monitoring (PCM) resuits. It is recommended that PCM takes place after
each phase of the LTCP and results submitted to IDEM. Please be more specific as to
the time of submittal for PCM results.

B. In addition to a quantitative analysis, the Plan shall include a qualitative analysis to verify
that any remaining CSO discharges will meet WQS. Please include the type, quantity,
procedure, and parameters that will be sampled for the qualitative analysis.

Past-construction compliance will follow a routine of sampling and monitoring similar to what is
presented in the Huntington Stream Reach Characterization and Evaluation Report. The post-
construction monitoring (PCM) will be done after the completion of each CSO project. Samples
will be collected on the affected receiving stream during dry and wet weather conditions
upstream of all CSO’s and downstream of affected CSO's. Water quality of the rivers will be
recorded and analyzed. Samples will also be taken and analyzed from three CSO’s during
three different rainfall events. Sampling will continue for a period of at least 18 months to two
years in order to cover multiple seasons and different types of storm events.

After some of the CSO control projects, it may be possible to eliminate some CSO structures.
This will be done on a case by case analysis.

Flow monitoring will be done to measure the impact of the CSO control project as it pertams fo
the frequency and magnltude of the CSO events.

Results of the PCM will be submitted with three months after the end of monitoring for the
specific CSO control project.

General Comments and/or Questions




A. Has the City identified any chronic problems (dry weather overflows, sewer surcharging,
or basement backups) within the CSS, and if so, how does the City intend to incorporate
identified problems into the LTCP and resolve them?

The City does not have any chronic dry weather overflows. Any other chronic problems will be
addressed in the revised LTCP.

B. The LTCP must identify all CSO's by latitude and longitude. Please provide these
coordinates.

These outfalls have been identified in the NPDES permit in ATTACHMENT A, pages 39 and
40. These pages are attached as Exhibit A.

C. The LTCP must include a general description of the CSS that includes a detailed
collection system map showing combined, separate and storm sewers to clearly

differentiate areas thaf are combined/separate as well as CSQ locations. In addition, .

principal hydraulic control structures (interceptors, pump stations, storage and control
facilities, POTW) should be identified on this map. A map of this type is an essential tool
for a City to have a thorough understanding of its sewer system, one of the major
components of a LTCP. Please include this map in the LTCP.

The CSS map Is currently being updated and will be included in the revised LTCP.
If you have further questions or comments please call me at 260-358-2313.

Sincerely,

Ol Bctlee—
Colin Bullock
Superintendent

City of Huntington
Water Pollution Control

Ce;
Dave Tennis, CSO Project Manager, Wet Weather Section
Myra Moldanado, Reviewer EPA Region V




C Y OF HUNTINGTON, WATT ~ POLLUTION CONTROL
COLIN L. BULLOCK, SUPERINTENDENT

20 Hitzfield Street

P.O. Box 550
Huntington, IN 46750
Phone: (219) 358-2313
Fax: (219) 358-2317

May 1, 2006

Ms. Cyndi Wagner, Section Chief

Wet Weather Section

Indiana Department of Environmental Management
100 N. Senate Avenue 1GCN

Indianapolis, IN 46206-6015

Subject: Huntington Indiana Long Term Control Plan =+~ - =~ = =« = = == -
Request for Early Action Projects

Dear Ms. Wagner:

Following is a review of the timeline of events associated with the Huntington ™
LTCP review:

LTCP received by IDEM May 30, 2003

Comments letter from Mike Perriguey dated December 19, 2005
Response to comments due in 90 days, March 19, 2006
Extension requested for 45 days: May 3, 2006

Reviewer from EPA started week of April 17, 2006

There are several projects that the City may want to pursue ahead of an

approved LTCP. These early action projects will improve the overall water quality
by reducing CSOs in frequency and volume. We request a decision from IDEM to
approve the following projects. ,

Early Action Projects WE S oepn Desadd
ﬁod‘ixﬂﬁ._ -

e Division Street sewer separation (eliminate CSO # 016')
e Market Street sewer separation (eliminate CSO # 015) ewwj)

o State Street sewer separation (eliminate CSO # 009) LY, UING
o Warren Street sewer separation (eliminate CSO # 012)

o Guilford Street sewer separation (eliminate CSO# 013 )

The locations and shed areas for the above CSOs are shown on Figure 4.2 in the
LTCP. A short description of the Division Street and Market Street projects
defined as Project No. 2G is on page 4-13 of the LTCP. The State Street project
is included with a general description of an area sewer separation defined as
Project No. 2D on page 4-13 of the LTCP. The Warren Street and Guilford Street

C:\Documents and Settings\colin.bullock\Local Settings\Temporary Internet Files\OLK438\Request for Early Action
Projects 5-1-06.doc




projects are included with a general description of an areéa sewer separation
defined as Project No. 2F on page 4-13 of the LTCP.

If you have further questions or concerns please call me at 260-358-2313 or
contact Diana Toth with Bonar Group at 260-969-8835.

Sincerely, 6 Z 6 U.Mi e

Colin Bullock, Superintendent
Huntington Water Pollution Control

Cc:  Dave Tennis, CSO Project Manager, MC 65-42 IGCN 1255 '
Myra Moldanado Reviewer from EPA Region V- 3

C:\Documents and Settings\colin.bullock\Local Settings\Temporary Internet Files\OLK438\Request for Early Aclion
Projects 5-1-06.doc







Appendix 3

Stream Reach Characterization and Evaluation Report
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1.0 BACKGROUND

Under the combined sewer overflow (CSQO) control programs of the US Enviromnental Protection
Agency (USEPA) and the Indiana Department of Environmental Management (IDEM),
Municipalities are to address the CSO’s through the implementation of the nine minimum
controls. These controls include such things as maximizing treatment at the treatment plant
during wet weather and maximizing storage in the combined sewers. The ninth minimum control
is: “Monitoring to effectively characterize CSO impacts and the efficacy of controls”,

As part of Indiana’s CSO strategy adopted by IDEM in May 1996, Huntington’s NPDES permit
renewal in December 1997 included a requirement for preparing a Stream Reach Characterization
and Evaluation Report (SRCER) within 18 moriths of appioval of the City’s SRCER Protocol.
The City submitted the SRCER Protocol in February 1998, two months after the effective date of
the NPDES permit (December 1, 1997). IDEM approved the SRCER Protocol on May 20, 1998.
The purpose of the SRCER is to characterize the impacts of CSO discharges upon the Wabash
River for a defined stream segment. The defined stream segment for the Wabash River was
considered two miles upstream from Flint Creek discharge to a point two miles down stream of
Flint Creek.

The SRCER Protocol included methods of determining instream impacts of CSO’s and provided
methodology for determination of baseline conditions within the stream segment. The SRCER
being submitted at this time summarizes the data collected during the study period, January 1997
through September 2000. This information will be used for further analysis of long term CSO
controls and to assist in developing the long term control plan (LTCP). According to the City,
NPDES permit and the State of Indiana’s final CSO Strategy, The (SRCER) should include the
following information:

1) Rainfall events;

2) Frequency and duration of wet weather overflows from monitored points;

3) Characterization of the Combined Sewer System (CSS) which identifies sources both
Upstream and within the assigned stream segment and evaluation of efficacy of
implemented CSO control on receiving waters;

4) A list containing municipalities, sensitive areas and recreational facilities which
could be adversely affected by CSO discharges from Huntington:

Outstanding National Resources Waters

Outstanding State Resource Waters

National Marine Sanctuaries

Water with threatened or endangered species

Primary contact recreation water, such as bathing beaches
Public drinking waters intakes or their designed protection areas
Shellfish beds

L L

5) A report summarizing the following information complied over the period of study:

Bacteria and Health Alerts

Fish kills

Overflow volume of monitored overflow points

Fish consumption advisories and bacteria/health alerts

L

6) A recommendation shall be made as to the proper course of action including a
discussion of alternatives, a means of estimating their impacts on water quality and
associated costs. )

w2




2.0 CHARACTERIZATION OF THE COMBINED SEWER SYSTEM (CSS)

The sewer system is separated info (5) sub-systems representing tributary drainage areas of
existing sewer systems, as shown in figure 6, page 28. The majority of the sewer system is
constructed of vitrified clay (vep) and also brick. Recent sanitary sewer additions are constructed
of poly vinyl chloride. The City of Huntington is served by approximately 65 miles of sewer
lines, with 80% of the sewer system constructed as combined sewers, portions of the systems are
separated, approximately 80% of the north side of the city and approximately 20% of the south
side. The extreme western portion of sub-system 5 and new sewer systems within sub-system 2
are separated. In addition several separation projects have been done in the past. They are as
follows: ;

The northwest sewer separation, which consists of approximately 15,000 linear feet of
12-60 inch storm sewers in the area bounded by German Street, McGahn Street, and
Memorial Park.

The Rabbit Run sewer at Hiers Park consists of the installation of approximately 3,200
linear feet of 12-60 inch storm sewers in the area bounded by Waterworks Road, Little
River, Broadway and Briant Street.

The Condit Street Project consists of approximately 4,500 linear feet of 12-72 inch storm
sewers, servicing the area bounded by Little River, Hedde Street, the Old Erie Railroad
tracks and Grayston Avenue.

New separation to start in the year 2000 is the Joe Street project.
It will consist of approximately 7,500 linear feet of 15-78 inch storm sewers, servicing
the area bounded by Water Works Road, Evergreen Street, High Street, and Ema Avenue,

figure 2.

The current condition of the combined system is considered to be good. The City insures that, by
a maintenance program of sewer cleaning with its two vactors and also a camera system.
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3.0 RAINFALL DATE COLLECTION

The collection of precipitation data is important to correlate the affects of rainfall events on the
collection system, combined sewer overflows, and water quality in the Wabash River. There are
six rainfall gauges located throughout the City, figure 2, page 22. Data from these gauges are
currently included on the monthly Discharge Report (DMR).

4.0 WET WEATHER OVERFLOWS

4.1 DATA COLLECTION

As part of the operational plan 15 CSOs were identified for purposes of monitoring and reporting
CSO events. In meeting the self-monitoring requirement of the NPDES Permit, all discharges
from representative CSOs are reported on a monthly basis. Each month, an NPDES CSO
Discharge Monitoring report (CSO DMR) is submitted to IDEM on forms provided by IDEM,
Appendix C, page 9.

To get this information for the monthly report, we monitor the 15 CSO points daily. In rain events
or (overflows) we try to monitor the 15 CSO points hourly, trying to get a better start and stop
time, Appendix B, page 8.

4.2 DOWNSTREAM IMPACTS OF OVERFLOWS

*Outstanding National Resource Waters

*Qutstanding State Resource Waters

*National Marine Sanctuaries

*Water with threatened or endangered species

*Primary contact recreation waters, such as bathing beaches
*Public drinking water intakes or their designated protection areas
*Shellfish beds

WABASH RIVER QUALTY AND USE INFORMATION

To the best of my knowledge the Wabash River is not designated as an outstanding National
Resource water or Qutstanding State Resource Water. No National Marine Sanctuaries, bathing
beaches, shellfish beds, public drinking water intakes, or other designated protection areas are
known to exist downstream of Huntington which could be adversely affected by the City’s CSOs.
The Department of Natural Resources has complied a list of threatened or endangered species in
and along the Wabash River downstream of the city. This list is provided in Appendix D, page
10.
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5.0 INSTREAM SAMPLING

The objective of instream sampling program was to collect representative samples and to provide
analytical data for determining the instream impacts of CSO discharges upon the Wabash River.
The sampling program is an important aspect of the SRCER. The need for long-term CSO
controls may be based on the finding of the SRCER and subsequent more detailed analyzes.

5.1 SAMPLING LOCATION AND FREQUENCY
(The following four sampling points are done once a week)

.The reach of the Liﬁle Wabash River is monitored as part of the SRCER. The first sample point

is LaFontaine Street Bridge, which is .1 downstream of Flint Creek and also CSOs 003 through
016, see, attached figure 1, page 21.

The second sample point is taken at Flint Creek upstream (up) 1.9 miles upstream from Little
Wabash River and also Flint Creek discharge, see figure 1, page 21.

The third sample point is taken at Rangeline Road Bridge this sample point is 2.89 miles
downstream of all CSOs. This samples both the Big and Little Wabash River, see figure 1, page
21.

The fourth sample point is taken on Etna Avenue Bridge, which is on the Big Wabash River.
This sample point is to compare the impact of the Big Wabash River to the Little Wabash River.
This sample site is located 1.7 miles south of Flint Creek, see figure 1, page 21

The following sampling point is done only once a month.

This is the fifth sampling point. It is done from the Meridian Road Bridge, the sample point is
upstream (up) 2.3 from all CSO overflows, see figure 1, page 21.

Our lab performs all the sampling points, except the fifth, on the first day of the workweek. Since
the sample points are done on a routine basis, a large percent are done on dry weather days.
Therefore, to insure we get good results for the (SRCER), we also sample the points on rain
events that have overflows.

The first sample point is LaFontaine Street Bridge, which is .1 downstream of CSOs 003 through
016, see figure 1, page 21.

The second sample point is Flint Creek upstream (up) this sample point is; 1.9 miles upstream
from the Little Wabash River and also the discharge of Flint Creek, see figure 1, page 21.

The third sample point is taken at Rangeline Road Bridge this sample point is 2.8 downstream of
all CSO overflows, see figure 1, page 21.

The fourth sample point is at Broadway Street bridge, this sample point is 1.3 upstream (up) of all
CSO overflow points on the Little Wabash, see figure 1, page 21.

The fifth sample point is the overflow at the plant (002), see figure 1, page 21.
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5.2 TESTING PARAMETERS
The testing parameters for instream sampling included the conventional pollutants of

carbonaceous bio-chemical oxygen demand (CBOD), total suspended solids (TSS), and
ammonia-nitrogen (NH3-N), as well as dissolved oxygen (DO), Escherichia coli (E. coli) and pH.

5.3 LABORATORY ANALYSIS

The City’s Treatment Plant laboratory performed the analysis for the conventional pollutants of
CBOD, TSS, pH, and ammonia. The analysis is currently run for. the Wastewater Treatment
effluent, the City also runs the analysis for E. Coli.

5.4 CONTACT PERSONS

1. Colin Bullock, Utility Superintendent

2 Bill Miller, Assistant Superintendent
3. Raghbir Bola, Lab Director
4, Shad Funk, Pretreatment Director

5.5 Record Keeping

A sample log sheet is included in Appendix F, page 12. This log sheet was used to record the
field and laboratory sampling data, Appendix G, page 13, 14, & 15 through J shows the rainfall,
CSO sheets, and lift station sheets.




5.6 STREAM MONITORING DATA

The monitoring data was collected over a 42 month period, from January 1997 through June
2000. Page 17, 18, 19, & 20. is the summary of the stream monitoring data.
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APPENDLN b
CITY OF HUNTINGTON
‘ WATER POLLUTION CONTROL
| 20 HITZFIELD EXTENDED

\ HUNTINGTON, IN 46750
COMBINED SEWER OVERFLOW DAILY INSPECTION LOG

NAME: DATE: RAINFALL TIME: __ CONDITIONS:

.
|
1
Ii_ CSO NUMBER CSO LOCATION BYPASS| NO BYPASS
| 002  LEAD OF PLANT
} 003 LAFONTAINE BRIDGE NORTH SIDE
'| 004 RABBIT RUN (AT PLANT)

p05 CLARK STREET & FREDRICK
1 o0s LAFONTAINE BRIDGE SOUTH SIDE
| 007 JEFFERSON BRIDGE (HOT 'N NOW)
| 008 - STATE STREET WOODY'S GARAGE

009 STATE STREET BY CITY BUILDING

010 . MARKET AND JEFFERSON

011 - SOUTH OF MARKET ON WARREN

012 . NORTHOF MAR}{'EI.' ON WARREN

013 - MARKET AND GUILFORD

014 - MARKET AND BYRON

015 MARKET AND FIRST
|_')01s WEST OF FIRST ON DIVISION

1}

IF BYPASSING OCCURS AT ABOVE CSO's, SAMPLES SHOULD BE TAKEN AT FLINT CREEK
UPSTREAM, BROADWAY BRIDGE, LAFONTAINE STREET BRIDGE AND RANGELINE ROAD BRIDGE.




AarZniNbLs U

’ NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM (NPDES)
| CSO DISCHARGE MONITORING REPORT (DMR)

M oNITORING PERIOD: / NO CSO DISCHARGES OCCURRED:[]
MONTH YEAR
NAME: PERMIT NUMBER:
ADDRESS:
CITY: STATE: Z1P CODE: TELEPHONE: ( )
Precipitation Precipitation | CSO Outfall Discharge Time Discharge Begins: Time Discharge
EvenP i (In Inches): | Number Event Date Specifr eitl‘mrg e Stops: &
Date/Time: ) Actual(A) Estimate(E) Specify either
Actual(A) Estimate(E)
-
Name/Title Principal Exccutive Officer ’Egynqwm%wgm‘gﬂﬁug““
PR T THE INFORMATION SUBMITTED HEREIN: Date
AND BASED ON MY INQUIRY OF THOSE
INDIVIDUALS IMMED] TELY RESPONSIBLE FOR
A ATNING THE INFORMATION, | DELIEVE THE
SUBMITTED INFORMATION IS TRUE, ACCURATE
A COMPLETE, TAMAWARS IERITRGEALSE | o
%{%ﬁ‘m,\nuu TNCLUDING THE POSSIBILITY OF Signatere of Principal Executive Officer or
; FINE AND IMPRISONMENT. SEE I3 U.S.C. § 1001 Authorized Agent
Typed or Printed AND D et 1310, W raiiatacks P prnnes Mo. | Day | Yr.
L L@imln{h?vmﬁmhad}ym.]




APPENDIX D

APPENDIX

DNR THREATENED OR ENDANGERED SPECIES LIST
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APPENDIX E

Comparison of HHW Events

Oclober 85 May 85  Oclober 96 QOclober 87 Cajober 98 October 99

HHW pounds coliecled 25,325 17,047 24,215 35,274 61,352
Tires pounds collected 43,015
Apgliances pounds collecled 35,180
Computer pounds collected 1,647
Tolal pounds collected 25,325 17,047 24,215 35,274 141,104
Number ef paricipanis 292 229 314 3566 769
Tolal cosl for event $18.405 315475 19,749  $25816  $22,186
Cost per participant $63.03 367.58 $53.34 $72.52 $28.85
Cost per pound collected $0.699 $0.308 $0.692 $0.732 $0.157
Percentage of HHW by weight:
paint 38% 58% 46.2% 54.5% 60.2%
organics: 35.4%
oilfauto fluids 27% 21% 27.5% 18.8%
cleaners/saivents, ets. 8% 6% 1.7% 14.7%
balteries/corrosives™ 18% 1% 0.2% 1.4% 8.8%
peslicides 5% 5% 5.4% 8.2% 57%
aerosols 3% 3% 2.3% 2.2% 1.4%
others 1% 6% 10.5% 0.3% 0.4%

54,750
45,790
39,190
1652
141,382
611
527,573
$45.12

50.185

35.1%
35.7%

7%
7.7%
2.8%
0.9%

*Alter the fred svenl, only houaahold batierdos wora ascauated tor Bacause load-acid bollesics wero corlecied o? no chard lor "9 and "87 svonts

Baideries were scilocted and courted egudn for '83 erd '92 evenl,

Data regarding 1998 collection event; 1999 event:
Appliances - coliscted: 248 '35,1901bs. 451 39,190 Ibs.
Lead-acid balteries collecled: 210 '5,250 lbs. 250 7500 Ibs.
Cemputers/campanents coltecled: 104 1,547 lbs, 106 1852 Ibs,
Mercury/devices coilected: 229 Ibs. nol itemized
Tires collezled; 1,365 43,015 Ibs. 1,708 45,780 Ibs.
Additional Informaticn regarding 1999 event: \

A posilive lrend appears to be emerging: Parlicipalion seems to bs bacaming

more geographicaliy dispersed. All townships, except for Huntinglon township

have seen notable increases in the percentage of participants from each fownship
For instance. the percentage of cars from Huntington fownship has averaged about
72% la 75% in previous years. This years resulls show about 61% of the cars came
frony Huntinglon township, with the balance belng distributed in greater amcunts in
other lownships.

Aliso, gf lne paricipants, 60.1% are sither new participants, or it has been longar than one
year since they pariicipated. 39.9% said they parficipated in the event In 1998.
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DAILY LAB SHEET- . ,
APPENDIX F

Control Lab.
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APPENDIX G

,!START TIME |END TIME
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APPENDIX H -

WATER POLLUTION CONTROL #3

DEC. 2000

TIME INITIALS |MEASUREMENT CURRENT CONDITIONS
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APPENDIX I
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APPENDIX J

City of Huntington

Water Pollution Control Lab.
20 Hitzfield Street Ext.
Huntington, IN 46750
219-358-2313

Stream Reach Characterzation Report Sampling Sheet

Date

Name (s)

Sampled at the following locations

Flintcreek '
Broadway Upstream LaFontaine St. |[Rangeline Road

CONDITION

V. CLEAR

CLEAR

S.CLEAR

§. MUDDY

MUDDY

V. MUDDY

FLOW [ LEVEL

V. LOW

|
Low I
|
MEDIUM i

HIGH ;

V. HIGH

REMARKS

WEATHER

~16-



Date

River Sampli

check Shee

APPENDIX J

City of Huntington
Water Pollution Control Lab.
20 Hitzfield Street Ext.
Huntingtan, IN 46750

Sampled at the following lecations

'Flint Creek

Flint Creek

LaFoniaine

Etna

Rangeline

Meridian

Remarks

Upstream

Downstream

Street

Ave.

Road

Road

By Hgtn Lab

Before River

Bridge

Bridge

Bridge

Bridge

D.O.

CONDITION

V. CLEAR

CLEAR

S. CLEAR

S. MUDDY

MUDDY

V. MUDDY

FLOW /LEVEL

V. LOW

Low

MEDIUM

HIGH

V. HIGH

1 G
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Appendix 4
Outstanding Rivers List for Indiana
and
Letter from US Fish and Wildlife Service
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Bonar Group cagincers surveyors planners

July 23, 2009

Mr. Scott Pruitt \
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service \
620 S. Walker Street

Bloomington, IN 47403-2121

Subject: Huntington LTCP-Sensitive Areas
Dear Mr. Pruitt: |

The City of Huntington, Indiana in Huntington County is completing a Combined Sewer
Overflow (CSO) Long Term Control Plan (LTCP). The Little River and Flint Creek
currently receive discharges of combined sewage during large storm events from fifteen
overflow points. The Little River receives discharge from nine of these overflows and
Flint Creek receives discharge from six. Flint Creek is a completely enclosed creek that
runs underneath the City. The LTCP provides alternate projects to be implemented to
reduce the number of overflow events. Each CSO point is indicated on the attached
figure.

The section of Little River in question begins at CSO point 007 and continues west one
mile downstream beyond the confluence of the Little River and Wabash River. The
section of the Flint Creek in question begins at the location of CSO point 016 and -
continues south to the Little River. Enclosed is a figure showing the stretches of the
Wabash and Eel rivers and Flint Creek that are of concern. Another figure is also
enclosed that shows the location of all CSOs.

As a part of our study, the City is requesting information regarding threatened or
endangered species, and/or sensitive habitats which may be impacted by these CSO
discharges. Information received from your office will be used to consider sensitive
areas in the development of the LTCP. Please respond within 30 days of receiving this
letter. If you have questions or require additional information, please contact me at the
number below.

Sincerely,

Derek Davidson, El
(317) 570-6800

Enclosure
X:\Fort Wayne Projects\10100110151.00\Correspandence - Sensilive Area\Sensilive Area Fish and Wildlife 7-28-09.doc '{
U s o Paitilen of Tounst,

6420 Castlevsay West Drive Indianapolis, 11146250 - 317.570.6800  honargroup.com
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This map was prepared by the Indiana Geological
Survey, using data belleved to ba accurate;
however, a margin of eror s inherent in all maps.
This product is distributed "AS-15" without
warranties of any kind, either expressed or implied,
Including but not limited to warranties of suitabllity
of a particular purpose or use. There Is no attempt
In elther design or production of this map to define
the limits or jurisdiction of any federal, state or local
government. A detalled on-the-ground survey and
historical analysis of a single site may differ from
this map.

Indiana Geological Survey
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United States Department of the Interior — (rougifigue
Fish and Wildlife Service

Bloomington Field Office (ES)
620 South Walker Street
Bloomington, IN 47403-2121
Phone: (812)334-4261 Fax: (812) 334-4273

August 3, 2009

Mr. Derek Davidson

Bonar Group

6420 Castleway West Drive
Indianapolis, Indiana 46250

Dear Mr. Davidson:

This responds to your letter of July 23, 2009 received on July 24, 2009 requesting U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS) provide review and comments on combined sewer overflow points along
the Little River and Flint Creek for the presence of endangered species and sensitive habitats near
the City of Huntington, Indiana in Huntington County.

These comments have been prepared under the authority of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination
Act (16 U.S.C. 661 et. seq.) and are consistent with the intent of the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969, the Endangered Species Act of 1973, and the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service's
Mitigation Policy.

The proposed project consists of using information on endangered species and sensitive habitats
to identify and prioritize impacts from fifteen (15) combined sewer overflow points on Flint
Creek and Little River immediately upstream of the Wabash River confluence near downtown
Huntington for the Long Term Control Plan (LTCP). The project study area is contained within
the urban footprint of Huntington. No riparian corridor or tree removal is proposed.

Endangered Species

The proposed project is within the range of the federally endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis)
and upstream of known records for fanshell (Cyprogenia stegaria). Neither species currently
occurs within the proposed project area. While some foraging habitat may exist in the project
area for the Indiana bat, the proposed project is not likely to adversely affect these listed species.
Records for the fanshell are known from the Wabash River; however, the project is not likely to
adversely affect this listed species.



Page 2 of 2

Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act

The project area is upstream of a known nest site for the bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus),
which is located on the Wabash River near the mouth of Little River. Although the CSO project
is probably within foraging habitat, the proposed project is not likely to adversely affect this
species.

This precludes the need for further consultation on this project as required under Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. If, however, new information on endangered
species at the site becomes available or if project plans are changed significantly, please contact
our office for further consultation.

For further discussion, please contact Thomas Simon, PhD at (812) 334-4261 ext. 213.
Sincerely yours,

ol Lpr

Scott E. Pruitt
Field Supervisor

cc: Christie Stanifer, Indiana Division of Fish and Wildlife, Indianapolis, IN
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Huntington, Indiana
Alternative #1A - North and Southside Interceptors
Summary of Long Term Control Projects Costs

2009 Capital Cost
Project Description of Each Project
Segment #1 - CSO 008 to CSO 003 $900,000
Segment #2 - CS0 007 to Lafontaine St./Fredrick St. $1,100,000,
Segment #3 - CSO 005 to Lafontaine St. Lift Station $5,900,000]
Segment #4 - CSO 003 to WWTP $11,200,000
Segment #5 - CSO 015 to CSO 003 $4,200,000
Rabbit Run LS Improvements and EQ Basin $23,700,000
Green Infrastructure $2,000,000
WWTP Improvements $13,500,000
Replacement of CSO Flap Gates $500,000

Total Construction Cost* (rounded to nearest $1,000,000)

$63,000,000

*Included estimates for contingency (15%) and non-construction costs (15%). See Appendix 5 for individual

project costs.

X:\Fort Wayne Projects\10100\10151.00\Cost Estimates\Alternative 1A - Cost Estimate Tables




Alternative 1A
Rabbit Run LS Improvements and EQ Basin

Rabbit Run Phase |

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price
1 |Fine Screens at Rabbit Run LS 1|LS $650,000 $650,000
2 |CSO 002 Diversion (48" Pipe) 825|LF $2,150 $1,774,000
3 |55 MGD Wet Weather Pump Replacement 2|LS $500,000 $1,000,000
4 |48" Force Main 1,625|LF $210 $342,000
5 |River Crossing 300|LF $1,000 $300,000
6 |Equalization Basins (5 MG Total) 3|EA $850,000 $2,550,000
7 |EQ Basin to WWTP Pumps (4 MGD) 2|EA $100,000 $200,000
8 [10" Force Main (Return Line) 1,625|LF $55 $90,000
9 [River Crossing 300|LF $300 $90,000
Construction Cost Subtotal $7,000,000
Contingency (15%) $1,050,000
Construction Cost Total $8,050,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $1,208,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $9,300,000
*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs
Rabbit Run Phase Il
No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price
1 |35 MGD Wet Weather Pump 1[LS $350,000 $350,000
2 |Equalization Basins (5 MG, 10 MG Total) 3|EA $850,000 $2,550,000
3 |Flushing Gates 1|LS $720,000 $720,000
4 |High Rate Clarification (10 MGD) 1|LS $3,000,000 $3,000,000
5 |High Rate Clarification Sludge Pumps to WWTP 1|LS $150,000 $150,000
6 |High Rate Clarification Sludge Forcemain (10") 1,625|LF $210 $342,000
7 |River Crossing 300|LF $300 $90,000
8 |UV Disinfection (10 MGD) 1|LS $1,000,000 $1,000,000
9 |Electrical 1|LS $150,000 $150,000
10 |Wetlands Treatment 10|ACRE $250,000 $2,500,000
Construction Cost Subtotal $10,852,000
Contingency (15%) $1,628,000
Construction Cost Total $12,480,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $1,872,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $14,400,000

*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs

X:\Fort Wayne Projects\10100\10151.00\Cost Estimates\Alternative 1A - Cost Estimate Tables




Alternative 1A
WWTP Improvements

WWTP Improvements Phase |

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price

1 |Fine Screens at WWTP 1|LS $650,000 $650,000

2 |Step-Feed Activated Sludge (IFAS) 1|LS $4,240,000 $4,240,000

3 |Septage Receiving Facility 1|LS $210,000 $210,000

4 |Biosolids Storage 1[LS $200,000 $200,000

5 |Waste Activated Sludge Thickener 1|LS $690,000 $690,000

6 |Anaerobic Digester Cover (North) 1|LS $750,000 $750,000
Construction Cost Subtotal $6,740,000
Contingency (15%) $1,011,000
Construction Cost Total $7,751,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $1,163,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $9,000,000
*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs
WWTP Improvements Phase Il

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price

1 |Anaerobic Digester Cover (South) 1(LS $750,000 $750,000

2 |WWTP Effluent Pump for High Water (15 MGD) 1|LS $2,600,000 $2,600,000
Construction Cost Subtotal $3,350,000
Contingency (15%) $503,000
Construction Cost Total $3,853,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $578,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $4,500,000

*Non-Caonstruction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs

X:\Fort Wayne Projects\10100\10151.00\Cost Estimates\Alternative 1A - Cost Estimate Tables




Alternative 1A

Replacement of CSO Flap Gates

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price
1 gﬂ?fl:ﬁi)us (CSO 003, 004, 005, 006, 007, 008, WWTP 71eA $50.000 $350,000
Construction Cost Subtotal $350,000
Contingency (15%) $53,000
Construction Cost Total $403,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $61,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $500,000

*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs

X:\Fort Wayne Projects\10100\10151.00\Cost Estimates\Alternative 1A - Cost Estimate Tables



Alternative 1A
Segment #1 - CS0O 008 to CSO 003

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price

1 |15" Diameter Pipe 180|LF $80 $14,400

2 |36" Diameter Pipe 900|LF $210 $189,000

3 |Rock Excavation 3,243|CY $100 $324,333

4 |CSO 008 Structure Modification 1|LS $100,000 $100,000
Construction Cost Subtotal $628,000
Contingency (15%) $95,000
Construction Cost Total $723,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $109,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $900,000

*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs

*Pipe unit price includes restoration and estimates for utility conflicts.

X:\Fort Wayne Projects\10100\10151.00\Cost Estimates\Alternative 1A - Cost Estimate Tables




Alternative 1A
Segment #2 - CSO 007 to Lafontaine St./Fredrick St.

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price
1 |36" Diameter Pipe 1,650|LF $210 $346,500
2 |Rock Excavation 3,565(CY $100 $366,481
3 |CSO 007 Structure Madification 1|1EA $100,000 $100,000
Construction Cost Subtotal $803,000
Contingency (15%) $121,000
Construction Cost Total $924,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $139,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $1,100,000

*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs

*Pipe unit price includes restoration and estimates for utility conflicts.

X:\Fort Wayne Projects\10100\10151.00\Cost Estimates\Alternative 1A - Cost Estimate Tables




Alternative 1A
Segment #3 - CSO 005 to Lafontaine St. Lift Station

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price
1 |30" Diameter Pipe 1,450|LF $170 $246,500
2 |54" Diameter Pipe 450|LF $365 $164,250
3 |Lafontaine St. Lift Station (23 MG) 1|LS $3,600,000 $3,600,000
3 |Rock Excavation 4,453|CY $100 $445,309
Construction Cost Subtotal $4,457,000
Contingency (15%) $670,000
Construction Cost Total $5,127,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $770,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $5,900,000

*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs

*Pipe unit price includes restoration and estimates for utility conflicts.
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Alternative 1A
Segment #4 - CSO 003 to WWTP

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price

2 |84" Diameter Pipe 4,750|LF $680 $3,230,000

3 |Rock Excavation 38,704|CY $100 $3,870,370

4 |Relining of Existing 30" Pipe to WWTP 2225|LF $276 $614,100

5 |Relining of Existing 36" Pipe to WWTP 2150|LF $331 $711,650
Construction Cost Subtotal $8,427,000
Contingency (15%) $1,265,000
Construction Cost Total $9,692,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $1,454,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $11,200,000

*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs

*Pipe unit price includes restoration and estimates for utility conflicts.
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Alternative 1A
Segment #5 - CSO 015 to CSO 003

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price
1 |Twin 24"x48" hoxes 250|LF $500 $125,000
2 |36" Diameter Pipe 60|LF $210 $12,600
2 48" Diameter Pipe 1,925|LF $350 $673,750
2 |72" Diameter Pipe 900|LF $490 $441,000
3 |Rock Excavation 16,569|CY $100 $1,656,926
4 |CS0O 003 and CSO 010 Structure Modification 2|EA $100,000 $200,000
Construction Cost Subtotal $3,110,000
Contingency (15%) $467,000
Construction Cost Total $3,5677,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $537,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $4,200,000

*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs

*Pipe unit price includes restoration and estimates for utility conflicts.
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Operation and Maintenance Estimate
Alternative 1A - North and Southside Interceptors

High Rate Clarification Wetlands Treatment

Construction Cost $3,000,000 Construction Cost $2,500,000
Equipment Cost $1,500,000 20-year Replacemant Cost $125,000
20-year Replacement Cost $75,000 Labor Per Day 1.0|Hrs
Volume Treated Per Year 50,500,000{gallons Labor Per Week 7|Hrs
Cost of Polymer $3,500|ton Yearly Labor 364|Hrs
Polymer 0.21|ton Hourly Labor Cost $50]
Total Polymer Cast $738 Yearly Labor Cost $18,200
Sand $200|ton Total Additional O&M $143,200
Sand Loss @ 1.0 g/MA3 0.21fton

Total Sand Cost 542

Cost of Coagulant 5280

Coagulant @ 100 mg/I 21.08|ton

Cost of Coagulant $5,903

Capacity of Treatment System 7,000|GPM

Run time of System 120} hours

Motor Power S|HP

Motor Power 4|KW

Cost per KWH $0.05

Electrical Cost to Run System $22

Labor Per Day 1.0|Hrs

Labor Per Week 7|Hrs

Yearly Labor 364|Hrs

Hourly Labor Cost $60

Yearly Labar Cost $21,840

Total Additional O&M $103,546

UV Disinfection

Construction Cost $1,000,000

20-year Replacement Cost $50,000

Cost Per Bulbs (power, replacement, cleaning, chemical $100

Number of Bulbs 100|

Total Additional 0&M 560,000

Rabbit Run Lift Station Rabbit Run Lift Station

Number of Pumps 1 Number of Pumps 1
Head of Pumps 40|feet Head of Pumps 40|feet
Motor Power [each pump) 800|HP Motor Power (each pump) 385|HP
Motor Power (each pump) 597|KW Motar Power {each pump) 287[KW
Total Moter Horsepower 800[{HP Total Motor Horsepower 385|HP
Total Motor Horsepower 597|KW Total Motor Horsepower 287[KW
Max Pump Rate Required 38,200|GPM Max Pump Rate Required 24,300|GPM
Gallons Pumps Each Year 30,500,000|gallons Gallons Pumps Each Year 18,500,000|gallons
Run time of Pumps 13|hours Run time of Pumps 13|hours
Total Power Consumption Each Year 7945|KWH Total Power Consumption Each Year 3646|KWH
Cost per KWH 0.09 Cost per KWH 0.08
Cost to Run Pump each Year $715 Cost to Run Pump each Year $328
Cost of Each Pump $325,000 Cost of Each Pump $255,000]
Total Cost of Pumps $325,000 Total Cost of Pumps $255,000
20-year Replacement Cost $16,250 20-year Replacement Cost $12,750
Labor Per Day 1.0{Hrs Labor Per Day 1.0|Hrs
Labor Per Week 7iHrs Labor Per Week 7|Hrs
Yearly Labor 364]Hrs Yearly Labor 364|Hrs
Hourly Labor Cost $60 Hourly Labor Cost $60
Yearly Labor Cost $21,840 Yearly Labor Cost 421,840
Total Additional O&M $38,805 Total Additional 0&M $34,918




Operation and Maintenance Estimate (Cont.)
Alternative 1A - North and Southside Interceptors

Lafontaine Street Lift Station

Number of Pumps 2
Head of Pumps 12|feet
Motor Power [each pump) 90[HP
Motor Power [each pump) 67|KW
Total Motor Horsepower 180|HP
Total Motor Horsepower 134]KW
Max Pump Rate Required 16,000|GPM
Gzllons Pumps Each Year 250,000,000|gallons
Run time of Pumps 260|hours
Total Power Consumption Each Year 34981|KWH
Cost per KWH 0.09
Cost to Run Pump each Year 43,148
Cost of Each Pump $125,000
Total Cost of Pumps $250,000
20-year Replacement Cost $12,500]
Labor Per Day 1|Hrs
Labor Per Week 7|Hrs
Yearly Labor 364|Hrs
Hourly Labor Cost $60)
Yearly Labor Cost $21,840
Total Additional O&M 437,488
WWTP Equalization Basin

Volume of EQ Tank 10 [MG
Cost of Tank $5,100,000

% of Cost for Operation and Maintenance 0.25%
Operation and Maintenance of Tank $12,750
Total Additional O&M $12,750
Interceptor Sewers

Cost of Segment #1 $203,400
Cost of Segment #2 $346,500
Cost of Segment #3 $410,759,
Cost of Segment #4 43,230,000
Cost of Segment #5 $1,252,350

% of Cost for Operation and Maintenance 0.25%|
Cost Per Year to Maintain Sewers $13,608
WWTP Improvements

Step-Feed Activated Sludge

Waste A?tive‘nted Sludge Thickener $30,000
Anaerobic Digester Cover (North)

WWTP Efflune Pump for High Water

Biosolids Storage Building

Anaerobic Digester Cover (South) $30,000
Septage Recievign Facility

Total Cost to Operate $212,815]
Total Annual Replacement Cost $291,500|
Total Yearly Cost (Rounded up to nearest 5100,000) $510,000|




Huntington, Indiana
Alternative 1B - North and Southside Interceptors with a Forcemain
Summary of Long Term Control Projects Costs

2009 Capital Cost
Project Description of Each Project

Segment #1 - CSO 008 to CSO 003 $900,000
Segment #2 - CSO 007 to Lafontaine St./Fredrick St. $1,100,000
Segment #3 - CSO 005 to Lafontaine St. Lift Station $18,100,000
Segment #4 - CS0 015 to CSO 003 $4,200,000
Forcemain to WWTP $12,300,000
Rabbit Run LS Improvemnents and EQ Basin $23,700,000
Green Infrastructure $2,000,000
WWTP Improvements $13,500,000
Replacement of CSO Flap Gates $500,000
Total Construction Cost* (rounded up to nearest $1,000,000) 477,000,000

*Included estimates for contingency (15%) and non-construction costs (15%). See Appendix 5 for individual
project costs.
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Alternative 1B
Rabbit Run LS Improvements and EQ Basin

Rabbit Run Phase |

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price
1 |Fine Screens at WWTP 1|LS $650,000 $650,000
2 |CSO 002 Diversion (48" Pipe) 825|LF $2,150 $1,774,000
3 |55 MGD Wet Weather Pump Replacement 2{Ls $500,000 $1,000,000
4 48" Force Main 1,625|LF $210 $342,000
5 |River Crossing 300|LF $1,000 $300,000
6 |Equalization Basins (5 MG Total) 3|EA $850,000 $2,550,000
7 |EQ Basin to WWTP Pumps (4 MGD) 2|EA $100,000 $200,000
8 [10" Force Main (Return Ling) 1,625|LF $56 $90,000
9 |River Crossing 300|LF $300 $90,000
Construction Cost Subtotal $6,996,000
Contingency (15%) $1,050,000
Construction Cost Total $8,050,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $1,210,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $9,300,000
*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs
Rabbit Run Phase Il
No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price
1 |35 MGD Wet Weather Pump 1|LS $350,000 $350,000
2 |Equalization Basins (5 MG, 10 MG Total) 3|EA $850,000 $2,550,000
3 |Flushing Gates 1|LS $720,000 $720,000
4 |High Rate Clarification (10 MGD) 1[LS $3,000,000 $3,000,000
5 |High Rate Clarification Sludge Pumps to WWTP 1|LS $150,000 $150,000
6 |High Rate Clarification Sludge Forcemain (10") 1,625|LF 3210 $342,000
7 |River Crossing 300|LF $300 $90,000
8 |UV Disinfection (10 MGD) 1|LS $1,000,000 $1,000,000
9 |Electrical 1[LS $150,000 $150,000
10 |Wellands Treatment 10|ACRE $250,000 $2,500,000
Construction Cost Subtotal $10,850,000
Contingency (15%) $1,630,000
Construction Cost Total $12,480,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $1,870,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $14,400,000

*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs
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Alternative 1A
WWTP Improvements

WWTP Improvements Phase |

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price

1 |Fine Screens at WWTP 1|LS $650,000 $650,000

2 |Step-Feed Activated Sludge (IFAS) 1|LS $4,240,000 $4,240,000

3 |Septage Receiving Facility 1|LS $210,000 $210,000

4 |Biosolids Storage 1[LS $200,000 $200,000

5 |Waste Activated Sludge Thickener 1|LS $690,000 $690,000

6 |Anaerobic Digester Cover (North) 1|LS $750,000 $750,000
Construction Cost Subtotal $6,740,000
Contingency (15%) $1,011,000
Construction Cost Total $7,751,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $1,163,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $9,000,000
*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs
WWTP Improvements Phase Il

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price

1 |Anaerobic Digester Cover (South) 1|LS $750,000 $750,000

2  |WWTP Effluent Pump for High Water (15 MGD) 1|LS $2,600,000 $2,600,000
Construction Cost Subtotal $3,350,000
Contingency (15%) $503,000
Construction Cost Total $3,853,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $578,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $4,500,000

*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs
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Alternative 1B

Replacement of CSO Flap Gates

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price
1 gt(t:f:tllli)lls (CSO 003, 004, 005, 006, 007, 008, WWTP 7lEA $50,000 $350,000
Construction Cost Subtotal $350,000
Contingency (15%) $53,000
Construction Cost Total $403,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $61,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $500,000

*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs
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Alternative 1B
Segment #1 - CSO 008 to CSO 003

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price
1 |15" Diameter Pipe 180|LF $80 $14,400
2 |36" Diameter Pipe 900|LF $210 $189,000
3 |Rock Excavation 3,243|CY $100 $324,333
4 |CSO 008 Structure Modification 1[LS $100,000 $100,000
Construction Cost Subtotal $627,733
Contingency (15%) $94,160
Construction Cost Total $721,893
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $108,284
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $900,000

*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs

*Pipe unit price includes restoration and estimates for utility conflicts.
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Alternative 1B

Segment #2 - CSO 007 to Lafontaine St./Fredrick St.

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price
1 |36" Diameter Pipe 1,650|LF $210 $346,500
2 |Rock Excavation 3,565|CY $100 $356,481
3 |CSO 007 Structure Modification 1|EA $100,000 $100,000
Construction Cost Subtotal $803,000
Contingency (15%) $121,000
Construction Cost Total $924,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $139,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $1,100,000

*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs

*Pipe unit price includes restoration and estimates for utility conflicts.
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Alternative 1B
Segment #3 - CSO 005 to Lafontaine St. Lift Station

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price

1 [30" Diameter Pipe 1,450|LF $170 $246,500

2 |54" Diameter Pipe 450|LF $365 $164,250

3 |Lafontaine St. Lift Station (145 MG) 1|LS $12,800,000 $12,800,000

3 |Rock Excavation 4,453|1CY $100 $445,309
Construction Cost Subtotal $13,656,000
Contingency (15%, rounded up to the nearest $10,000) $2,050,000
Construction Cost Total (rounded up to the nearest $10,000) $15,706,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%, rounded up to the nearest $10,000) $2,356,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $18,100,000

*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs

*Pipe unit price includes restoration and estimates for utility conflicts.
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Alternative 1B
Forcemain to WWTP

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price
2 |84" Diameter Pipe 4,750|LF $850 $4,037,500
3 |Rock Excavation 38,704|CY $100 $3,870,370
4 |Relining of Existing 30" Pipe to WWTP 2225|LF $276 $614,100
5 |Relining of Existing 36" Pipe to WWTP 2150|LF $331 $711,650
Construction Cost Subtotal $9,234,000
Contingency (15%) $1,385,000
Construction Cost Total $10,619,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $1,593,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $12,300,000

*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs

*Pipe unit price includes restoration and estimates for utility conflicts.
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Alternative 1B
Segment #4 - CSO 015 to CSO 003

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price

1 |Twin 24"x48" boxes 250|LF $500 $125,000

2 |36" Diameter Pipe 60|LF $210 $12,600

2 |48" Diameter Pipe 1,925|LF $350 $673,750

2 |72" Diameter Pipe 900|LF $490 $441,000

3 |Rock Excavation 16,569|CY $100 $1,656,926

4 |CSO 003 and CSO 010 Structure Modification 2|EA $100,000 $200,000
Construction Cost Subtotal $3,109,000
Contingency (15%) $466,000
Construction Cost Total $3,575,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $536,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $4,200,000

*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs

*Pipe unit price includes restoration and estimates for utility conflicts.
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Alternative 1B - North and Southside Interceptors with a Forcemain

High Rate Clarification Wetlands Treatment

Construction Cost $3,000,000 Construction Cost $2,500,000
Equipment Cost $1,500,000 20-year Replacement Cost $125,000|
20-year Replacement Cost §75,000 Lzbor Per Day 1.0|Hrs
Volume Treated Per Year 50,500,000|gallons Labor Per Week 7|Hrs
Cost of Polymer $3,500(ton Yearly Labor 364|Hrs
Polymer 0.21|ton Hourly Labor Cost $50|
Total Palymer Cost $738 Yearly Labor Cost $18,200
Sand $200|ton Total Additional 0&M $143,200
Sand Loss @ 1.0 g/M?3 0.21|ton

Total Sand Cost 542

Cost of Coagulant $280)

Coagulant @ 100 mg/l 21.08|ton

Cost of Coagulant 55,903

Capacity of Treatment System 7,000|GPM

Run time of System 120]hours

Motor Power 5|HP

Motor Power 4|KW

Cost per KWH $0.05

Electrical Cost to Run System $22

Labor Per Day 1.0[Hrs

Labor Per Week 7|Hrs

Yearly Labor 364|Hrs

Hourly Labor Cost $60)

Yearly Labor Cost $21,840

Total Additional O&M $103,546|

UV Disinfection

Construction Cost $1,000,000

20-year Replacement Cost $50,000

Cost Per Bulbs (power, replacement, cleaning, chernica $100

Number of Bulbs 100|

Total Additional O&M $60,000

Rabbit Run Lift Station Rabbit Run Lift Statlon

Number of Pumps 1] Number of Pumps 1
Head of Pumps 40|feet Head of Pumps 40|feet
Motor Power (each pump) 800|HP Motor Power (each pump) 385|HP
Motor Power (each pump) 597|KW Motor Power (each pump) 287|KW
Total Motor Horsepower 800|HP Total Motor Horsepower 385|HP
Total Motor Horsepower 597|KW Total Motor Horsepower 287|KW
Max Pump Rate Required 38,200|GPM Max Pump Rate Required 24,300|GPM
Gallons Pumps Each Year 30,500,000|gallons Gallons Pumps Each Year 18,500,000|gallons
Run time of Pumps 13|hours Run time of Pumps 13|hours
Total Power Consumption Each Year 7945|KWH Total Power Consumption Each Year 3646|KWH
Cost per KWH 0.09 Cost per KWH 0.09
Cost ta Run Pump each Year $715 Cost to Run Pump each Year 5328
Cost of Each Pump $325,000 Cost of Each Pump $255,000
Total Cost of Pumps $325,000 Total Cost of Pumps $255,000
20-year Replacement Cost $16,250 20-year Replacement Cost $12,750
Labor Per Day 1.0|Hrs Labor Per Day 1.0|Hrs
Labor Per Week 7|Hrs Labor Per Week 7|Hrs
Yearly Labor 364|Hrs Yearly Labor 364|Hrs
Hourly Labor Cost $60| Hourly Labor Cost $60|
Yearly Labor Cost $21,840) Yearly Labor Cost $21,840
Total Additional O&M $38,805 Total Additional O&M 534,918




Alternative 1B - North and Southside Interceptors with a Forcemain

Lafontaine Street Lift Station

Number of Pumps 4
Head of Pumps 12{feet
Mator Power (each pump) 310{HP
Motor Power (each pump) 231|KW
Total Motor Horsepower 1240|HP
Total Motor Horsepower 925|KW
Max Pump Rate Required 100,000|GPM
Gallons Pumps Each Year 1,668,500,000|gallons
Run time of Pumps 278]hours
Total Power Consumption Each Year 257331!KWH
Cost per KWH 0.09

Cost to Run Pump each Year $23,160
Cost of Each Pump $350,000
Total Cost of Pumps $1,400,000,
20-year Replacement Cost $70,000
Labor Per Day 2|Hrs
Labor Per Week 14]Hrs
Yearly Labor 728|Hrs
Hourly Labor Cost 560
Yearly Labor Cost $43,680
Total Additional O&M $136,840

WWTP Equalization Basin

Volume of EQ Tank 10 |MG
Cost of Tank $5,100,000)

% of Cost for Operation and Maintenance 0.25%
Operation and Maintenance of Tank $12,750
Total Additional 0&M $12,750
Interceptor Sewers

Cost of Sewers $5,444,000]

% of Cost for Operation and Maintenance 0.25%
Cost Per Year to Maintain Sewers $13,610
WWTP Improvements

Step-Feed Activated Sludge

Waste Activated Sludge Thickener

$30,000

Anzerobic Digester Cover (North)

WWTP Efflune Pump for High Water

Biosolids Storage Building

Anaerobic Digester Cover (South) $30,000

Septage Reclevign Facllity

Total Cost to Operate $254,669
Total Annual Replacement Cost $349,000
Total Yearly Cost {Rounded up to nearest $100,000) $610,000




Huntington, Indiana
Alternative #2 - Northside Interceptors
Summary of Long Term Control Projects Costs

Project Description

2009 Capital Cost
of Each Project

Segment #1 - CS0 008 to CSO 003 $900,000
Segment #2 - CS0 003 to WWTP $11,200,000
Segment #3 - CS0 015 to €SO 003 $4,200,000
Rabbit Run LS Improvements and EQ Basin $23,700,000
Green Infrastructure $2,000,000
WWTP Improvements $13,500,000
Replacement of CSO Flap Gates $500,000
Total Construction Cost* (rounded to nearest $1,000,000) 456,000,000

*Included estimates for contingency (15%) and non-construction costs (15%). See Appendix 5 for individual

project costs.
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Alternative 2
Rabbit Run LS Improvements and EQ Basin

Rabbit Run Phase |
No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price
1 |Fine Screens at WWTP 1|LS $650,000 $650,000
2 [CSO 002 Diversion (48" Pipe) 825|LF $2,150 $1,774,000
3 |55 MGD Wet Weather Pump Replacement 2|LS $500,000 $1,000,000
4 148" Force Main 1,625|LF $210 $342,000
5 |River Crossing 300|LF $1,000 $300,000
6 |Equalization Basins (5 MG Total) 3|EA $850,000 $2,550,000
7 |EQ Basin to WWTP Pumps (4 MGD) 2|EA $100,000 $200,000
8 |10" Force Main (Return Line) 1,625|LF $55 $90,000
9 |River Crossing 300|LF $300 $90,000
Construction Cost Subtotal $7,000,000
Contingency (15%) $1,050,000
Construction Cost Total $8,050,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $1,210,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $9,300,000
*Non-Construction Costs include Bending, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs
Rabbit Run Phase Il
No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price
1 |35 MGD Wet Weather Pump 1|Ls $350,000 $350,000
2 |Equalization Basins (5 MG, 10 MG Total) 3|EA $850,000 $2,550,000
3 [Flushing Gates 1ILS $720,000 $720,000
4 |High Rate Clarification (10 MGD) 1|LS $3,000,000 $3,000,000
5 |High Rate Clarification Sludge Pumps to WWTP 1ILS $150,000 $150,000
6 |High Rate Clarification Sludge Forcemain (10") 1,625|LF $210 $342,000
7 |River Crossing 300|LF $300 $90,000
8 |UV Disinfection (10 MGD) 1|LS $1,000,000 $1,000,000
9 |Electrical 1|LS $150,000 $150,000
10 [Wetlands Treatment 10]ACRE $250,000 $2,500,000
Construction Cost Subtotal $10,850,000
Contingency (15%) $1,630,000
Construction Cost Total $12,480,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $1,870,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $14,400,000

*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs
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WWTP Improvements

WWTP Improvements Phase |

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price

1 |Fine Screens at WWTP 1|LS $650,000 $650,000

2 |Step-Feed Activated Sludge (IFAS) 1|LS $4,240,000 $4,240,000

3 |Septage Receiving Facility 1[LS $210,000 $210,000

4 |Biosolids Storage 1|LS $200,000 $200,000

5 |Waste Activated Sludge Thickener 1|LS $690,000 $690,000

6 |Anaerobic Digester Cover (North) 1[LS $750,000 $750,000
Construction Cost Subtotal $6,740,000
Contingency (15%) $1,011,000
Construction Cost Total $7,751,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $1,163,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $9,000,000
*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs
WWTP Improvements Phase

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price

1 |Anaerobic Digester Cover (South) 1|LS $750,000 $750,000

2 |WWTP Effluent Pump for High Water (15 MGD) 1|LS $2,600,000 $2,600,000
Construction Cost Subtotal $3,350,000
Contingency (15%) $503,000
Construction Cost Total $3,853,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $578,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $4,500,000
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Alternative 2

Replacement of CSO Flap Gates

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price
1 gi;};tlnll)lls (CSO 003, 004, 005, 006, 007, 008, WWTP 7lEA $50,000 $350,000
Construction Cost Subtotal $350,000
Contingency (15%) $53,000
Construction Cost Total $403,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $61,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $500,000

*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs
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Alternative 2
Segment #1 - CSO 008 to CSO 003

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price
1 |15" Diameter Pipe 180|LF $80 $14,400
2 |36" Diameter Pipe 900|LF $210 $189,000
3 |Rock Excavation 3,243|CY $100 $324,333
4 |CSO 008 Structure Modification 1[LS $100,000 $100,000
Construction Cost Subtotal $627,733
Contingency (15%) $94,160
Construction Cost Total $721,893
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $108,284
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $900,000

*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs

*Pipe unit price includes restoration and estimates for utility conflicts.
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Alternative 2
Segment #2 - CSO 003 to WWTP

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price
2 |84" Diameter Pipe 4,750|LF $680 $3,230,000
3 |Rock Excavation 38,704|CY $100 $3,870,370
4 |Relining of Existing 30" Pipe to WWTP 2225|LF $276 $614,100
5 |Relining of Existing 36" Pipe to WWTP 2150l LF $331 $711,650
Construction Cost Subtotal $8,426,000
Contingency (15%) $1,264,000
Construction Cost Total $9,690,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $1,454,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $11,200,000

*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs

*Pipe unit price includes restoration and estimates for utility conflicts.
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Alternative 2
Segment #3 - CSO 015 to CS0O 003

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price

1 |Twin 24"x48" boxes 250|LF $500 $125,000

2 |36" Diameter Pipe 60|LF $210 $12,600

2 |48" Diameter Pipe 1,925|LF $350 $673,750

2 |72" Diameter Pipe 900|LF $490 $441,000

3 |Rock Excavation 16,569|CY $100 $1,656,926

4 |CSO 003 and CSO 010 Structure Modification 2|EA $100,000 $200,000
Construction Cost Subtotal $3,109,000
Contingency (15%) $466,000
Construction Cost Total $3,575,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $536,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $4,200,000

*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs

*Pipe unit price includes restoration and estimates for utility conflicts.
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Operation and Maintenance Estimate
Alternative 2 - Northside Interceptors

High Rate Clarification

Wetlands Treatment

Construction Cost $3,000,000 Censtruction Cost $2,500,000
Equipment Cost 41,500,000 20-year Replacemeant Cost $125,000
20-year Replacement Cost $75,000 Labor Per Day 1.0]Hrs
Volume Treated Per Year 58,500,000|gallons Labor Per Week 7|Hrs
Cost of Palymer $3,500|ton Yearly Labor 364|Hrs
Polymer 0.24|ten Hourly Labor Cost $50
Total Polymer Cost $855) Yearly Labor Cost $18,200
Sand $200]ton Total Additional 0&M $143,200
Sand Loss @ 1.0 g/MA3 0.24|ton

Total Sand Cost $49)

Cost of Coagulant $280

Coagulant @ 100 mg/i 24.42|ton

Cost of Coagulant $6,832]

Capacity of Treatment System 7,000{GPM

Run time of System 139|hours

Motor Power S|HP

Motor Power 4|KW

Cost per KWH $0.05

Electrical Cost to Run System $26

Labor Per Day 1.0|Hrs

Labor Per Week 7|Hrs

Yearly Labor 364|Hrs

Hourly Labor Cost $60

Yearly Labor Cost 521,840

Total Additional O&M $104,608

UV Disinfection

Construction Cost $1,000,000

20-year Replacement Cost $50,000

Cost Per Bulbs (power, replacement, cleaning, chemica $100

Number of Bulbs 100

Total Additional 0&M $60,000

Rabbit Run Lift Station Rabbit Run Lift Station

Number of Pumps 1 Number of Pumps 1
Head of Pumps 40|feet Head of Pumps 40|feet
Motor Power {each pump) 800|HP Motor Power (each pump) 385|HP
Motor Power {each pump) 597|KwW Motor Power (each pump) 287|KW
Total Motor Horsepower 800|HP Total Motor Horsepower 385|HP
Total Motar Horsepower 597|KW Total Motor Horsepower 287|KW
Max Pump Rate Required 38,200{GPM Max Pump Rate Required 24,300|GPM
Gallons Pumps Each Year 35,680,000|gallons Gallons Pumps Each Year 22,820,000|gallons
Run time of Pumps 16]|hours Run time of Pumps 16|hours
Total Power Consumnption Each Year 9294|KWH Total Power Consumption Each Year 4497|KWH
Cost per KWH 0.09 Cost per KWH 0.09
Cost to Run Pump each Year $836 Cost to Run Pump each Year 5405
Cost of Each Pump $325,000 Cost of Each Pump $255,000
Total Cost of Pumps $325,000 Total Cost of Pumps $255,000
20-year Replacement Cost $16,250 20-year Replacement Cost $12,750
Labor Per Day 1.0|Hrs Labor Per Day 1.0|{Hrs
Labor Per Week 7|Hrs Labor Per Week 7|Hrs
Yearly Labor 364|Hrs Yearly Labor 364|Hrs
Hourly Labor Cost $60 Hourly Labor Cost $60
Yearly Labor Cost $21,840 Yearly Labor Cost $21,840
Total Additional O&M 538,926 Total Additional O&M $34,995




Alternative 2 - Northside Interceptors

[Lafontaine Street Lift Station

!Nu Improvements Planned

WWTP Equalization Basin

Volume of EQ Tank 10 |[MG
Cost of Tank $5,100,000
% of Cost for Operation and Maintenance 0.25%
Operation and Maintenance of Tank $12,750
Total Additional O&M $12,750
Interceptor Sewers

Cost of Sewers $4,686,000
% of Cost for Operation and Maintenance 0.25%
Cost Per Year to Maintain Sewers 511,715
WWTP Improvements

Step-Feed Activated Sludge

Waste Activated Sludge Thickener $30,000
Anaerobic Digester Cover (North)

WWTP Efflune Pump for High Water

Biosolids Storage Building

Anaerobic Digester Cover (South) $30,000
Septage Recievign Facility

Total Cost to Operate $187,194
Total Annual Replacement Cost $279,000
Total Yearly Cost (Rounded up to nearest $100,000) $470,000




Huntington, Indiana
Alternative #3 - Southside Interceptors
Summary of Leng Term Control Projects Costs

2009 Capital Cost
Project Description of Each Project

Segment #1 - CSO 008 to CSO 003 $900,000
Segment #2 - CSO 007 to Lafontaine St./Fredrick St. $1,100,000
Segment #3 - CSO 005 to Lafontaine St. Lift Station $5,900,000
Segment #4 - CS0O 003 to WWTP $11,200,000
Rabbit Run LS Improvements and EQ Basin $23,700,000
Green Infrastructure $2,000,000
WWTP Improvements $13,500,000
Replacement of CSO Flap Gates $500,000
Total Construction Cost* (rounded to nearest $1,000,000) 459,000,000

*Included estimates for contingency (15%) and non-construction costs (15%). See Appendix § for individual

project costs.
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Alternative 3
Rabbit Run LS Improvements and EQ Basin

Rabbit Run Phase |

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price
1 |Fine Screens at WWTP 1ILS $650,000 $650,000
2 |CSO 002 Diversicn (48" Pipe) 825|LF $2,150 $1,774,000
#HEHHE 55 MGD Wet Weather Pump Replacement 2|LS $500,000 $1,000,000
#HHEHE 48" Force Main 1,625|LF $210 $342,000
#HHHA River Crossing 300|LF $1,000 $300,000
#HHHHE| Equalization Basins (5 MG Total) 3|EA $850,000 $2,550,000
#HEHH EQ Basin to WWTP Pumps (4 MGD) 2|EA $100,000 $200,000
#HHHHE 10" Force Main (Return Line) 1,625|LF $55 $90,000
#HHHH River Crossing 300|LF $300 $90,000
Construction Cost Subtotal $7,000,000
Contingency (15%) $1,050,000
Construction Cost Total $8,050,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $1,210,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $9,300,000
*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs
Rabbit Run Phase |l
No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price
1 |35 MGD Wet Weather Pump 1|Ls $350,000 $350,000
2 |Equalization Basins (5 MG, 10 MG Total) 3|EA $850,000 $2,550,000
3 |Flushing Gates 1|LS $720,000 $720,000
4 |High Rate Clarification (10 MGD) 1|LS $3,000,000 $3,000,000
5 |High Rate Clarification Sludge Pumps to WWTP 1[LS $150,000 $150,000
6 |High Rate Clarification Sludge Forcemain (10") 1,625|LF $210 $342,000
7 |River Crossing 300|LF $300 $90,000
8 |UV Disinfection (10 MGD) 1|LS $1,000,000 $1,000,000
9 |Electrical 1|LS $150,000 $150,000
10 |Wetlands Treatment 10|ACRE $250,000 $2,500,000
Construction Cost Subtotal $10,850,000
Contingency (15%) $1,630,000

Construction Cost Total

$12,480,000

*Non-construction Costs (15%)

$1,870,000

Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000)

$14,400,000

*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs
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Alternative 3
WWTP Improvements

WWTP Improvements Phase |

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price

1 |Fine Screens at WWTP 1|LS $650,000 $650,000

2 |Step-Feed Activated Sludge (IFAS) 1ILS $4,240,000 $4,240,000

3 |Septage Receiving Facility 1ILS $210,000 $210,000

4 |Biosolids Storage 1|LS $200,000 $200,000

5 |Waste Activated Sludge Thickener 1|LS $690,000 $690,000

6 |Anaerobic Digester Cover (North) 1(LS $750,000 $750,000
Construction Cost Subtotal $6,740,000
Contingency (15%) $1,011,000
Construction Cost Total $7,751,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $1,163,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $9,000,000
*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs
WWTP Improvements Phase Il

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price

1 |Anaerobic Digester Cover (South) 1|LS $750,000 $750,000

2 |WWTP Effluent Pump for High Water (15 MGD) 1ILS $2,600,000 $2,600,000
Construction Cost Subtotal $3,350,000
Contingency (15%) $503,000
Construction Cost Total $3,853,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $578,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $4,500,000
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Alternative 3

Replacement of CSO Flap Gates

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price
1 gﬂr;fi;lial;lls (CSO 003, 004, 005, 0086, 007, 008, WWTP 7lea $50.000 $350,000
Construction Cost Subtotal $350,000
Contingency (15%) $53,000
Construction Cost Total $403,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $61,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $500,000

*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs
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Alternative 3
Segment #1 - CSO 008 to CSO 003

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price
1 |[15" Diameter Pipe 180|LF $80 $14,400
2 |36" Diameter Pipe 900|LF $210 $189,000
3 |Rock Excavation 3,243|CY $100 $324,333
4 |CSO 008 Structure Modification 1|LS $100,000 $100,000
Construction Cost Subtotal $627,733
Contingency (15%) $94,160
Construction Cost Total $721,893
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $108,284
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $900,000

*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs

*Pipe unit price includes restoration and estimates for utility conflicts.
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Alternative 3

Segment #2 - CSO 007 to Lafontaine St./Fredrick St.

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price
1 |36" Diameter Pipe 1,650|LF $210 $346,500
2 |Rock Excavation 3,565|CY $100 $356,481
3 |CSO 007 Structure Modification 1|EA $100,000 $100,000
Construction Cost Subtotal $803,000
Contingency (15%) $121,000
Construction Cost Total $924,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $139,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $1,100,000

*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs

*Pipe unit price includes restoration and estimates for utility conflicts.
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Alternative 3

Segment #3 - CSO 005 to Lafontaine St. Lift Station

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price

1 |30" Diameter Pipe 1,450|LF $170 $246,500

2 |54" Diameter Pipe 450|LF $365 $164,250

3 |Lafontaine St. Lift Station (23 MG) 1|LS $3,600,000 $3,600,000

3 |Rock Excavation 4.453|CY $100 $445,309
Construction Cost Subtotal $4,456,000
Contingency (15%, rounded up to the nearest $10,000) $670,000
Construction Cost Total (rounded up to the nearest $10,000) $5,126,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%, rounded up to the nearest $10,000) $769,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $5,900,000

*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs

*Pipe unit price includes restoration and estimates for utility conflicts.
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Alternative 3
Segment #4 - CSO 003 to WWTP

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price
2 |84" Diameter Pipe 4,750(LF $680 $3,230,000
3 |Rock Excavation 38,704|CY $100 $3,870,370
4 |Relining of Existing 30" Pipe to WWTP 2225 |LF $276 $614,100
5 |Relining of Existing 36" Pipe to WWTP 2150!|LF $331 $711,650
Construction Cost Subtotal $8,426,000
Contingency (15%) $1,264,000
Construction Cost Total $9,690,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $1,454,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $11,200,000

*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs

*Pipe unit price includes restoration and estimates for utility conflicts.
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Operation and Maintenance Estimate
Alternative 3 - Southside Interceptors

High Rate Clarification

|Wetlands Treatment

Construction Cost $3,000,000 Construction Cost $2,500,000
Equipment Cost $1,500,000 20-year Replacement Cost $125,000)
20-year Replacement Cost $75,000 Labor Per Day 1.0|Hrs
Volume Treated Per Year 57,600,000gallons Labor Per Week 7|Hrs
Cost of Polymer $3,500|ton Yearly Labor 364|Hrs
Polymer 0.24|ton Hourly Labor Cost $50
Total Polymer Cost 5842 Yearly Labor Cost $18,200
Sand $200|ton Total Additional O&M $143,200
Sand Loss @ 1.0 g/M"3 0.24|ton

Total Sand Cost 548

Cost of Coagulant $280

Coagulant @ 100 mg/l 24.05|ton

Cost of Coagulant 56,733

Capacity of Treatment System 7,000|GPM

Run time of System 137|hours

Mator Power 5|HP

Mator Power 4]KW

Cost per KWH $0.05

Electrical Cost to Run System 526

Labor Per Day 1.0|Hrs

Labor Per Week 7|Hrs

Yearly Labor 364[Hrs

Hourly Labor Cost $60

Yearly Labar Cost 521,840

Total Additional 0&M $104,489

UV Disinfection

Construction Cost $1,000,000

20-year Replacement Cost $50,000

Cost Per Bulbs (power, replacement, ¢leaning, chemica $100

Number of Bulbs 100|

Total Additional 0&M $60,000)

Rabbit Run Lift Station Rabbhit Run Lift Statlon

Number of Pumps 1 Number of Pumps 1
Head of Pumps 40|feet Head of Pumps 40|feet
Motor Power (each pump) 800{HP Mator Power (each pump) 385[HP
Motor Power (each pump) 597|KwW Motor Power (each pump) 287|KW
Total Motor Horsepower 800|HP Total Motor Horsepower 385|HP
Total Motor Horsepower 597|KW Tatal Motor Horsepower 287|KW
Max Pump Rate Required 38,200|GPM Max Pump Rate Required 24,300|GPM
Gallons Pumps Each Year 35,680,000|gallens Gallons Pumps Each Year 22,820,000|gallons
Run time of Pumps 16/hours Run time of Pumps 16|hours
Total Power Consumption Each Year 9294|KWH Total Power Consumption Each Year 4497|KWH
Cost per KWH 0.09 Cost per KWH 0.09
Cost to Run Pump each Year $836 Cost to Run Pump each Year $405
Cost of Each Pump $325,000| Cost of Each Pump $255,000
Total Cost of Pumps $325,000) Total Cost of Pumps 5$255,000
20-year Replacement Cost $16,250 20-year Replacement Cost $12,750
Labor Per Day 1.0{Hrs Labor Per Day 1.0|Hrs
Labor Per Week 7{Hrs Labor Per Week 7|Hrs
Yearly Labor 364|Hrs Yearly Labor 364|Hrs
Hourly Labor Cost $60] Hourly Labor Cost 560
Yearly Labor Cost $21,840 Yearly Labor Cost $21,840
Tatal Additional O&M $38,926 Total Additional 0&M $34,995




Operation and Maintenance Estimate (Cont.)
Alternative 3 - Southside Interceptors

Lafontaine Street Lift Station

Number of Pumps 2
Head of Pumps 12|feet
Motor Power (each pump) 20[HP
Motor Power (each pump) 67|KW
Total Motor Horsepower 180{HP
Total Motor Horsepower 134|KW
Max Pump Rate Required 16,000{GPM
Gallons Pumps Each Year 225,200,000]gallons
Run time of Pumps 235]hours
Total Power Consumption Each Year 31511|KWH
Cost per KWH 0.09

Cost ta Run Pump each Year 52,836

Cost of Each Pump $125,000
Total Cost of Pumps $250,000
20-year Replacement Cost $12,500
Labor Per Day 1{Hrs
Labor Per Week 7|Hrs
Yearly Labor 364|Hrs
Hourly Labor Cost $60
Yearly Labor Cost $21,840
Total Additional O&M $37,176

WWTP Equalization Basin

Volume of EQ Tank 10 MG
Cost of Tank $5,100,000

% of Cost for Operation and Maintenance 0.25%
Operation and Maintenance of Tank $12,750
Total Additional O&M $12,750
Interceptor Sewers

Cost of Sewers $4,192,000

% of Cost for Operation and Maintenance 0.25%
Cost Per Year to Maintain Sewers $10,480
WWTP Improvements

Step-Feed Activated Sludge

Waste Activated Sludge Thickener
Anaerobic Digester Cover (North)
WWTP Efflune Pump for High Water
Biosolids Storage Bullding
Anaercbic Digester Cover (South) $30,000
Septage Recievign Facility

$30,000

Total Cost to Operate $60,000
Total Annual Replacement Cost $320,989
Total Yearly Cost (Rounded up to nearest $100,000) $510,000




Huntington, Indiana
Alternative #4 - Total Separation
Summary of Long Term Control Projects Costs

2009 Capital Cost

Project Description of Each Project
Replacement of CS0 Flap Gates $500,000
Separation Projects 455,000,000
WWTP Improvements $13,500,000
Total Construction Cost* (rounded to nearest $10,000) $69,000,000

“Included estimates for contingency (15%) and non-construction cosls (15%). See Appendix 5 for individual

project costs.
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Alternative 4
WWTP Improvements

WWTP Improvements Phase |

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price

1 |Fine Screens at WWTP 1|LS $650,000 $650,000

2 |Step-Feed Activated Sludge (IFAS) 1ILS $4,240,000 $4,240,000

3 |Septage Receiving Facility 1|LS $210,000 $210,000

4 |Biosolids Storage 1|LS $200,000 $200,000

5 |Waste Activated Sludge Thickener 1|LS $690,000 $690,000

6 |Anaerobic Digester Cover (North) 1ILS $750,000 $750,000
Construction Cost Subtotal $6,740,000
Contingency (15%) $1,011,000
Construction Cost Total $7,751,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $1,163,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $9,000,000
*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs
WWTP Improvements Phase Il

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price

1 |Anaerobic Digester Cover (South) 1|LS $750,000 $750,000

2 |WWTP Effluent Pump for High Water (15 MGD) 1ILS $2,600,000 $2,600,000
Construction Cost Subtotal $3,350,000
Contingency (15%) $503,000
Construction Cost Total $3,853,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $578,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $4,500,000

*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs
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Alternative 4
Replacement of CSO Flap Gates

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price
1 g:ff};t[)]l)us (CSO 003, 004, 005, 006, 007, 008, WWTP 7lea $50,000 $350,000
Construction Cost Subtotal $350,000
Contingency (15%) $63,000
Construction Cost Total $403,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $61,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $500,000

*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs
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Alternative 4

Separation Projects

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price
1 |CSO's 005, 008, 007 17,250|LF $375 $6,468,750
2 |CsO's 003 7,000(LF $375 $2,625,000
3 |CSO's 004 33,250|LF $375 $12,468,750
4 |CSO's 008 5,500|LF $375 $2,062,500
5 |[CSO's014 9,500(LF $375 $3,562,500
6 |CSO's010 8,000(LF $375 $3,000,000
7 |CSO's 011 10,000(LF $375 $3,750,000
8 |CSO's015 16,000(LF $375 $6,000,000
9 |HYDRODYNAMIC SEPARATORS 10|EA $100,000 $1,000,000
Construction Cost Subtotal $40,937,500
Contingency (15%) $6,140,625
Construction Cost Total $47,078,125
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $7,061,719
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $1,000,000) $55,000,000

*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs

Note: 1. The unit price for pipe is derived from the total base bids recieved for the Huntington Sewer Separation
Project and the total length of pipe. The unit cost for pipe replacement includes the cost for structures, asphalt
and concrete replacement, rock excavation, and special backfill.

2. The unit price for Hydrodynamic Separators is derived from the bids received for the Huntington Sewer
Separation project. This is the average unit price for the structures from each Contractor.

3. Mobilization/Demobilization is assummed to be 5% of the total construction cost. This is slightly higher than

the average for the Huntingtion Sewer Separation Project

4, Traffic control is assummed to be 3% of the total construction cost. This is slightly higher than the average for

the Huntingtion Sewer.

5. Erosion Control is assumed to be 0.5% of the total Construction cost. This is slightly higher than the average

for the Huntingtion Sewer.
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Operation and Maintenance Estimate
Alternative 4 - Total Separation

High Rate Clarification Wetlands Treatment

Construction Cost $0 Construction Cost S0
Equipment Cost 50| 20-year Replacement Cost 50
20-year Replacement Cost S0 Labor Per Day 0.0[Hrs
Volume Treated Par Year 0gallons Labor Per Week OfHrs
Cost of Polymer 50|ton Yearly Labor O|Hrs
Polymer 0.00|ton Hourly Labor Cost S0
Total Polymer Cost 50 Yearly Labor Cost 50
Sand $0|ton Total Additional 0&M 50
Sand Loss @ 1.0 g/MA3 0.00|ton

Total Sand Cost 50

Cost of Coagulant 50

Coagulant @ 100 mg/l 0.00|ton

Cost of Coagulant S0

Capacity of Treatment System 0|GPM

Run time of System Qlhours

Motor Power OfHP

Motor Power QKW

Cost per KWH $0.00

Electrical Cost to Run System 50

Labor Per Day 0.0|Hrs

Labor Per Week O[Hrs

Yearly Labor OfHrs

Hourly Labor Cost $0

Yearly Labor Cost 50

Total Additional D&M 0

UV Disinfection

Construction Cost $0

20-year Replacement Cost 50

Cost Per Bulbs (power, replacement, cleaning, chemica 50

Number of Bulbs 0

Total Additional O&M $0

Rabbit Run Lift Station |Rabbit Run Lift Station

Number of Pumps 0 Number of Pumps a
Head of Pumps 0O|feet Head of Pumps 0|feet
Motor Power (each pump) O|HP Motor Power (each pump) 0|HP
Motor Power (each pump) oKW Motor Power (each pump) OfKW
Total Motor Horsepower 0|HP Total Motor Horsepower 0|HP
Total Motor Horsepower O|KW Total Maotor Horsepower ojKW
Max Pump Rate Required 0|GPM Max Pump Rate Required Q|GPM
Gallons Pumps Each Year Ofgallens Gallons Pumps Each Year 0Ofgallons
Run time of Pumps 0|hours Run time of Pumps 0lhours
Total Power Consumption Each Year O]KWH Total Power Consumption Each Year O|KWH
Cost per KWH 0 Cost per KWH 0
Cost to Run Pump each Year 50, Cost to Run Pump each Year 50
Cost of Each Pump 30 Cost of Each Pump 50
Total Cost of Pumps 50, Total Cost of Pumps 50
20-year Replacement Cost 50, 20-year Replacement Cost $0
Labor Per Day 0.0|Hrs Labor Per Day 0.0|Hrs
Labor Per Week O|Hrs Labor Per Week OfHrs
Yearly Labor 0|Hrs Yearly Labor O|Hrs
Hourly Labor Cost S0 Hourly Labor Cost 30
Yearly Labor Cost 50 Yearly Labor Cost 50
Total Additional 0&M s0 Total Additional O&M 50




Operation and Maintenance Estimate (Cont.)
Alternative 4 - Total Separation

Lafontaine Street Lift Station

Number of Pumps 0
Head of Pumps 0|feet
Motor Power (each pump) O|HP
Motor Power (each pump) o|Kkw
Total Motor Horsepower O[|HP
Total Motor Horsepower (+] 4"
Max Pump Rate Required 0|GPM
Gallons Pumps Each Year 0|gallons
Run time of Pumps 0lhours
Total Power Consumption Each Year O|KWH
Cost per KWH 0.08
Cost to Run Pump each Year 30
Cost of Each Pump 50|
Total Cost of Pumps 50
20-year Replacement Cost 50
Labor Per Day OfHrs
Labor Per Week O[Hrs
Yearly Labor QfHrs
Hourly Labor Cost 560
Yearly Labor Cost $0
Total Additional 0&M $0
WWTP Equalization Basin

Volume of EQ Tank - MG
Cost of Tank $0

% of Cost for Operation and Maintenance 0.25%
QOperation and Maintenance of Tank 50
Total Additional 0&M 30
Interceptor Sewers

Cost of Sewers $39,937,000

% of Cost for Operation and Maintenance 0.25%
Cost Per Year to Maintain Sewers $99,843
WWTP Improvements

Step-Feed Activated Sludge

Waste Activated Sludge Thickener $30,000
Anaerobic Digester Cover (North)

WWTP Efflune Pump for High Water

Biosolids Storage Building

Anaerobic Digester Cover (South) 330,000
Septage Recievign Facility

Total Cost to Operate $159,843
Total Annual Replacement Cost $0
Total Yearly Cost (Rounded up to nearest $100,000) $160,000




Huntington, Indiana
Alternative #5 - No Action
Summary of Long Term Control Projects Costs

2009 Capital Cost

Project Description of Each Project

WWTP Improvements $13,500,000
Total Construction Cost* (rounded to nearest $1,000,000) $14,000,000

*Included estimates for contingency (15%) and non-construction costs (15%). See Appendix 5 for individual
project costs.
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Alternative 5
WWTP Improvements

WWTP Improvements Phase |

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price

1 |Fine Screens at WWTP 1|LS $650,000 $650,000

2 |Step-Feed Activated Sludge (IFAS) 1|LS $4,240,000 $4,240,000

3 |Septage Receiving Facility 1|LS $210,000 $210,000

4 |Biosolids Storage 1|LS $200,000 $200,000

5 |Waste Activated Sludge Thickener 1|LS $690,000 $690,000

6 |Anaerobic Digester Cover (North) 1|LS $750,000 $750,000
Construction Cost Subtotal $6,740,000
Contingency (15%) $1,011,000
Construction Cost Total $7,751,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $1,163,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $9,000,000
*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs
WWTP Improvements Phase Il

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price

1 |Anaerobic Digester Cover (South) 1|LS $750,000 $750,000

2 |WWTP Effluent Pump for High Water (15 MGD) 1|LS $2,600,000 $2,600,000
Construction Cost Subtotal $3,350,000
Contingency (15%) $503,000
Construction Cost Total $3,853,000
*Non-construction Costs (15%) $578,000
Total Project Cost (rounded up to the nearest $100,000) $4,500,000

*Non-Construction Costs include Bonding, Legal, Engineering, and Inspection Costs

X:\Fort Wayne Projects\10100\10151.00\Cost Estimates\Alternative 5 - Cost Estimate Tables




Operation and Maintenance Estimate
Alternative 5 - No Action

[High Rate Clarification Wetlands Treatment

Construction Cost S0 Construction Cost S0
Equipment Cost S0 20-year Replacement Cost 50
20-year Replacement Cost 50 Labor Per Day 0.0|Hrs
Volume Treated Per Year 0|gallons Labor Per Week 0|Hrs
Cost of Polymer $0jton Yearly Labor O|Hrs
Polymer 0.00jton Hourly Labor Cost $0
Total Palymer Cost 50 Yearly Labor Cost 50|
Sand 50jton Total Additional 0&M 30
Sand Loss @ 1.0 g/MA3 0.00{ton

Total Sand Cost S0

Cost of Coagulant $0

Coagulant @ 100 mg/l 0.00|ton

Cost of Coagulant 50

Capacity of Treatment System 0|GPM

Run time of System 0|hours

Motor Power 0|HP

Motor Power ojKw

Cost per KWH $0.00

Electrical Cost to Run System $0

Labor Per Day 0.0|Hrs

Labor Per Week O|Hrs

‘Yearly Labor O|Hrs

Hourly Labor Cost S0

Yearly Labor Cost S0

Total Additional 0&M $0

UV Disinfection

Construction Cost 50

20-year Replacement Cost 50

Cost Per Bulbs (power, replacement, cleaning, chemica 50

Number of Bulbs 0

Total Additional O&M 50

Rabbit Run Lift Station Rabbit Run Lift Station

Number of Pumps 0 Number of Pumps 0
Head of Pumps 0jfeet Head of Pumps 0ffeet
Mator Power (each pump) o|HP Motor Power (each pump) 0|HP
Motor Power (each pump) QKW Mator Power (each pump) QlKW
Total Motor Horsepower Q|HP Total Motor Horsepower Q|HP
Total Motor Horsepower oKW Total Motor Horsepower O[KW
Max Pump Rate Required 0|GPM Max Pump Rate Required 0|GPM
Gallons Pumps Each Year _0Ogallens Gallons Pumps Each Year 0lgallons
Run time of Pumps 0[hours Run time of Pumps 0lhours
Total Power Consumption Each Year O|KWH Total Power Consumption Each Year 0|KWH
Cost per KWH 0 Cost per KWH 0
Cost to Run Pump each Year $0 Cost to Run Pump each Year $0
Cost of Each Pump $0 Cost of Each Pump 50|
Total Cost of Pumps S0 Total Cost of Pumps $0
20-year Replacement Cost 50 20-year Replacement Cost 0]
Labor Per Day 0.0fHrs Labor Per Day 0.0|Hrs
Labor Per Week OfHrs Labor Per Week OfHrs
Yearly Labor O|Hrs Yearly Labor O|Hrs
Hourly Labor Cost $0 Hourly Labor Cost $0
Yearly Labor Cost 50 Yearly Labor Cost $0
Total Additional O&M $0 Total Additional 0&M 50




Operation and Maintenance Estimate (Cont.)
Alternative 5 - No Action

Lafontaine Street Lift Station

Number of Pumps 0
Head of Pumps 0ffeet
Motor Power (each pump) 0|HP
Motor Power (each pump) oKW
Total Motar Horsepower 0|HP
Total Motor Horsepower 0|KW
Max Pump Rate Required 0|GPM
Gallons Pumps Each Year 0lgallons
Run time of Pumps 0|hours
Total Power Consumption Each Year 0|KWH
Cost per KWH 0.09
Cost to Run Pump each Year $0
Cost of Each Pump $0
Total Cost of Pumps $0
20-year Replacement Cost $0
Labor Per Day O[Hrs
Labor Per Week 0|Hrs
Yearly Labor 0|Hrs
Hourly Labor Cost $60)
Yearly Labor Cost 50
Total Additional O&M $0
WWTP Equalization Basin

Volume of EQ Tank - MG
Cost of Tank 50

% of Cost for Operation and Maintenance 0.25%
Oparation and Maintenance of Tank 50
Total Additional O&M $0
Interceptor Sewers

Cost of Sewers $39,937,000,

% of Cost for Operation and Maintenance 0.25%
Cost Per Year to Maintain Sewers 599,843
WWTP Improvements

Step-Feed Activated Sludge

Waste Afztiva.ted Sludge Thickener 430,000
Anaerobic Digester Cover (North)

WWTP Efflune Pump for High Water

Biosolids Storage Building

Anaerobic Digester Cover (South) $30,000
Septage Recievign Facility

Total Cost to Operate $159,843
Total Annual Replacement Cost 50
Total Yearly Cost {Rounded up to nearest $100,000) $160,000







L




Appendix 6

Public Participation



Information Included:

May 19, 2008 — Citizen’s Advisory Committee Meeting #1
July 21, 2008 — Citizen’s Advisory Committee Meeting #2
September 15, 2008 — Citizen’s Advisory Committee Meeting #3
November 17, 2008 — Citizen’s Advisory Committee Meeting #4
January 19, 2009 — Citizen’s Advisory Committee Meeting #5
September 21, 2009 — Citizen’s Advisory Committee Meeting #6
October 5, 2009 — Board of Works Meeting
October 26, 2009 — Citizen’s Advisory Committee Meeting #7
October 27, 2009 — City Council Meeting
November 5, 2009 — Public Meeting
November 16, 2009 — Board of Works Meeting
Public LTCP Displays

Miscellaneous Qutreach Information



CAC Meeting #1
May 19, 2008



City of Huntington
LTCP Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting Agenda
Huntington City Hall
May 19, 2008 @ 6:00 p.m.

¢ [ntroductions

e History of Huntington’s LTCP
o Plan Completed in 2003
o Plan recommended $31 Million in improvements
o User rate from $25/month to $41/ month (wastewater only, 10 year period)

e State Judicial Agreement / Work Plan

e Current Combined Sewer System
o Flow Monitoring and Rainfall Event Monitoring
o Proposed Sewer Separation Project
o WWTP Agreed Order

o Citizen's Advisory Committee
o Public Involvement
o Input on decision making process
o Create Document to Submit to Board of Works / City Council

¢ Use Attainability Analysis (UAA)
o Purpose of UAA
= Demonstrate that change in “existing use” does not result in the
removal of an actual existing use.
» Conduct UAA to show why recreational use is not attainable during
the defined wet weather period.
o “Existing use” on or after November 28, 1975
o CSO wet weather limited recreational use subcategory allowed by
proposed “Senate Enrolled Act” SEA 620
o Surveys, interviews, calculations, etc.
o Ongoing, Due August 2009

e Submittal of Revised LTCP (Treatment Requirements)
o Use Flow Monitoring to Calibrate Model
o CSO Treatment Facility
o For 20 year period, Rates need to be
o Ongoing, Due September 2009

e Schedule Next Meeting

Huntington LTCP Meeting Agenda, 5-19-08
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Project Name:

Project Number:

Date of Meeting:

Present:

Topic:

Introductions

MEETING MINUTES

Huntington Long Term Control Plan
10151.00
May 19, 2008

Steve Updike, Mayor

Ruth Marsh, Operations Manager
Mike Hartburg, City Attorney
Colin Bullock, WWTP Superintendent
Tom Carnes, CAC Member
Steve Davidson, CAC Member
Robert Gressley, CAC Member
Barry Christen, CAC Member
Claudette Bangs, CAC Member
Matt Capozza, CAC Member
Steve Hacker, CAC Member

Jeff DeWitt, Bonar Group

Derek Davidson, Bonar Group

Citizens Advisory Committee Kickoff Meeting

e Everyone was introduced by Mayor Updike.

History of Huntington’s LTCP
e The original LTCP was completed in 2003 and it recommended $31 million in
improvements. This would result in the sewer rates increasing from $25/month to
$41/month over a 10 year period.

State Judicial Agreement / Work
o The SJAis legally binding agreement between IDEM and the City that sets specific
dates for completion for parts of the LTCP. Some of the include installation of flow
monitoring equipment, model calibration, discussion of alternatives, and several
meetings with IDEM and the EPA.

(insert file path and name here)



Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes
May 19, 2008
Page 2

Current Combined Sewer System
e As little as %" of rainfall can cause a CSO depending on the CSOs location.

e The revised Long Term Control Plan is due to the State in September of 2009.

e The City entered into a State Judicial Agreement (SJA) with the State, which
outlines a time frame to complete the plan and develop methods to reduce/remove
CSO's.

e The City is in the process of installing flow monitoring devices on CSQ’s. This will
assist in developing designs to eliminate CSO’s and to show that a project did
reduce the amount of CSO’s. The installation of the monitoring devices should be
completed by the end of July.

Citizen’s Advisory Committee
e The purpose of the CAC is to represent the public and provide input on the LTCP.
Ultimately, the CAC will generate a recommendation document that will be provided
to the Board of Works. An example of a recommendation produced by Muncie’s
CAC can be found at the following website:

http://www.munciesanitary.orag/clientuploads/PDF/CACCSO.pdf

The City of Indianapolis has also been though a similar process. Information
regarding their LTCP and UAA can be found at the found at the following websites:

http://www.indygov.org/eGov/City/DPW/Environment/CleanStream/Documents/R
aw+Sewage+Overflow+Long+Term+Control+Plan.htm

http://www.indygov.org/eGov/City/DPW/Environment/CleanStream/Documents/U
se+Attainability+Analysis+for+Public+Review.htm

e Anyone who has voiced concerns about the plan should be encouraged to attend
the CAC meeting so that their concerns can be addressed.

Use Attainability Analysis (UAA)

e [fitis predicted that some overflows will occur after the LTCP implementation, the
City will have to complete a Use and Attainability Analysis (UAA). This would allow
for the existing use classification to be suspended during wet weather. Currently
the Little River is classified as full body contact recreational waters. The actual
existing use needs to be determined during normal conditions and during wet
weather. It is possible that the use can be suspended since during wet weather
since no one will be using the waters. The UAA can prevent the proposed options
from being over designed by allowing some overflows during wet weather.

X:A\Fort Wayne Projects\1010000151.00\Meetings\CAC Minutes 5-19-08.doc



Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes
May 19, 2008
Page 3

o The existing use will be determined through survey and interviews to determine if
individuals use the River and if they have observed others using it. The UAA can
prevent the proposed options from being over designed by allowing some overflows
during wet weather. Surveys should be distributed to organizations that could
potentially utilize the water body and to anyone who lives in the vicinity. Robert
Gressley lives along the Little River stated that he has not seen anyone on it during
wet weather.

Submittal of Revised LTCP
e The revised LTCP is due to IDEM by September 2009.

Schedule Next Meeting
e Meetings are tentatively schedule for the third Monday of each month at 6 p.m.

e The next meeting is tentatively June 16, 2008 at 6 p.m in the Council Chambers of
the City Building.

The following questions were asked by those attending and answered by Jeff
DeWitt:

e Isn’t everything separated?

o No. A large portion of the City's sewers are still combined. All sewer lines
installed since the 1970's have been separated. Currently there are 4
projects under design to eliminate CSO’s. A complete separation of the
City’s sewers is not recommended because of the expense.

* How do you separate the sewer and where does it go?

o Anew pipe is installed adjacent to the existing pipe and either storm water or
wastewater will flow into this pipe. If it is storm water the pipe will carry it to
an outfall structure along Flint Creek or the Little River. If it is waste water,
the pipe will carry it to the treatment plant will it will receive treatment and be
discharged to Wabash River.

o The projects that are currently under design are proposing to treat the storm
water with a hydrodynamic separator, which will remove oil/grease and
solids.

e Should there be a chairperson of the Citizen’s Advisory Committee?
o Itis notrequired to have a chairperson, but it would probably be best to have
a single spokesperson who can update the Board of Works and to be a
single point of contact. Anyone interested in the chairperson position should
respond via email.

XA\Fort Wayne Projects\10100110151.00\Meetings\CAC Minutes 5-19-08.doc



Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes
May 19, 2008
Page 4

e How many storm water outfalls are there?
o An exact number is not known, but there are significantly more storm water
outfalls than CSOs.

o There are 15 active CSOs.

o Why are we separating the sewers if everything will require treatment eventually?
o The two types of sewers require different treatment methods. Wastewater
has a high amount of organics and requires a biological process to treat this.
Storm water usually is high is solids and oils. This can be removed through
several mechanical methods (i.e. hydrodynamic separators).

o How many communities in Indiana are under SJA for elimination of their CSQO’s?
o Mike Hartburg is going to look into this.
(Update: Mike sent an email to IDEM about this on 5/20/08 and IDEM
provided information on 5/21/08 that indicated 26 Indiana
communities are under a SJA for CSO elimination.)

» What is the condition of the Flint Creek pipe?
o Colin stated that the pipe is in good condition where he has observed it.

o This pipe should be investigated and rehabilitated as necessary to prevent it
from failing.

e |s the Corps. of Engineers involved?
o They have limited input on the LTCP, but they do regulate construction in the
floodway.

e Can sewer rates be increased gradually?
o Yes. It is anticipated that rates will be increased as CSO projects are
completed.

o This will be evaluated in the LTCP and by the City’s Financial Rate
Consultant.

¢ \What is the current excess capacity of the plant?

o The plant is rated for an average daily flow of 7.5 million gallons per day
(MGD) and a peak daily flow of 15 MGD, however its capacity is reduced
because a unit process is currently offline. Work is currently underway to
bring the plant back to full capacity.

X:A\Fort Wayne Projects\10100V0151.00\Meetings\CAC Minules 5-19-08.doc



Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes
May 19, 2008
Page 5

e If plant capacity is the problem, has there been any talk of another treatment plant
on the north side of the City?
o The option of a north side WWTP can be investigated during the LTCP
development.

o The current WWTP site is landlocked. The City does own land across the
river from the WWTP, but it is intended for a detention basin to capture any
flows that the WWTP cannot handle. The entire volume of the detention
basin must be treated in 48 hours.

¢ How are storm water rates developed?
o Currently, they are based upon the value of the property. Most communities
base it upon the impervious are on a parcel so that a business with a large
parking lot would have a higher rate than a residence.

o Are there any grants available to help pay for these projects?

o There are several out there, but the largest grant is for $500,000 and it is
highly competitive. It is anticipated that the projects will be financed through
the State Revolving Fund program. They offer communities lower interest
loan than the community could obtain otherwise.

This is the writer’s best recollection of matters discussed at this meeting. Let me know as
soon as possible if you have any additions or other modifications.

Minutes prepared by:
Derek Davidson, E.I.
Junior Engineer
317-570-6800 x339

CC: Present

X:AFort Wayne Projects\10100V10151.00\Meetings\CAC Minutes 5-19-08.doc



CAC Meeting #2
July 21, 2008



City of Huntington
LTCP Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting Agenda
Huntington City Hall
July 21, 2008 @ 6:00 p.m.

e |ntroductions

e Review of Previous Meeting Minutes and Questions

e Power Point Presentation
o What Role does the CAC have in the Development of the LTCP?
o CSO Qutfall Locations

o Water Quality Standards and Designated Uses

o Determining Existing Uses
o Determining Sensitive and Priority Areas
o Update on the Status of the LTCP

e Schedule Next Meeting

X:\Fort Wayne Projects\10100110151.00\Meetings\Huntington LTCP CAC Meeting Agenda, 7-21-08.docx
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Huntington
Citizens Advisory
Committee Meeting

Presented by:

Jeff DeWitt, P.E., BCEE
Bonar Group

July 21, 2008 at 6:00 p.m.

Outline

Purpose of the CAC

CSO Impacts

CSO Summary

Water Quality Standards
Designated Uses
Existing Uses

Sensitive Areas

CAC Input




Purpose of the CAC

CSO Control Policy States:

“In developing a long-term CSO plan, the
permittee will employ a public
participation process that actively
involves the affected public in the
decision making to select the long-term
CSO controls.”

Purpose of the CAC

Give community wide perspective for the
future direction of the CSO LTCP

Identify the best method to gather input
from affected parties

Identify water quality goals for Huntington
Identify sensitive areas and existing uses

Select CSO abatement alternatives




CSO Impacts

During periods of heavy rainfall or snowmelt
the volume of water may exceed the
capacity of the sewer system or treatment
plant

CSOs are designed to eliminate this excess
flow by overflowing to nearby bodies of
water

There are 772 cities in the United States
that have combined sewer systems with
CSOs

CSO Impacts

The CSO discharges contain untreated
human waste along with the storm water
This waste causes a drastic increase in the

concentration of E.coli bacteria in the water
This bacteria can infect fish and subsequently humans

The additional organics released during an

event require more oxygen as they degrade

This decreases the amount of oxygen available for fish to
survive




CSO Summary

Most active CSO — CSO 004

Discharges approximately 36 million gallons per year

Least active CSOs — CSOs 009, 010, 011,
012, 015, 016

Discharge less than 0.5 million gallons per year
CSOs 003, 012, 013, and 016 are potentially

being eliminated
The sewers that contribute flow to these CSOs are going
to be separated
Following construction these CSOs will be monitored to
determine if overflows still occur

Water Quality Standards

USEPA and IDEM have mandated that
all discharges from CSOs shall not
cause or contribute to violation of
water quality standards or cause or
contribute to the impairment of
designated or existing uses.




Water Quality Standards

All Indiana Waters are designated for
full body contact

Any relaxing of the designated use
requires a Use Attainability Analysis

CSOs generally cause short-term
violations of WQS

Designhated Uses

IDEM definition "Those uses specified in water quality
standards for each water body or segment whether or not
they are being attained.”

A designated use can be:
Exceptional use
Full body contact recreation
Well balanced warm water aquatic community
Public water supply
Industrial water supply
Agricultural Use
Limited Use




Designated Uses

Flint Creek — Full Body Contact
However, this is not the existing use.

Little River — Full Body Contact
Wabash River — Full Body Contact

Designated Uses

IDEM recognizes that existing uses can change based upon the
season, rain, flow, etc.

Indiana is determined to protect all individuals who use its waters for
recreational purposes

Indiana does not want to promote increased recreational usage in
waters that are deemed dangerous (dams, rocks, strong currents,
etc.)

Occasional Incidental use does not automatically establish an existing
use

If access to the water is limited due to steep banks,
fencing, walls, etc. then no existing recreational use
can be presumed.




Existing Uses

IDEM definition of existing use

Existing use means a use actually attained in the
water body on or after November 28, 1975,
whether or not it is included in the water quality
standards.

An existing use can exceed the designated use
*...an existing use cannot be removed, suspended
or otherwise modified, unless modified to make it
more protective...”

IDEM makes the final determination for existing
uses

Sensitive Areas

Examples of sensitive areas
Habitat for threatened or endangered species
Primary contact recreational areas
Boat launches, swimming areas, etc.
Drinking water source waters (N/A)

Huntington obtains water from a well system
Streams that are safe and accessible near
residential areas, schools, or parks
Outstanding State Resource Waters (N/A)

The Little River, Flint Creek, and the Wabash River

are not considered Qutstanding State Resource Waters




Threatened and
Endangered Species

Long-Branch Green Orchid (plant)
Woodland Strawberry (plant)
Snuffbox (mussel)

Clubshell (mussel)

Greater Redhorse (fish)

Marsh Wren (bird)

Northern River Otter (mammal)
Bobcat (mammal)

Indiana Bat (mammal)

American Badger (mammal)

Primary Contact Recreation
Areas

Primary Contact Secondary Contact
Recreation Examples  Recreation Examples
Full body contact Fishing
recreation Wading
Swimming Motor boating
Skin diving Canoeing/kayaking
Ceremonial (Baptisms) Sailing
Water Skllng Raftmg

Complete immersion




Sensitive Area
Designation

The EPA’s CSO Control Policy states, that for sensitive areas, the LTCP
should:

Prohibit new or significantly increased overflow volumes to sensitive

areas

Eliminate or relocate overflows that discharge to sensitive areas
Wherever physically possible and economically achievable,
except where elimination or relocation would provide less
environmental protection than additional treatment, or
Where elimination/relocation is not physically possible and
economically achievable, provide level or treatment for
remaining overflows deemed necessary to meet WQS for full
protection of existing uses.

Where elimination/relocation is not physically possible and

economically achievable, permitting authorities should require, for

each subsequent permit term, a reassessment based on new or

improved techniques to eliminate or relocate, or on changed

economic feasibility.

Citizens Advisory
Committee Input

Provide input on existing uses

Provide input for sensitive area

determination

No sensitive areas that would be affected have
been previously identified

Review surveys
Recreational groups
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MEETING MINUTES

Project Name: Huntington Long Term Control Plan
Project Number: 10151.00

Date of Meeting: July 21, 2008

Present: Ruth Marsh, Operations Manager

Colin Bullock, WWTP Superintendent
Mike Hartburg, Attorney for the City
Scott Harvey, CAC Member

Robert Gressley, CAC Member
Debbie Dyer, CAC Member

Steve Davidson, CAC Member

Jeff DeWitt, Bonar Group

Derek Davidson, Bonar Group

Topic: Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting #2
CSOs and Water Quality

Supplemental Figure Materials
e Agenda
PowerPoint slide handouts
Aerial photo showing the CSO locations
CSO location figure
Sensitive area figure
Public surveys

Introductions
o Jeff introduced himself and asked everyone else to do the same.

Review of Previous Meeting Minutes and Questions
o Jeff briefly reviewed the topics discussed in the previous meeting. Including a brief
description of the LTCP and CSOs

A presentation was given by Jeff DeWitt. The presentation topics and highlights are as
follows:

X:A\Fort Wayne Projects\10100\10151.00\CAC\Meeting 7-21-08\CAC Minutes 7-21-08.doc



Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes
July 21, 2008
Page 2

Purpose of CAC
e (CSO policy states that a public participation must be utilized during the development

of a LTCP.
e The main functions of the CAC are:
o To give a community wide perspective for the direction of the LTCP
o Provide ideas about how to receive input from affected parties
o Determine the water quality goals for the City
o Identify sensitive areas that may not be easily observed
o Identify how the water bodies are currently being utilized

Discussion

When is the public invited to these meetings?

The public is always welcome at these meeting. Please invite anyone that is
interested in the LTCP because it is easier to address their concerns now than later.
Also, the public will be informed about the LTCP through the use of surveys,
newspaper articles, and public meetings.

CSO Impacts

e CSO events typically occur during periods of heavy rainfall or snowmelt.

e (CSOs are essentially relief valves that prevent the excess flow from backing up into
residences, which would cause a greater health hazard than overflowing.

e (CSO discharges are still harmful to the aquatic habitat because it contains organic
material, such as leaves and as it degrades it consumes oxygen. This decreases
the amount of oxygen available for fish. Once the degradation the amount of
oxygen will increase to normal levels.

e (CSO discharges also contain high concentration of E.coli that can contaminate fish
and humans if it is ingested.

CSO Summary
¢ The City has 15 CSOs. Most of the overflows occur at CSO 004 with the rest
contributing a less significant amount.
e Currently there are plans to potentially eliminate 4 CSOs if overflows cease once
construction is complete (CSO 003, 012, 013, 016)

Discussion

Is the CAC to determine which areas are to be separated?

Bonar Group will provide the options to the committee and then the committee will
evaluate based upon what level of treatment/cost is acceptable.

X:AFort Wayne Projects\10100\10151.000CAC\Meeting 7-21-08\CAC Minutes 7-21-08.doc
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Water Quality Standards
e (CSO are not to cause or contribute to violations of water quality standards or to
violate the existing use of the water body.
o All waters of the State are classified for full body contact.
e Most rivers and streams do not meet the water quality standards even during dry
weather.

Designated Uses
o Flint Creek, the Little River, and the Wabash River are classified as full body
contact.
e Flint Creek is classified as full body contact however, this is not its actual use since
it is completely enclosed and access is limited.
e Designated uses can vary for the same water body based upon different factors (i.e.
season, flow, etc.)

Existing Uses
e An existing use is use that was actually attained since November 28, 1975.
e This is beneficial because it eliminates any uses that might have happened prior to
that date since uses would typically change as the City grows.

Sensitive Areas
¢ Huntington has three types of sensitive areas that have been identified that could
potentially affect the LTCP. The three types are Primary contact recreational areas
that have been identified are:
o Primary contact recreational areas (boat launches and swimming areas)
o Habitat for threatened or endangered species
o Streams that are safe and accessible near residential areas, schools, or
parks
o Jeff also read the description of the land use along the banks of the Wabash River

Discussion
Four potential sensitive areas were identified at the following locations:
o A boat launch is located in EImwood Park
o Asecond boatlaunch is located at the southwest corner of the N. Marion Rd.
bridge that crossed the Wabash River. This is an unimproved boat launch
where boats are carried down the bank and into the water.
o Apopularfishing area is also located along West River Road just west of the
N. Marion Rd. bridge that crosses the Wabash River.
o There is a river greenway located within the Forks of the Wabash Historic
Park.

X:AFort Wayne Projects\10100\0151.000CAC\Meeting 7-21-08\CAC Minutes 7-21-08.doc
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CAC Input
e The CAC is being asked to:
Help determine how citizens are utilizing the water bodies
Indicate any areas that could be considered sensitive
Provide input about the proposed public surveys
Inform any potential groups about the upcoming meeting so that they might
attend

o 0 O O

Update on the Status of the LTCP
o The City's combined sewer system is currently being modeled and overflows are
being computed for various rain events.
e Options for CSO abatement will be developed based upon the results of the model.

Discussion

When is the LTCP plan supposed to be completed?

The LTCP is scheduled to be completed by September 30, 2009, however the
public input portion should be completed by the end of 2008. A copy of the Work
Plan from the State Judicial Agreement will be sent to each of the CAC members.

Schedule Next Meeting
o The next meeting is tentatively scheduled for August 18" but everyone will be
notified about the meeting one week prior.

This is the writer's best recollection of matters discussed at this meeting. Let me know as
soon as possible if you have any additions or other modifications.

Minutes prepared by:
Derek Davidson, E.I.
Junior Engineer

317-570-6800 x339

CE: Present

XAFort Wayne Projects\10100M0151.000CAC\Meeting 7-21-08\CAC Minutes 7-21-08.doc
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City of Huntington
LTCP Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting Agenda
Huntington City Hall
September 15, 2008 @ 6:00 p.m.

¢ [ntroductions

¢ Review of Previous Meeting Minutes and Questions

e Discussion of Sensitive Areas Previously Identified

o Combined Sewer System Modeling
o Purpose
o Calibration
o Results
o Options to Reduce Overflows

e Questions

e Schedule Next Meeting — September 15, 2008 @ 6:00 p.m.

X:\Fort Wayne Projects\10100\10151.00\CAC\Meeting 9-15-08\Huntington LTCP CAC Meeting Agenda, 9-15-08.docx
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Combined Sewer Modeling
Historic Condition
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Estimating Alternative Costs

Hypothetical Cost/Performance
Curve

Alternative

n Event

4 Events/Year

3 Events/Year

2 Events/Year

1 Events/Year

0.5 Events/Year

0.2 Events/Year

$9,000,000

$10,000,000

$20,000,000

524,000,000

$30,000,000

$56,000,000

$8,500,000

$16,000,000

530,000,000

$40,000,000

$54,000,000

$70,000,000

$12,000,000

$18,000,000

$26,000,000

$34,000,000

$44,000,000

$58,000,000

$10,000,000

$14,000,000

$12,000,000

$14,000,000

$32,000,000

$62,000,000

Minimum

$8,500,000

$10,000,000

$12,000,000

$14,000,000

$30,000,000

$56,000,000
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Hypothetical Cost/Performance
Curve

$60,000,000

Note: For illustration only!
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MEETING MINUTES

Project Name: Huntington Long Term Control Plan
Project Number: 10151.00

Date of Meeting: September 15, 2008

Present: Steve Updike, Mayor

Ruth Marsh, Operations Manager
Colin Bullock, WWTP Superintendent
Michael Barton, CAC Member

Steve Davidson, CAC Member

Jeff DeWitt, Bonar Group

Derek Davidson, Bonar Group

Topic: Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting #3
Combined Sewer System Modeling and Alternatives

Supplemental Figure Materials
o PowerPoint slide handouts

A presentation was given by Jeff DeWitt. The presentation topics and highlights are as
follows:

Introductions
o Jeff introduced himself and asked everyone else to do the same.
o Michael Barton asked that he be contacted by any means other than email.

Review of Previous Meeting Minutes and Questions
o Jeff briefly reviewed the topics discussed in the previous meeting. Including a brief
description of the LTCP and CSOs

Discussion of Identified Sensitive Areas
o The potential sensitive areas that were identified during the previous meeting were

identified.

" Forks of the Wabash — Canoe Launch
. Forks of the Wabash — Greenway Path
= Elmwood Park — Boat Launch

KAFort Wayne Projects\10100010151.000CACMeeling 9-15-08\CAC Minutes 9-15-08.doc



Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes
July 21, 2008
Page 2

O

The Little River was investigated to determine if there were any other sensitive

areas and to verify the identified sensitive areas.

The Forks of the Wabash Historic Park was investigated for sensitive areas and

three separate areas and their potential uses were identified.

Forks of the Wabash Historic Park — Boat Launch — Fishing/Wading possible

u It was observed that there was a path for a vehicle leading down to the river
that could be used to launch a boat, however the boat would have to be
carried down to the water because it is not possible to reach the water in a
vehicle.

u The members of the CAC indicated that people do fish in this location, but
not many boats/canoes are launched here.

Forks of the Wabash Historic Park — Park and Pavilion — Fishing possible

n Fishing would be possible in this location because there is easy access to
the Wabash River in this location. Also, might be another activity that could
occur because of the park like setting and pavilion for picnics.

u The members of the CAC indicated that fishing did occur here, but
wading/swimming did not.

Forks of the Wabash Historic Park — Greenway Path — Fishing possible

g The Greenway path begins at the Forks of the Wabash historic park and
continues east for some distance. This path will be extended further in the
future. Some access was available to the river for fishing and other
activities, but the water level was low.

i The members of the CAC did not feel that fishing would occur in this location
since it is a significant distance from a parking area.

Elmwood Park — Fishing/Swimming possible

. Several footpaths were visible and allowed access to the Little River. Two of
these locations had evidence that fishing occurred in these locations. The
remaining area did not have evidence that fishing occurred, but the ground
was well worn in this location. Itis possible that swimming might occur in this
location instead of fishing.

= The members of the CAC did not feel that swimming occurred in these
locations, but fishing did.

Riverview Terrace Apartments — Fishing/Swimming possible

u There was a path running from the apartments to and along the Little River.
Trash from fishing was observed. It is also possible that swimming might
occur because the banks are gently sloping to allow access to the River.

o The members of the CAC did not feel that swimming occurred here because

X\Fort Wayne Projects\10100010151.00\CAC\Meeting 9-15-08\CAC Minutes 9-15-08.doc



Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes

July 21, 2008
Page 3
individuals who are elderly and live on a fixed income reside in these
apariments.
o Island by Marsh — Fishing/Swimming possible
u Several footpaths were visible that indicated that people accessed the river
in various locations. Fishing and swimming are the most likely activities in
this location.
u The members of the CAC indicated that they have observed people fishing in
this location; however they have not observed anyone swimming.
Discussion

The members indicated that very few people used the Little River for any
recreational activities.

Combined Sewer Modeling

C

(@]
(0]

The purpose of the model is to duplicate the way the combined sewer system
behaves during rain events.

14 monitoring points were used to collect flow data during rain events

Two rain events were used from the monitoring period in 2001 to calibrate the
model.

The rain events used were approximately 0.3” each and the event that must be
treated is approximately 1.62". Further monitoring will be completed to obtain larger
rain events that will allow for better calibration of the model.

Colin Bullock stated that new monitoring data would be available soon. It has not
been possible to retrieve data from the current monitors because they were not able
to communicate with the data transmission device. New monitors are being
purchased that will eliminate this problem.

The model will be used to develop potential options for reducing CSO overflows and
how the options affect the whole system.

LTCP Alternatives and Approach

(@]

Several options to reduce CSO overflows are being explored. These options
include:

Total sewer separation of approximately 28 miles of combined sewer.
Significantly increasing the size of the WWTP to accept both sanitary and storm
flows.

Constructing an equalization basin to capture overflows and then treat them at the
WWTP once capacity at the WWTP is available.

No Action which would result in significant fines for the City.

Two approaches are available to determine the maximum number of overflow
events per year. The approach will be determined based upon what the community
can pay for service.

X:AFort Wayne Projects\10100\0151.000\CAC\WMeeting 9-15-08\CAC Minutes 9-15-08.doc
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i Presumptive approach —
o Allows a maximum of 4 CSO events per year
o 85% of total CSO flow and pollutants must be captured/eliminated.
u Storm event based approach
o All flows generated by the 1-yr, 1-hr storm must be treated
o Preliminary treatment must be provided for any flows up to the 10-yr,
1-hr storm
o Typical community sewer rates throughout the State are approximately $50-
60/month

Estimating Alternative Costs

o Each proposed option will be evaluated upon capital cost, operational cost,
maintenance cost, and equipment replacement cost.

o Capital costis importantin evaluating each option, but operation, maintenance, and
replacement costs can be significant over time. An option that has a higher capital
cost such as the total sewer separation may be cheaper than a cheaper option
because it has very minimal operation cost and no moving parts for replacement.

o A cost performance curve will be used to determine the most economical option.
This method of evaluation provides the most reduction in CSOs for the money.

Questions/Discussion

The Mayor asked if it would be good to have a member of the City Council present.
Jeff DeWitt agreed that it would be beneficial so that they are informed of the ongoing
work and would not be surprised by the proposed plan. Jeff also stated that CAC
meetings are open to the public.

Schedule Next Meeting
o The next meeting is tentatively scheduled for October 20" but everyone will be
notified about the meeting one week prior.

This is the writer's best recollection of matters discussed at this meeting. Let me know as
soon as possible if you have any additions or other modifications.

Minutes prepared by:
Derek Davidson, E.I.
Junior Engineer
317-570-6800 x339

CceC: Present
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MEETING MINUTES

Project Name: Huntington Long Term Control Plan
Project Number: 10151.00

Date of Meeting: November 17, 2008

Present: Steve Updike, Mayor

Ruth Marsh, Operations Manager
Colin Bullock, WWTP Superintendent
Mike Hartburg, City Attorney

Michael Barton, CAC Member

Cyndy Pressler, CAC Member

Steve Davidson, CAC Member

Steve Hacker, CAC Member

Barry Christian, CAC Member

Keith Eller, CAC Member

Jeff DeWitt, Bonar Group

Topic: Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting #4
Evaluation of CSO Technologies

A presentation was given by Jeff DeWitt. The presentation topics and highlights are as
follows:

Introductions
o Jeff introduced himself and asked everyone else to do the same.

Review of Previous Meeting Minutes and Questions
o Topics discussed in the previous CAC meetings were discussed briefly.
Including a brief description of the monitoring and modeling that has been
performed to date. He also recapped the sensitive areas that had been
discussed at previous meetings.

Presentation — Inflow Reduction

o The concept of inflow reduction was presented to the CAC. Specific types of
inflow reduction were discussed such as Storm Sewer Separation, Downspout
and Sump Pump Disconnection, Green Technologies, Street Sweeping, and
Education.

o It was pointed out that the current Storm Sewer Separation Project that is going
out for bid in December is a method of Inflow Reduction.

o It was also noted that the rain garden or bio-retention technology is being
implemented as a part of the library expansion project in Huntington.

X:\Fort Wayne Projecis\10100110151,00\CAC\Meeling 11-17-08\CAC Minutes 11-17-08.docx
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(0]

Mayor commented that people don’'t understand sometimes why they are
spending money on gas for the street sweeping. It was discussed that this helps
with the beautification of the community but also help with the stormwater quality
of the surface waters in the community.

The CAC is a good example of how to organize and educate people on
stormwater and CSO issues. The more educated citizens are, the more likely
they will not engage in activities that pollute the environment.

Presentation — Storage

O

The concept of storage to reduce overflow in the system was presented to the
CAC. Specific types of storage were presented such as in-line storage with real
time control, storage tanks, storage basins, and deep tunnel storage.

It was explained that combined sewage would need to be stored and fully treated
for the 1-yr, 1-hr storm event, and that combined sewer would need to have
preliminary treatment and disinfection for the 10-yr, 1-hr storm event in order to
avoid a Use Attainability Analysis.

Huntington noted that property has been purchased on the south side of the Little
River in the area of the wastewater treatment plant with a storage basin in mind.
It was discussed that the modeling results to date demonstrated that the storage
basin idea on the south side of the Little River was still a viable alternative.

The in system storage and underground tank storage don’t seem to be viable
because of the very tight land areas at the current CSO locations.

Presentation — Treatment

)

The concept of treating the stored combined sewage was presented to the CAC.
Specific treatment systems were presented such as increasing primary
treatment, increasing secondary treatment, or increasing overall capacity of the
treatment plant.

It was again explained that combined sewage would need to be stored and fully
treated for the 1-yr, 1-hr storm event, and that combined sewer would need to
have preliminary treatment and disinfection for the 10-yr, 1-hr storm event in
order to avoid a Use Attainability Analysis.

Some of the current issues at the WWTP were discussed. These include several
violations that were experience in 2007 when sludge was not properly removed
from the facility because of budget freezes.

Once data from 2008 is finalized, we will have a clearer picture of how the plant
may need to be improved to accommodate increase flows.

X:\Fort Wayne Projecis\10100110151.000CAC\Meeting 11-17-08\CAC Minutes 11-17-08.docx
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Presentation - LTCP Approach / Alternatives
o The alternatives being considered include (1) Total Sewer Separation, (2) High
Sewer Separation, Interceptor to Plan, and Equalization Basin, (3) Lower Amount
of Sewer Separation, Interceptor to Plant, Equalization Basin, and Additional
Treatment at Plant.
o The difference between the Presumptive Approach and Storm Event Based
Approach was discussed.

Presentation — Costs
o The cost for the various alternatives will be considered based on capital,
operational, maintenance, and equipment replacement.

Presentation - Schedule
o The proposed alternatives are due to IDEM / EPA by March 2009.

Schedule Next Meeting
o The next meeting is tentatively scheduled for January 19", 2009, but everyone
will be notified about the meeting one week prior to confirm.

This is the writer's best recollection of matters discussed at this meeting. Let me know
as soon as possible if you have any additions or other modifications.

Minutes prepared by:
Jeff DeWitt, P.E., BCEE
Senior Project Engineer
317-570-6800 x 323

cc: Present
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MEETING MINUTES

Project Name: Huntington Long Term Control Plan
Project Number: 10151.00

Date of Meeting: January 19, 2009

Present: Steve Updike, Mayor

Ruth Marsh, Operations Manager
Colin Bullock, WWTP Superintendent
Mike Hartburg, City Attorney
Michael Barton, CAC Member
Cyndy Pressler, CAC Member
Steve Davidson, CAC Member
Barry Christen, CAC Member
Scott Harvey, CAC Member
Brenda Williams, CAC Member
Debbie Dyer, CAC Member

Jeff DeWitt, Bonar Group

Derek Davidson, Bonar Group

Topic: Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting #5
Review of Previous Meetings and Current Projects

Introductions
o Mayor Updike introduced himself and everyone else.

Review of Previous Meeting Minutes and Questions
o Jeff reviewed the topics and discussion from the four previous meetings. The
topics included the previous LTCP, the role of the CAC, modeling, and the
schedule.

Previous LTCP
o The City has entered into a State Judicial Agreement which is a legally binding
agreement between IDEM and the City that sets specific dates for completion for
parts of the LTCP. Some of these include installation of flow monitoring
equipment, model calibration, discussion of alternatives, and several meetings
with IDEM and the EPA.

Role of the CAC
o The purpose of the CAC is to represent the public and provide input on the
LTCP. Ultimately, the CAC will generate a recommendation document that will
be provided to the Board of Works.
o The CAC also provides input about how citizens in the community use the river.
This information can then be used to rank the priority of projects, so that certain
areas will receive a higher level of treatment.
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Modeling
o During an internal quality control check it was discovered that the model that was
calibrated based upon the 2001 flow monitoring data did not have an acceptable
level of accuracy. The 2001 flow monitoring data does not match the information
that was collected at the WWTP.
o The City is going to be installing new flow monitors at eight CSQO’s. The
equipment has been received and now it needs to be installed.
o The goal is to have the monitors operational so data can be collected this spring.
Schedule
o The SJA required that the potential LTCP project be submitted to IDEM by the

end of March 2009. Due to this setback it may be necessary to request an
extension to the SJA deadlines. The procedure to do this is currently being
investigated.

Current Projects

(6]

Three years ago the City sent a letter to IDEM that requested approval to begin
several projects from the LTCP. IDEM subsequently approved four or five sewer
separation projects. These projects are referred to as Early Action Projects.

Jeff passed out maps of the City that showed where projects are going to be
constructed this year (2009).

The total construction cost for the projects is $2.7 million and the Contractor is
Geiger Excavating. The project will begin in February and will be completed in
December.

A preconstruction meeting with the City, Contractor, and local utilities is
scheduled for Thursday to coordinate activities. Meetings are also being
scheduled with the adjacent businesses and homeowners to coordinate
maintenance of access to their property.

Construction in Area 1 and Area 3 will most likely be occurring at the same time.
Construction in Area 2 cannot begin until after Heritage Days is over.

These projects are intended to eliminate overflows at four CSO’s in the City. The
CSO'’s will be monitored to determine if overflow still occur once the projects are
completed.

Questions
Question: Does the $2.7 million include rock excavation?
Answer. Yes, it does. It is a unit price contract and if the Contractor does not

encounter rock then the City will not have to pay for that quantity.
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Question:
Answer.
Question:
Answer.
Question:

Answer:

Question:
Answer.

Question:
Answer.

Question:
Answer:

Question:
Answer:

Was Geiger Excavating’s unit price for rock excavation comparable to the
other bidders?
Yes, it was. If it was not it would have been possible to throw out the bid.

Are there a set number of work days for the projects?
Yes, there are a set number of calendar days that the Contractor has to
complete the project.

Will these projects affect the final cost of the proposed projects in the
LTCP?

These projects will be incorporated into the LCTP. Projects must be
proposed to provide a certain level of CSO reduction. These projects are
working towards that goal.

How are these current projects being paid for?

These projects are being paid for with a State Revolving Fund (SRF) loan.
This is a low interest loan that will save the City approximately $1 million in
interest payments over the life of the loan (20 years). It may be possible
to refinance the interest rate to be lower depending on the federal stimulus
package.

Will construction affect sewer service?
No, homes will be hooked to the sewer after the new sewer is operational.

Will the roads be kept open during construction?

The Contractor is supposed to keep one lane open at all times, but
sometimes it may be necessary to close a road. The total time that the
road is closed will be kept to a minimum and it will be scheduled so that it
caused the least disturbance to the public. It may be necessary for
residents to park up the street from their house for a night or two, but the
construction inspector will be working with them during these situations if
they have any specific needs.

Is everyone on combined sewers?

No, the majority of the combined sewers are in the downtown area.
Typically, sewer separation begins near the edges of a community and
projects work back towards the center.
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Schedule Next Meeting
o A date for the next meeting is not currently set. The CAC will be notified at a
later date about next meeting date.

This is the writer's best recollection of matters discussed at this meeting. Let me know
as soon as possible if you have any additions or other modifications.

Minutes prepared by:
Derek Davidson, EIT
Junior Engineer

317-570-6800 x 339

cc: Present
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City of Huntington
LTCP Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting Agenda
Huntington City Hall
September 21, 2009 @ 6:00 p.m.

e [ntroductions

e Review of Previous Meeting Minutes

e Combined Sewer System Modeling
o Purpose
o Calibration
o Options to Reduce Overflows

e Alternative Costs vs. Performance

o Recommended Alternative
o Capital
o O&M costs
o Estimated Rate Increases

e Green Technologies
o Questions

o Schedule Next Meeting — October 19, 2009 @ 6:00 p.m.
e Other Upcoming Meetings

October 19 — Board of Works 9:00 a.m.
October 27 — Council Meeting 6:45 a.m.
November 9 — Public Meeting 7:00 p.m.
November 16 — Board of Works 9:00 a.m.

o 0 O O

X:\Fort Wayne Projects\10100110151.00\CAC\Meeting 9-21-09\Huntington LTCP CAC Meeting Agenda, 9-21-09.docx
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Combined Sewer System Modeling
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Options to Reduce Overflows

m Total sewer separatiol

Estimating Alternative Costs

m Capital Cosl
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Alternative 1A
North and Southside Interceptors

ICapital Cost 562,559.001:*

|Operation and
Maintenance 54“’00‘:&

Days with Overflows
Per Year

ICSO Volume For 10-yr,
1-hr storm

0.1

~0 MG
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Alternative 1B
North and Southside Interceptors
With a Forcemain to the WWTP

ICapital Cost $73,422,000

lOperation and
IMaintenance

Days with Overflows
IPer Year

ICS0 Volume For 10-yr,
[1-hr storm

$563,000
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Alternative 2
Northside Interceptors

[Capital Cost

(Operation and
IMaintenance

Days with Overflows
IPer Year

ICSO Volume For 10-
lyr, 1-hr storm
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Alternative 3
Southside Interceptors

(Capital Cost $59,364,000

iOperation and $475,000
Days with Overflows
Per Year

ICS0 Volume For 10-yr,

{i-hr storm
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Alternative 4
Total Sewer Separation

Capital Cost

[Operation and

Days with Overflows
Per Year

ICSO Volume For 10-yr,
1-hr storm

Alternative 5
No Action

(Capital Cost

Operation and
Maintenance

Days with Overflows
Per Year

€S0 Volume For 10-yr,
1-hr storm
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Recommended Alternative 1A
North and Southside Interceptors

capital Cost $62,559, ".
|Operation and |
Malntenance

Days with Overflows
Per Year

Annual CSO Volume ~0MG|

$478,000

0.1
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Financial Capability Indicator

m Wastewater Cost Per Housenold (WW oy

Yearly Monthly

Current Sewer Bill $250.68 $20.89
Projected Increase due to CSO
Projects

Total Annual Cost per
Household $656.88 | $54.74

Median Household Income
(2007)

WW,py; as a Percent of MHI 1.90% 1.90%

$406.20 $33.85

$38,978 $3248




Financial Capability Indicator

m Median Household Income (MHI) |
ledian N . § )

Huntington (2007 estimate) $38,978

|
National (2007 estimate) $50,740 !
— Huntington’s MHI is 23¢ '
m Scoring
Indicator Strong(1) Mid-Range(2) | Weak (3)

0,
Median Mo;g;f\]:rtheS o1 4 or - 25% of
Household National the National

Average
Income Average erag

More than
25% below
the National

Average

Financial Capability Indicator

(g L =1m] o
m Net Debt Per Capita

Net Debt $34,116,917

Population of Huntington (2008 Estimate) | 16,521

Debt per Capita $2,065.06

Indicator Strong (1) | Mid-Range(2) | Weak (3)

Greater than
$3,000

Less than

Net Debt/Capita $1,000

$1,000-4$3,000
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Financial Capability Indicator
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Current Bond Rating

Indicator Strong (1) | Mid-Range(2) | Weak (3)

AAA-A (S&P) or | BBB-A (S&P) or | BB-D (S&P) or

Bond Rating Aaa-A (MIS) Baa-A (MIS) Ba-C (MIS)

Financial Capability Indicator

m Unemployment

Huntington — 2009 Average thru July

National — 2009 Average thru July

Indicator Strong (1) Mid-Range(2) Weak (3)

More than 1% | 4 or — 1% point | More than 1%
ggglr%ployment below the of the National above the
National Rate Rate National Rate
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Financial Capability Indicator

1)

m Property Tax Revenue Collection Rate

Current Collection Rate 90.3%

m SCoring

Indicator Strong (1) | Mid-Range(2) | Weak (3)

Property Tax
Revenue Above 98% 94%-98% Below 94%
Collection

Financial Capability Indicator

m Summary Table

Financial Capability Category

Median Household Income

Net Debt Per Capita

Bond Rating

Unemployment Rate

Property Tax Revenue Collection Rate

Total

Average Score
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Overall Capability Matrix and
Implementation Schedule

Financial : _ 0 _ A !
Capability chpm < 1% 1-°]0<WWCPH[<2°/0 2-°,°<wa|:“!
Indicator

Above 2.5 \
Between
1.5and 2.5

Below 1.5

Time to complete LTCP Projects

Project Phasing (20-yr Assumed)

i it Rabbit Run Phase I (35 MGD Pump, 5 MG
EQ Basin, Treatment) - $14,360,000

B Interceptor Segment ¥4 - 511,150,000

| Winterceptor Segment kS - 54,120,000

- B interceptor Segment §1 - $840,000

VAP Improvements Phasell -
$2,000,000

Cost (millions)

| BWWTP lmprovements Phasel -
510,350,000

] | 1 Rabbit Run Phase | and 5 MG EQ Basin -
| 59,650,000

2011 2013 2015 2017 2019 2021 2023 2025  WGreeninfrastructura Projects - $2,000,000




Sewer Rate Increases

1Rabbit Run Phase II (35 MGD Pump,
5 MG EQ Basin, Treatment)

u Interceptor Segment #4

uInterceptor Segment #5

8 Interceptor Segment #1

| VWWTP Improvements Phase II

u \WWTP Improvements Phase I

w Rabbit Run Phase I and 5MG EQ
Basin

Lt Interceptor Segment #2 and #3

® Current Rate

’ Hy : A future rate of ~$80 is

iR } " = equivalent to $55 in
2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2019 2021 2023 2025 2009 dollars

Questions
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MEETING MINUTES

Project Name: Huntington Long Term Control Plan
Project Number: 10151.00

Date of Meeting: September 19, 2009

Present: Steve Updike, Mayor

Ruth Marsh, Operations Manager
Colin Bullock, WWTP Superintendent
Dave Schoeff, City of Huntington
Mike Hartburg, City Attorney

Cyndy Pressler, CAC Member

Steve Davidson, CAC Member

Steve Hacker, CAC Member

Debbie Dyer, CAC Member

Jeff DeWitt, Bonar Group

Derek Davidson, Bonar Group

Topic: Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting #6
Discussion of Developed Alternatives

Introductions
o Jeff DeWitt introduced himself and asked everyone else to do likewise.

Review of Previous Meeting Minutes and Questions
o Jeff reviewed the topics and discussion from the five previous meetings. The
topics included the previous LTCP, the role of the CAC, modeling, the current
sewer separation project, and CSO abatement technologies.
o Jeff also stated that the reason for the delay in meetings was because we were
waiting for issues with the flow monitors to be resolved.

Combined Sewer System Modeling

o Derek began by talking about how the model of the existing combined sewer
system was developed using the monitoring data from the 8 CSO monitors.

o The model is able to predict the volume of overflows within 13% of the actual
value.

o There were two design approaches used to develop alternatives.

o One approach was the design storm approach that required specific levels of
treatment for flows that are generated by specific design storms. This option
requires treatment of all flows generated by storms up to the 10-yr, 1-hr storm.

o The other approach is a CSO reduction approach and is based upon capturing
and treating at least 85% of the yearly wet weather flow. Typically, this
alternative is only viable if the cost for the other approach is too expensive.
IDEM only likes for this approach to have about four overflows per year

o The CSO reduction approach also requires a Use Attainability Analysis which
suspends the designated use of the water body during wet weather.

X:A\Fort Wayne Projects\10100110151.00\CAC\Meeting 9-21-09\CAC Minutes 9-21-09.doc



Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes
September 19, 2009
Page 2

Alternative Cost vs. Performance

@]

O

@]

Six alternatives were presented, one of which consisted of doing nothing (No
Action Alternative).

Two of the alternatives (1A and 1B) were developed per the design storm
approach. Each of these collected flow from the overflow points and transported
it to the WWTP for treatment. The main difference between these two
alternatives is that 1B used a forcemain whereas 1A utilized a gravity line.
Alternative 1A cost ~$63,000,000 with and yearly O&M of ~$500,000. Alternative
1B cost ~$74,000,000 with a yearly O&M of ~$700,000.

Both 1A and 1B would statistically have one overflow event every 10 years.
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 were developed per the CSO Reduction approach.
Alternative 2 involves collection the flow from all of the CSOs along the northside
of the Little River. Alternative 2 would have an annual CSO volume of
approximately 2.1 MG and has an estimated cost of $56,000,000 and an annual
O&M of $470,000.

Alternative 3 involves collection the flow from all of the CSOs along the
souththside of the Little River. Alternative 3 would have an annual CSO volume
of approximately 2.3 MG and has an estimated cost of $59,000,000 and an
annual O&M of $510,000.

Alternative 4 is an alternative for total sewer separation which involves
approximately 20 miles of sewers. The construction for this would be similar to
the current construction in the City. Alternative 4 would have an annual CSO
volume of approximately 2.5 MG and has an estimated cost of $61,000,000 and
an annual O&M of $100,000.

Alternative 5 is a not really an alternative, but it established a baseline condition
that shows how many CSOs would occur each year if nothing was done.

In order to treat the captured wet weather flow upgrades at the WWTP are
required. The total cost for these improvements is approximately $9,000,000.
The upgraded include the construction of an equalization basin and an offline
treatment system that could be used as necessary.

Also, IDEM has stressed that green technologies be investigated. Each
alternative proposed $2,000,000 worth of improvements over the entire project.
These funds can be used for any green project that the City wishes.

Recommended Alternative

@]

All alternatives were plotted with their total cost against the estimated overflow
volume for each alternative. The most cost effective alternative is Alternative 1A
because it occurs at the knee of the curve, which is the point of diminishing
returns.

X:\Fort Wayne Projects\10100\10151.00\CAC\Meeting 9-21-090CAC Minutes 9-21-09.doc
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@]

IDEM and EPA have published guidance documents to determine how long a
community has to complete all Long Term Control Projects. Based upon the
current criteria that these documents use, Huntington would have 5-10 years to
complete all projects.

o The community is actually right on the line of being in the 10-20 year time frame.
We are assuming that Huntington will be in the 10-20 year category because of
the unusually high unemployment rate and because the local median household
income is almost in the lowest category.

o These documents are only for guidance and the exact time frame can be
negotiated with IDEM.

o The future sewer rates are estimated to increase to $85 (in future dollars) once
all projects are completed.

Questions

Question: How informed are the Board of Works and City Council about the Plan?
Answer. We have not presented to them, but plan to over the next month.

Question: What if we decide to do nothing?
Answer. IDEM has the authority to fine the community $25,000 per day or to issue

a sewer ban so that no new connections to the sewer are possible.

Question: Who signs off on the plan?
Answer. The Board of Works will ultimately accept the plan, but the City Council

need to be informed.

Question: Will the CAC continue to meet once the plan is submitted?
Answer. It would probably be good to still continue to meet on a quarterly basis.

Question: How are you intending to inform the public about the LTCP and the

projects?

Answer. We will be having a public meeting on November § and will be publishing

an article in the paper discussing the plan which invites everyone to the
meeting. Are there any other methods of communication that may work?

Answer. You could post an announcement about it on

www.huntingtonfreepress.com and maybe on the City's website. Placing
information in the Library may be a good idea too since its use has gone
up drastically.

X:A\Fort Wayne Projects\10100110151.000CACMeeting 9-21-090CAC Minutes 9-21-09.doc



Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes
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Schedule Next Meeting (Section updated below)
o The next CAC meeting is scheduled for October 19 at 6:00pm. (revised)
o Below is list of the upcoming meetings where the LTCP will be discussed. All
CAC members are invited to attend.

o October 19, 9:00 am — Board of Works (revised)
o October 27, 6:45 am — City Council
o November 5, 7:00 pm — Public Meeting
o November 16, 9:00 am Board of Works

o The LTCP is due to IDEM on November 20

This is the writer's best recollection of matters discussed at this meeting. Let me know
as soon as possible if you have any additions or other modifications.

Minutes prepared by:

Derek Davidson, EIT
Engineer
317-570-6800 x 339

cc: Present

Updates to Minutes
Since the CAC meeting the schedule of upcoming meeting has been revised. The
revised schedule is below:

October 5, 9:00 am — Board of Works
October 26, 6:00 pm — CAC Meeting
October 27, 6:45 am — City Council
November 5, 7:00 pm — Public Meeting
November 16, 9:00 am Board of Works

c 0 0O C O
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BOARD OF PUBLIC WORKS AND SAFETY
AGENDA
9:00 AM
October 5, 2009

PUBLIC HEARING - 530 Court St., 721 Second St., 1533 Canfield St.

BOARD MEMBERS: Mayor Updike, Barry Cochran, Shirley Powell

CALL TO ORDER:

MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING: September 21, 2009,Joint
Special session September 17, 2009, October 1, 2009 special meeting

OLD BUSINESS:

North Well Field — Scher property

Mary Harlan — Report on Water and WPC

Marla Stambazze — Neighborhood Associations update
Vivan Barton- downtown businesses curb striping request
Todd Nightenhelser — Renaissance Fair

NEW BUSINESS:

Shad Paul — 530 Court St., 721 Second St., 1533 Canfield St.
Jeff DeWitt — Long Term Control Plan

Stan Dyke — Marion Services proposal

Paul Krieg - Petitions for no parking on Oak St. during school hours and no
thru traffic down the alley between Oak and Poplar Streets from MacGahan

to Edith
Sarah Emley, Engineering Dept. — 50/50 Sidewalk billing for 2009

MISCELLANEOUS:

ACCOUNTS PAYABLE:

ADJOURNMENT:
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Combined Sewer System Modeling
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Options to Reduce Overflows

otal sewer separation

Vet Weather Treatment

Interceptors
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Alternative 1A
North and Southside Interceptors

|Capital Cost 562,559,000,

|Operation and
IMaintenance
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Alternative 1B
North and Southside Interceptors
With a Forcemain to the WWTP
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Alternative 2
Northside Interceptors

[Capital Cost $55.585,DDO[

|Operation and 004
Maintenance 2445,

Days with Overflows

Per Year
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1, 1-hr storm
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Alternative 3
Southside Interceptors

Capital Cost $59,364,000|

Operation and
Maintenance

Days with Overflows
Per Year

CSO Volume For 10-yr,
1-hr storm

$475,000
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Alternative 4
Total Sewer Separation

ICapital Cost 560,680,000I

|Operation and

$100,000

IMaintenance
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Per Year
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Alternative 5
No Action

Capital Cost

|Operation and

Days with Overflows
Per Year

CSO Volume For 10-yr,
1-hr storm

/‘.‘&‘rrﬁ OJTFALL
s




Other Improvements

n WWTP Improvements ($9,000,000)
m Targeted Green Technologies ($2,000,000)
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Residential Runoff Prevention Program

Present Worth vs.
Pemance Curve

=)

BAkerratia 1B
AMeratie 2
MAkernatia 3
T mAmeana 4
B Axerratian 5
2% of Medan Household logorne




Recommended Alternative 1A
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Financial Capability Indicator

m Wastewater Cost Per Household (WWcpyy

Yearly

Current Sewer Bill $250.68
Projected Increase due to CSO
Projects

Total Annual Cost per
Household

Median Household Income
(2007)

WW,py; @s a Percent of MHI 1.90%

$406.20

$656.88

$38,978




Financial Capability Indicator

m Median Household Income

Huntington (2007 estimate)

(MHI)

$38,978

National (2007 estimate)
— Huntington’s MHI is 23% below the
m Scoring

Indicator Strong(1)

Mid-Range(2)

$50,740

I\ i val Avior: )
National Average

Weak (3)

More than 25%
above the
National
Average

Median
Household
Income

+ or — 25% of
the National
Average

More than
25% below
the National

Average

Financial Capability Indicator

m Net Debt Per Capita

Net Debt

$34,116,917

Population of Huntington (2008 Estimate)

16,521

Debt per Capita

Indicator Strong (1)

Mid-Range(2)

$2,065.06

Weak (3)

Less than

Net Debt/Capita $1,000

$1,000-$3,000

Greater than
$3,000




Financial Capability Indicator

3ond Rating

Current Bond Rating
(1 "”"‘I‘I" ; ot

a bond rating, but it ca

Indicator Strong (1) | Mid-Range(2) | Weak (3)

AAA-A (S&P) or | BBB-A (S&P) or | BB-D (S&P) or

Bond Rating Aaa-A (MIS) Baa-A (MIS) Ba-C (MIS)

Financial Capability Indicator

m Unemployment

Huntington — 2009 Average thru July

National — 2009 Average thru July

Indicator Strong (1) | Mid-Range(2) | Weak (3)

More than 1% | + or = 1% point | More than 1%
below the of the National above the
National Rate Rate National Rate

Unemployment
Rating
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Financial Capability Indicator

m Property Tax Revenue Collection Rate

Current Collection Rate 90.3%

m Data is based total collected in 2008 from 2007 bills

m SCoring

Indicator Strong (1) | Mid-Range(2) | Weak (3)

Property Tax
Revenue Above 98% 94%-98% Below 94%

Collection

Financial Capability Indicator

m Summary Table

Financial Capability Category

Median Household Income

Net Debt Per Capita

Bond Rating

Unemployment Rate

Property Tax Revenue Collection Rate

Total

Average Score
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Overall Capability Matrix and
Implementation Schedule

Financial

Capability | WWepr < 1% | 1%<WWp<2% | 2%<WWep

Indicator

*

Time to complete LTCP Projects

Veal

Project Phasing (20-yr Assumed)

Cost (millions)

2011 2013 2015 2017 2019 2021 2023 2025

Ui RabbitRun Phase Il (35 MGD Pumgp, 5 MG
EQ Basin, Treatment) - 514,360,000

Binterceptor Segment ¥4 - 511,150,000

© Winterceplor Segment ¥5 - 54,120,000

B Interceptor Segment 81 - $840,000

L B VWWTP bmprovements Phasell -

2,000,000

| WVWYTP brprovements Phase | -

510,950,000

|| @RebbitRun Phase ) and 5 MG EQ Basin -

$9,650,000

fn U Interceptor Segment ¥2 and A3 -

56,970,000

W Green Infrastructure Projects - $2,000,000
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Sewer Rate Increases

11 Rabbit Run Phase II (35 MGD Pump,
5 MG EQ Basin, Treatment)

$80
m Interceptor Segment #4

470 TS 4.7 By o | | ulnterceptor Segment #5

460 . it e A B Interceptor Segment #1

$50 A 2Eaiag o 1o e . BYWWTP Improvements Phase IT
440 - w WWTP Improvements Phase I

ity il B ! w Rabbit Run Phase Iand 5MG EQ
430 - ; ~ Basin
. winterceptor Segment £2 and #3

(Future Dollars)

Estimated Sewer Rate

420
& Current Rate

$10
| l A future rate of ~$80 is

o y : equivalent to $55 in
2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2019 2021 2023 2025 2009 dollars

Questions

Octobei
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MEETING OF THE
BOARD OF PUBLIC WORKS AND SAFETY - October 5, 2009

A quorum of the Board of Public Works and Safety (Board) being present, the Board met
Monday, October 5, 2009 at 9:00 a.m. in the Council Chambers, 3rd Floor, City Building, in
accordance with its requirements and all applicable authority.

Shirley Powell opened the public hearing on 721 Second Street, 530 Court Street, and 1533
Canfield Street. Department of Community Development recommends giving 60 days for Mr.
Bowers to make the repairs to the structure at 721 Second Street. The owner asked for time to
complete repairs. Department of Community Development recommends upholding the order of
demolition at 530 Court Street, as it has received no communication from the owner. DCD
recommends giving owner 15 days for repairs or will seek demolition at 1533 Canfield Street.
With no one else wishing to speak, the public hearing was closed.

Shirley Powell opened the Board of Public Works and Safety meeting.

Members present were: Barry Cochran, and Shirley Powell. Absent: Mayor Steve Updike. Also
present were: Director of Community Development, Nate Schacht; Assistant to Building
Commissioner, Marla Stambazze; Building Commissioner, Shad Paul; Chief of Police, Tom
Emely; Director of Engineering, Dave Schoeff; Street Superintendent, Dave Spencer; Attorney,
Ted Bendall; City Attorney, John Branham; and Clerk-Treasurer, Christi Scher. Several citizens
were also in attendance.

MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING -

Board Member Cochran made a motion to approve the minutes from the September 17, 2009
joint special meeting and September 21, 2009 meeting, seconded by Powell. Motion passed 2-0.
Minutes signed.

OLD BUSINESS -

Jack and Pam Scher were present with their neighbors, Don and Jo Patmore and provided the
Board documentation regarding the value and asking price of their land regarding the possible
contract for the North Well field well sites (copy on file). Powell made a motion to review the
documentation and set a meeting to further consider the matter, seconded by Cochran. Motion
passed 2-0.

Mary Harlan reported the income and expenses for Water and Wastewater Utilities Departments
showing the depreciation transfer for the Water Department for September 2009,

Stambazze reported on the progress of the Neighborhood Association. They held a meeting
and six (6) neighbors were interested in moving forward with the association. The next
scheduled meeting is October 26, 2009 at 7:00 p.m.

Vivian Barton, business owner in the downtown mall, requested the City help with the visibility
of the curbs from the street to the sidewalk. The secretary of the Downtown Business
Association, Attorney Justin Wall sent a letter to the Board outlining some suggestions to
address the problem with painting the curbs. Powell requested City Attorney Branham discuss



BOARD OF PUBLIC WORKS AND SAFETY - October 5, 2009

this matter with Attorney Wall and determine a specific proposal and report to the next meeting
for further action, seconded by Cochran. Motion passed 2-0.

Todd Nightenhelser withdrew his request of a special exemption to the ordinance that does not
allow alcohol in the parks for a Renaissance Fair in May 2010. He has obtained permission to
use land adjacent to Hiers Park for the alcohol tent, but it will still tie into the whole fair that will
take place in the park itself.

NEW BUSINESS -

Paul requested the Board uphold the order for 530 Court Street. Cochran made a motion to
uphold the order of enforcement of demolition, seconded by Powell. Motion passed 2-0.

Paul requested the Board grant a 90-day extension for the owner to complete the repairs at 721
Second St. Cochran made a motion to allow the extension, seconded by Powell. Motion passed
2-0.

Paul requested the Board allow 15 days for repairs and if not completed uphold the order for
1533 Canfield Street. Cochran made a motion to allow the 15 days for repairs and if not
completed in a timely manner, uphold the order of enforcement of demolition, seconded by
Powell. Motion passed 2-0.

Jeff DeWitt, Bonar presented an update of the Long Term Control Plan. Bonar has developed
several plans to separate the CSO (Combined Sewer Overflows). They presented scenarios
showing the least cost that would allow compliance with Federal regulations. This plan may also
require sewer rates increase in the future. The Board thanked Mr. DeWitt for the update.

Paul Kreig, 1525 Oak Street presented a petition signed by several neighbors asking the BOW
to post “no thru” traffic for the alley between MacGahan St and Edith Blvd., between Oak St and
Poplar St. Several students speed through this alley after school, which could pose a danger to
the neighborhood children. They are also having a problem with several high school students
parking on Oak Street during the school day instead of in the school parking lot. This prohibits
lawn care and street sweeping to access the area. Powell made a motion to take the petitions
under advisement and report back to the next meeting on October 19, 2009, seconded by
Cochran. Motion passed 2-0,

Stan Dyke, Marion Services requested the Board allow out of county refuse to be brought to the
landfill prior to Nature’s Fuel Huntington becoming operational. This would bring 6 truckloads
daily to the landfill and extra revenue. He would need an Ordinance change, as well as a special
dump rate for the out of county refuse. Cochran made a motion to take this matter under
advisement, He would like to have the department head, Ann Tompkins available for discussion,
seconded by Powell. The Board will set a special meeting prior to the October 19, 2009 regular
scheduled meeting to make a decision. Motion passed 2-0.

The Engineering department is ready to bill the customers for the 2009 50/50 Sidewalk Program.
Cochran made a motion to allow the billing in accordance with the Engineering Department
recommendation (copy on file), seconded by Powell. Motion passed 2-0.

v
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BOARD OF PUBLIC WORKS AND SAFETY — October 5, 2009
MISCELLANEOUS -

Shad Paul presented the Board with a new address proposal for the Huntington City-Twp Public
Library. They are almost finished with the addition and are putting the main entrance on West
Park Drive. Paul will check with all emergency services and the post office. Powell made a
motion to allow the Library address to be 255 West Park Drive, seconded by Cochran. Motion
passed 2-0.

Nate Schacht, Director of Community Development, encouraged citizens of the City to send a
letter of support of the Brownfield project. He is getting ready to submit the application to the
EPA and these letters will help with the acceptance of the grant (address on file).

ACCOUNTS PAYABLE -

Board Member Cochran made a motion to pay the bills, seconded by Powell. Motion passed 2-
0. Documentation signed.

ADJOURNMENT -

Cochran made a motion to adjourn, seconded by Powell. Motion passed 2-0.

APPROVED, Board of Public Works and Safety,

B . As Mayor and
Steve Updike Member

B 7{ As Member
Shirley Powe
By gﬂﬁ %——Member

Barry Cochran £

ATTEST: C,MOI %CM As Clerk-Treasurer

Christi A. Scher




CAC Meeting #7
October 26, 2009



City of Huntington
LTCP Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting Agenda
Huntington City Hall
October 26, 2009 @ 6:00 p.m.

e |ntroductions

e Review of Previous Meeting Minutes

¢ Combined Sewer System Modeling
o Purpose
o Calibration
o Options to Reduce Overflows

¢ Alternative Costs vs. Performance
¢ Recommended Alternative
o Capital
o O&M costs
o Estimated Rate Increases
e Green Technologies
e Questions
e Upcoming Meetings
o October 27 — Council Meeting 6:45 a.m.

o November 9 — Public Meeting 7:00 p.m.
o November 16 — Board of Works 9:00 a.m.

X:\Fort Wayne Projects\10100\10151.00\CAC\Meeting 10-26-09\Huntington LTCP CAC Meeting Agenda, 10-26-09.docx
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Huntington
Citizens Advisory
Committee Meeting

D | !7-"' i..i.
DU

9 at 6:00 p.m.

Outline




Review of Previous
Meeting Minutes

m CAC Meeting #1
—SJA and LTCP

oy C &1 . . I/ - IhAare
es of the CAC Members

— Potential sensitive areas and existing uses

m CAC Meeting #3

— Discussion of additional sensitive

Review of Previous
Meeting Minutes




Combined Sewer System Modeling
m Purpose
ate the way the sewer system behaves so
that options can be evaluated
m Calibration
Flow monitoring data from 8 of 15 C!
— Adjusted variables until model duplicated the

actual flow data

— Volume accuracy is approximately 13.5%

Combined Sewer System Modeling

m Approaches

— Design Storm




Options to Reduce Overflows

m [otal sewer separation

m Interceptors

— Interceptors collect possible overflows from CSOs it t

m 'No Action’

Estimating Alternative Costs

m Capital Cost




Alternative 1A
North and Southside Interceptors

Capital Cost $62,559,000/

L 3
lOperation and !
Maintenance

[Days with Overflows
Per Year

(CSO Volume For 10-yr,
1-hr storm

$478,000

0.1

~0MG|

/_\.~,\-ng OUTFALL

/

,/ LAFONTANE 8T, LS, NOOVELENTS

" “\\\ BT EFSLENT PP STATON

N\
3

22 BASY

HEH BATZE)
CLARFLATION,  Sm “ZABSIT RUM L5, MFROVEMEHTS
A7 WETANDS L

Alternative 1B
North and Southside Interceptors
With a Forcemain to the WWTP

Capital Cost $73,422,000,

[Operation and
IMaintenance

Days with Overflows
Per Year

CSO Volume For 10-yr,
|1-hr storm

$563,000

0.1

",a-r‘.'.ﬂﬂ OUTFALL

LAFENTANE 5T, _ 8, ASROVEVENTE =2 2~




Alternative 2
Northside Interceptors

|Capital Cost $55,685,000|

|Operation and
Maintenance

Days with Overflows
Per Year

ICS0 Volume For 10-
[yr, 1-hr storm

//—'(n'\'."-?: OUTFALL

$446,000

2,055

6.4 MG|

EQ BASN B
“EHEAE S
C_R2FICATION
AT WETLANGS

Alternative 3
Southside Interceptors

[Capital Cost $59,364,000|

IOperation and

Maintenance 375,009
Days with Overflows
Per Year

ICS0 Volume For 10-yr,
1-hr storm

17|

2.342 MG|

/ WHTP QUTFALL

LAFONTANE ST, .5, MPROVENENTS

s \,

0 BAsN 3
e RATS
CLAZPICATION

W WETLADD




Alternative 4
Total Sewer Separation

Capital Cost $60,680,000

Operation and
Maintenance

Days with Overflows
IPer Year

ICSO Volume For 10-yr,
1-hr storm

$100,000

44

2.503 MG|

Alternative 5
No Action

Capital Cost

‘Operation and
Maintenance

Days with Overflows
Per Year

CSO Volume For 10-yr,
1-hr storm

/—‘.*.wr.: OJTFAL




Other Improvements

n WWTP Improvements ($9,000,000)

m Targeted Green Technologies ($2,000,000)

— Pervious Pavement

- Rain Garden Program

- Residential Runoff Prevention Program

Present Worth vs.
Performance Curve

H £30,00C L0000

! j £52,00C,000.00

‘!‘ $40,000.040.00

BAreerasia 1B

AMrematie 2

M Akernathe §

XAuerassios 4

BAxemain 5

# 1% of Moo Household lxorne




Recommended Alternative 1A
North and Southside Interceptors

!
]

[Capital Cost $62,559,000 \
°

?p?rauen ar:d $478,000

Days with Overflows
Per Year

lAnnual €SO Volume

ORIVENENTS =

CLARFICATION, = T NZARBIT RUA LS. BERCENVENTS
AND WETANDS

Financial Capability Indicator

m \Wastewater Cost Per Houst

Yearly Monthly

Current Sewer Bill $250.68 $20.89
Projected Increase due to CSO
Projects

Total Annual Cost per
Household

Median Household Income
(2007)

WWpy; @s a Percent of MHI 1.90% 1.90%

$406.20 $33.85

$656.88 $54.74

$38,978 $3248




Financial Capability Indicator

m Median Household Income (MHI)

Huntington (2007 estimate) $38,978

National (2007 estimate) $50,740

MHI is 23% |

L rnkan’
— Huntinaton's

Strong(1) Weak (3)
More than

0,
IeiAE Mogiotcgrlhzes | +or~259% of 25% below
Household 4 the National 9.2
Income National el the National
Average 9 Average

Indicator Mid-Range(2)

Financial Capability Indicator

m Net Debt Per Capita

Net Debt $34,116,917

Population of Huntington (2008 Estimate)

16,521

Debt per Capita $2,065.06

Indicator Strong (1) | Mid-Range(2) Weak (3)
: Less than Greater than
1,000-$3,000
Net Debt/Capita $1,000 $1, $ $3,000

10



Financial Capability Indicator

= Bond Rating

Current Bond Rating

a bond rating, but it can b

m SCOring

Indicator Strong (1) | Mid-Range(2) | Weak (3)

. AAA-A (S&P) or | BBB-A (S&P) or | BB-D (S&P) or
Bond Rating | ") A(MIS) | Baa-A(MIS) | Ba-C (MIS)

Financial Capability Indicator

= Unemployment

Huntington — 2009 Average thru July

National — 2009 Average thru July

Indicator Strong (1) | Mid-Range(2) Weak (3)

Unianlsyinat More than 1% | + or — 1% point | More than 1%
Ratin L below the of the National above the
9 National Rate Rate National Rate

11



Financial Capability Indicator

o) i e ansad =i Y A\ IS A ~ *~llAartiAr ) ¥+~
m Property Tax Revenue Collection Rat
i [

Current Collection Rate 90.3%

based upon total collected in 2008 from 2007 bill:

m Scoring

Indicator Strong (1) | Mid-Range(2) | Weak (3)

Property Tax
Revenue Above 98% 94%-98% Below 94%

Collection

Financial Capability Indicator

m Summary Table

Financial Capability Category

Median Household Income

Net Debt Per Capita

Bond Rating

Unemployment Rate

Property Tax Revenue Collection Rate

Total

Average Score

12



Overall Capability Matrix and
Implementation Schedule

Financial
Capability WWepyr < 1% 1% <WWpy<2% 2% <WWpy;
Indicator

Above 2.5

*

Time to complete LTCP Projects

Project Phasing (16-yr)

" WRabbitRun Phase Il {35 MGD Pump, 5 MG
EQ Basin, Treatment) - $14,400,000

L Ulnterceptor Segment #4 - $11,200,000

| Winterceptor Segment &5 - $4,200,000

| ilInterceptor Segment #1 - $900,000

| mWWIP Improvements Phasel -
$4,500,600

. B Duckbills - $500,000

Cost {millions)

. W Rabkit Run Fhase {and 5 MG EQ Basin -
$8,800,000

© Interceptor Segment #2 and B3 -
$6,970,000

| UWWTP Improvements Fhase | - $9,000,000

1

:

j 11 M Green Infrastructure Projects - $2,000,000
1 ]

i

2024 2026

13



Sewer Rate Increases

i Rabbit Run Phase II (35 MGD Pump,
5 MG EQ Basln, Treatment)

| mInterceptor Segment #4

| uInterceptor Segment #5

g

- Interceptor Segment #1

. BVAYTP Improvements Phase IT

iare)
8

= WWTP Improvements Phase 1

w Rabbit Run Phase I and 5MG EQ
Basin

u Interceptor Segment #2 and #3

Estimated Sewer Rate
_g-’uture Dol
e g
& 2

® Current Rate

| | A future rate of ~$80 is
equivalent to $55 in

2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2019 2021 2023 2025
2009 dollars.

Questions

14



MEETING MINUTES

Project Name: Huntington Long Term Control Plan
Project Number: 10151.00

Date of Meeting: October 26, 2009

Present: Steve Updike, Mayor

Topic:

Ruth Marsh, Operations Manager
Colin Bullock, WWTP Superintendent
Dave Schoeff, City of Huntington
Cyndy Pressler, CAC Member

Steve Davidson, CAC Member

Mike Barton, CAC Member

Debbie Dyer, CAC Member

Jeff DeWitt, Bonar Group

Derek Davidson, Bonar Group

Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting #7
Discussion of Developed Alternatives

Introductions

o}

Jeff DeWitt introduced himself and asked everyone else to do likewise.

Review of Previous Meeting Minutes and Questions

o

(0]

o

Jeff said that this meeting is mainly a review of the previous meeting so that
everyone has had a chance to review the information and to think of any
questions that they might have.

During the previous meeting it was mentioned that we should put up displays in
several location to inform the public about the plan. Two displays have been set
in the Huntington Library and the Water Utility Office. These displays describe
the LTCP, the selected plan, and inform the public about the upcoming public
meeting.

A newspaper article has also been written that will be published prior to the
November 5 public meeting. It describes the LTCP process and why it is
necessary.

The City has also posted the information about the LTCP on its website.

Review of Proposed Plan

O

Jeff said that the plan that the plan that was proposed in the previous meeting
was Alternative 1A. It follows the design storm approach, which requires a
higher level of treatment than the CSO reduction approach.

The plan would cost approximately $71,000,000 with an additional O&M cost of
$480,000.

This plan will require sewer rates to increase from approximately $22 per month
to approximately $55 per month (2009 dollars).

X:A\Fort Wayne Projects\10100\10151.00\CAC\Meeting 10-26-09\CAC Minutes 10-26-09.doc



Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes
October 26, 2009
Page 2

Revisions To the Proposed Plan

o The WWTP has had some problems meeting effluent limits during cold weather.
Due to this IDEM has an agreed order with the City to resolve the problem. The
improvements at the WWTP, which include one of the digester covers, a sludge
storage building, fine screens at the headworks, a septage receiving facility,
upgrades to the aeration tanks, and a sludge thickener are now proposed to be
under construction in 2010. The Agreed Order requires effluent limits to be met
by January 31, 2010.

Questions About the Plan

Question: How much would a new WWTP cost?

Answer: It's estimated that a WWTP costs approximately $3 to $5 per gallon of
capacity. A new WWTP would cost approximately $40 million, but all of the
wet weather flow still needs to be transported to the WWTP.

Question: After all of the projects are completed would we need a new plant?

Answer: Structures are estimated to last 50 years and mechanical components are
estimated to last 20 years. There are things that can be done to rehabilitate parts of the
plant, but this would be evaluated during the design of the WWTP improvements.

Question: What happens if IDEM does not give us the length of time we have proposed
to complete the project?

Answer: Once the LTCP is submitted there will be some correspondence to address
any comments that they have. The length of time is determined from guidance
documents and through negotiations with IDEM. IDEM may not give us as much time
as we propose, so it would just accelerate all of the projects.

Schedule Next Meeting
o There are not any more CAC meeting scheduled at this time. There will be a
public meeting on November 5. It would be good if all CAC members could
attend.
o Tomorrow morning the plan will be presented to the City Council.
o Below is list of the upcoming meetings where the LTCP will be discussed. All
CAC members are invited to attend.
o October 27, 6:45 am — City Council
o November 5, 7:00 pm — Public Meeting
o November 16, 9:00 am Board of Works
o The LTCP is due to IDEM on November 20

This is the writer's best recollection of matters discussed at this meeting. Let me know
as soon as possible if you have any additions or other modifications.

X:\Fort Wayne Projects\10100110151.00\CAC\Meeting 10-26-09\CAC Minutes 10-26-09.doc



Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes
October 26, 2009

Page 3

Minutes prepared by:

Derek Davidson, EIT

Engineer

317-570-6800 x 339

cc: Present

X:\Fort Wayne Projects\10100110151.00\CAC\Meeling 10-28-01CAC Minutes 10-26-09.doc



City Council Meeting
October 27, 2009



COMMON COUNCIL — October 27, 2009
The Common Council of the City of Huntington met in regular session October 27, 2009 at
6:45 a.m. in the Council Chambers, 3™ Floor, City Building, 300 Cherry Street, Huntington,
Indiana, in accordance with the rules of the Common Council and other applicable authority.

CALL TO ORDER -

Mayor Steve Updike called the meeting to order.
ROLL CALL -

Council Members present were Erv Ebersole, Joe Blomeke, Keith Eller, Brooks Fetters,
Jason Fields, Steve McIntyre and Jack Slusser.

PETITION OR COMMENTS FROM CITIZENS — None.

APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MINUTES -

Mclntyre made a motion to approve minutes from the Council meeting held on October 13,
2009, seconded by Fields. Motion passed 7-0. Minutes signed.

OLD BUSINESS — None.

NEW BUSINESS -

Introduction of Ordinance 20-C-09 “An Ordinance Amending Chapter 158 of the City of
Huntington Code of Ordinances” (Zoning changes per Department of Community
Development), McIntyre made a motion to bring Ordinance to First Reading at the
November 10, 2009 meeting, second by Eller. Motion passed 7-0.

MISCELLANEOUS -

Melntyre updated the Council on the formation of a Youth Advisory Committee. He has
spoken to the County Commissioners. By consensus the Government officials would like
him to move forward.

Christi Scher, Clerk-Treasurer, explained the budget losses due to appeals in 2009. We are
making reduction suggestions and possible revenue suggestions to help fund the losses to the
budget.

Jeff DeWitt, Bonar presented the Council with the Long Term Control Plan for the City. The
engineer design is almost complete. There will be a public meeting on November 5, 2009 at
7:00 p.m. in Council Chambers for a more detailed presentation. This is a Federal unfunded
mandate to reduce the number of Combined Sewer Overflows (CSO), and this needs to be
completed between 10 and 16 years in order to be in compliance with our State Court Agreed
Judgment.



COMMON COUNCIL — October 27, 2009
Councilman Fields suggested an idea to help fill the vacant businesses in our Community.
He would like Council input in this matter, as he works with Bob Brown, President of

Chamber of Commerce and Nate Schacht, Director of Community Development.

ADJOURNMENT -

Ebersole made a motion to adjourn, seconded by Fetters. Motion passed 7-0.

APPROVED:

As Mayor As Council
Steven D. Updike Ervin R. Ebersole President
As Member As Member

Joseph E. Blomeke Jason Fields
As Member As Member

Raymond K. Eller Brooks L Fetters

As Member As Member

Stephen W. Mclntyre Jack Slusser

Attest:

As Clerk-Treasurer

Christi A. Scher



Public Meeting
November 5, 2009



Long-term control plan to be discussed at next city meeting Page | of 1

the Huntington County TAB

Published on the Huntington County TAB - Huntington, Indiana Newspaper
(http://www.huntingtoncountytab.com)

Long-term control plan to be discussed at next city meeting

Monday, November 2, 2009 5:03 PM

The next Huntington City Council meeting is Thursday, Nov. 5, at 7 p.m., in the Council
Chambers of the City Building.

The meeting is being held to discuss the Long Term Control Plan, developed by the City,
Citizen's Advisory Committee and the City's consultant:

The cost of the projects proposed in the LTCP and corresponding sewer rates will also be
discussed.

The City Building is located at 300 Cherry St.

Source URL: http://www.huntingtoncountytab.com/community/2672/long-term-control-plan-be-discussed-next-city-
meeting

http://www.huntingtoncountytab.com/print/2672 11/3/2009



Huntington
Long Term Control Plan
Public Meeting

Presented by:

Jeff DeWitt, P.E. BCEE

Bonar Group

November 5, 2009 at 7:00 p.m.

Outline

m Combined Sewer Overflows (CSO)
= State Judicial Agreement

m Sensitive Areas

m CSO Reduction Technologies

= Modeling

m Project Selection and Cost

m Questions




Combined Sewer Overflows

m During periods of heavy rainfall or snowmelt
the volume of water may exceed the capacity
of the sewer system or treatment plant

m CSOs are designed to eliminate this excess
flow by overflowing to nearby bodies of
water

m There are 772 cities in the United States that
have combined sewer systems with CSOs

m Indiana has 108 CSO Communities

Combined Sewer Overflows

To Trealment Plant

Wet - 1% of thie Time




CSO Impacts

m The CSO discharges contain untreated
human waste along with the storm water.

m This waste causes an increase in the
concentration of E.coli bacteria in the water.

m The additional organics released during an
event require more oxygen as they degrade.

m Average of 84 days with CSOs per year with
a volume of 82.9 million gallons.

State Judicial Agreement (SJA)

USEPA and IDEM have mandated that all
discharges from CSOs shall not cause or
contribute to violation of water quality
standards or cause or contribute to the
impairment of designated or existing
uses.




State Judicial Agreement

m SJA Requirements
— Address comments from review of 2003 LTCP

— Install monitoring equipment and create a
hydraulic model of system

— Evaluate 1-yr, 1-hr and 10-yr, 1-hrs Storm
Event

— Conduct a Use Attainability Analysis, if
necessary

— Form a Citizen’s Advisory Committee for input

Identified Sensitive Areas

m Forks of the Wabash Historic Park
m Elmwood Trail

m Riverview Terrance Apartments

m Island by Marsh




Forks of the Wabash Historic Park
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Figure 2
Sensilive Areas

ElImwood Park

Figure 2
Sensilive Areas




Riverview Terrace Apartments
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Combined Sewer System Modeling

m Purpose
— Recreate the way the sewer system behaves so
that options can be evaluated
= Growth
— 2000 Population = 17,422
— 2008 Population — 16,521
— 5.3% decrease in 8 years
— The model assumed the population would remain
at the 2000 population level.

Combined Sewer System Modeling

m Calibration
— Flow monitoring data from all 15 CSOs

— Adjusted variables until model duplicated the
actual flow data

— Event accuracy is approximately 76%

— Volume accuracy is approximately 90%




Combined Sewer System Modeling
m Approaches

— Design Storm — 1-yr, 1-hr and 10-yr, 1-hr
mn Must fully treat 1-yr, 1-hr storm event (about 1.11 in./ hr)
= Must perform preliminary treatment and disinfection on 10-yr, 1-hr
storm event (about 1.88 in./ hr)
u Does Not Require UAA

— CSO Reduction Approach (Requires UAA)

= Capture at least 85%, by volume, of the combined sewage collected
during precipitation events on a system wide annual basis.

= Requires a UAA and it must be reevaluated every 5 years

Options to Reduce Overflows

m Total sewer separation

— 20 Miles of separation

m Wet Weather Treatment
— Offline system that will treat flow in excess of the treatment plant
capacity
m Interceptors
— Interceptors collect possible overflows from CSOs it to the WWTP

m "No Action”

— The existing sewer system would remain in its current state with the
number of overflows unchanged and possibly increasing
— 84 days with CSO events, 82.9 MG of overflow




Alternative 1A
North and Southside Interceptors

|Capital Cost $63,000,000

|Operation and
IMalntenance

IDays with Overflows
IPer Year

|CSO Volume For 10-yr,
[1-hr storm

$510,000

0.1
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Alternative 1B
North and Southside Interceptors
With a Forcemain to the WWTP

|Capital Cost

|Operation and
[Maintenance
Days with Overflows
|Per Year

ICSO Volume For 10-yr, =
1-hr storm o MG‘
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Alternative 2
Northside Interceptors

[Capital Cost $56,000,000|

|Operation and
IMaintenance

Days with Overflows
Per Year

€50 Volume For 10-

fyr, 1-hr storm

/ WNTP OUTFALL

$470,000

2.055|

6.4 MG|

C.AZFRCATION

AND WETLANGS

Alternative 3
Southside Interceptors

ICapital Cost $59,000,000|

|Operation and
IMaintenance

[Days with Overflows
IPer Year

[CSO Volume For 10-yr,
|1-hr storm

$510,000

17|

2.342 MG|

YW QUTFALL
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Alternative 4
Total Sewer Separation

[Capital Cost $69,000,000|

|Operation and
IMaintenance
Days with Overflows

$100,000

IPer Year 25

ICS0 Volume For 10-yr,
1-hr storm

Alternative 5
No Action

[Capital Cost

{Operationand
Maintenance

Days with Overflows
Per Year

(€S0 Volume For 10-yr,
1-hr storm ¥:150 P

/-‘\';WT:'J QJTFALL




Present Worth vs.
Performance Curve

Figure 5-7 Knea of the Curve Analysis

Alternative 1A

North and Southside Interceptors

|Capital Cost

$63,000,000

|Operation and
e

$510,000
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Per Year

0.1
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Implementation Schedule Criteria

m WWpys
Property Tax Revenue Collection Rate
Median Household Income (MHI)
Net Debt Per Capita
Bond Rating
Unemployment Rate

Overall Capability Matrix and
Implementation Schedule

Financial
Capability WWepnr < 1% 1% <WWepy1<2% 2% <WWecpur
Indicator

Above 2.5
*

Between
1.5and 2.5

Below 1.5 W oW

Time to complete LTCP Projects

13



Project Phasing (16-yr)

A
S
&
2
(&

2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2019 2021 2023 2025

uf Rabbit Run Phasz I (35 MGD Pump, 5 NG

£Q Basin, Treatment) + 514,400,000

i Linterceptor Segment K4 - 511,200,000
© WInterceptor Segment K5 - $4,200,000

. ulnterceptor Segment 41 - $500.000

BWWIP Improvements Phase fl -
54,500,000

8 Duckbills - 500,000

i Rabbit Run Phase | and 5 MG £Q Basin -
58,800,000

@ Interceptor Segment §2 and A3 -
$6,970,000

LAVWWTP Improvements Phasal -
55,000,000

i Current Sewer Rate

A future rate of ~$83 is
equivalent to $58 in
2009 dollars.

J1€ < ] 0 =0 = 2
2000 Existing | Proposed Time to
Community |#of C50s| Population | 2000 MHI LTCP Cost WWeo | WW [ WW,,, %[ Impl
Indianapolis 132 781,870 40,051 $1,688,850,0000 S12 568 2.00 20
Logansport 15 19,684 33,483 $71,000,000 18 $45 2.11 16*
ashington 5 11,380 29,055 $21,715,000 523 $57 1.43 20
Huntington 15 17,450 35,600 $63,000,0000 526 $58 2.07, 16*
Lafayette 13 56,397 35,856| $180,000,000 $41 $78 1.65 18
New Castle g 19,344 30,688 $22,000,000 521 $33 1.49 15
Kekomo 30 46,113] 36,258 $48,000,000 $57 $73 2.00 20
Elwood 14 3,780 30,896| Not Approved
Peru 16 12,994 30,668 Not Approved
Richmond 4 39,124 30,849 Not Approved
Muncie 23 67,430 26,613 Not Approved

14



Questions?

15



MEETING MINUTES

Project Name: Huntington Long Term Control Plan
Project Number: 10151.00

Date of Meeting: November 5, 2009

Present: Steve Updike, Mayor

Dave Schoeff, Director of Engineering
Colin Bullock, WWTP Superintendent
Anthony Goodnight, Asst. Director of Engineering
Steve Davidson

Keith Eller

Doyle Krieg

Jack Slusser

Kyle Marlow

Drew Stone

Jeff DeWitt, Bonar Group

Derek Davidson, Bonar Group

Mark Jesse, Bonar Group

Topic: Public Meeting

Introductions
o Jeff DeWitt introduced himself and reviewed the presentation outline.

Combined Sewer Overflows (CSOs)
o Jeff described what a CSO is and why they are
o Huntington is not the only community that is being required to address its CSO
problem. 108 communities in Indiana are going though the same process.
o Adiagram of how a CSO functions during dry and wet weather was discussed.

CSO Impacts
o CSO discharges contain high concentrations of e. coli and organic matter. E. coli
is a harmful bacteria that poses health risks to humans. The organics that are
discharged deplete the oxygen in the water body as they degrade. This can
cause a decrease in populations of aquatic animals.

State Judicial Agreement
o Jeff reviewed the requirements of the State Judicial Agreement (SJA) that was
signed in 2003. The SJA required the City to comply with the requirements of the
clean water act.
o It also requires several activities to occur such as the installation of monitoring
equipment, evaluation of the design storm approach, and forming a Citizen's
Advisory Committee (CAC).

XAFort Wayne Projects\10100V10151.00\Weetings\Public Meeting\Public Meating Minutes = 11-5-09.doc



Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes
November 5, 2009
Page 2

o Monitoring is important because it allowed for a greater accuracy in developing a
model of the combined sewer system. In the past CSO volumes were estimated,
now they are measured.

o All of the required activities have been completed.

Sensitive Areas

o LTCP guidance documents required potential sensitive areas to be identified.
These are areas where people would potentially come into contact with an
increased e. coli concentration during wet weather. These areas may require
prioritization depending on the level of treatment selected.

o The areas that were identified were the Forks of the Wabash Historic Park,
Elmwood Trail, Riverview Terrace Apartments, and the Island by Marsh.

o Each of these locations were identified as places where fishing occurs.

Combined Sewer System Modeling

o The model that was developed with the CSO monitoring data was approximately
76% accurate when predicting CSO events and 90% accurate when predicting
CSO volume. An accuracy of approximately 80% is acceptable.

o The model estimates that the population will remain constant over the course of
the plan. The population decreased by 5.3% between 2000 and 2008.

o Guidance documents outlined two approaches to solving the CSO problem. The
first and option that is preferred by IDEM is the design storm approach. It
provides the greatest level of control for CSOs. In this approach approximately
the first 17 of rain in an hour would require full treatment at the WWTP. A storm
with an intensity greater than 1" per house and less than approximately 2" per
house would require partial treatment.

o The other alternative is to reduce the number and volume of CSO to a level that
is acceptable to IDEM. This alternative is used only if the design storm approach
proves to be too expensive and would result in an economic hardship.

CSO Reduction Technologies

o Several different types of methods were considered as options in the alternatives
developed.

o These included separation of the remaining 20 miles of sewers, adding wet
weather treatment processes to the WWTP, and installing interceptors to collect
overflows and transport them to the WWTP. LTCP guidance required a no action
alternative to be evaluated as a base line. This shows what would happen if no
projects were implemented.

X:\Fort Wayne Projects\10100\10151.00\Mestings\Public Meeting\Public Meeting Minutes - 11-5-09.doc



Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes
November 5, 2009
Page 3

Project Selection and Cost

o}

o

Alternative 1A and 1B meet the requirements of the design storm approach.
These alternatives cost $63,000,000 and $73,000,000 respectively.

To provide the most cost effective alternative to the City we evaluated the CSO
reduction that would be possible by implementing certain aspects of the design
storm alternatives. This resulted in alternatives 2 and 3. Alternative 2 collected
the CSO’s on the north side of the Little River. Alternative 3 collects CSO's on
the southside of the Little River. Alternative 2 provides a greater reduction in the
CSO, but more it has more events that alternative 3.

Alternative 4 assumes that all sewers in Huntington are separated. CSO are still
believed to occur even though the system will be separated. This is due to
infiltration due to leaky pipes, illegal roof drains, and some inlets are not able to
be removed

Alternative 5 is the no action approach which results in no reduction in CSOs.
The cost for each alternative was plotted against the number of CSO events per
year. The preferred alternative, as long as it is affordable, should occur at the
knee of the curve, which is the point of diminishing returns.

According to EPA/IDEM guidance documents a community’s wastewater costs
can be approximately 2% of the median household income before causing a
financial hardship.

Alternative 1A is the proposed alternative because it provides a significantly
higher level of control even though it costs approximately 2.1 % of the MHI.

Implementation Schedule

]

The length of time that a community has to implement its LTCP is dependent on
several factors. These include annual wastewater cost per household, property
tax revenue collection rate, median household income, net debt per capita, bond
rating, and the local unemployment rate. These criteria are intended to
determine the overall financial capability of the community.

Based upon these criteria for Huntington they fall in the 10-20 year category.
The LTCP proposed an implementation schedule of 16 years. This schedule has
to be approved by IDEM. They may want the project to be implemented quicker.

Project Phasing

O

@]

At the end of the project the average monthly wastewater cost per household
would be approximately $83. This is equivalent to $58 in today’s dollars.

This table shows the proposed rates that other communities will be paying once
their projects are completed. All of these communities have approved LTCPs.
The average rate is estimated to be about $60 per month.

X:\Fort Wayne Projects\10100\10151.00\Meetings\Public Meeting\Public Meeting Minutes - 11-5-09.doc
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Questions
o How much will early projects cost?

o The first proposed project is a rehabilitation of the WWTP that is
scheduled to begin next year. This project is estimated to cost $9.5
million. This will result in a rate increase of approximately $4 per month.

o A lot of money is currently being spent on rock excavation for the current project.
Why can’t the new sewers be installed in the existing sewer trench?

o The existing sewer contains the old combined sewer that is being
converted to a storm sewer. In order to reconnect the homes to the new
sanitary sewer it must be at the same elevation or lower than the existing
line. If it was installed in the same trench it would be too high.

o Will the plan have to be revised if the 2010 census shows an increase in
population?

o The first couple project will not be affected by an increase in population.
Subsequent project can be tailored to any new conditions as they are
being designed. Any growth would most likely occur on the outskirts of
the community. These developments would not be allowed to exceed the
capacity of the sewer system. If needed it would be necessary to install
new liftstations and interceptor sewers to transport the wastewater to the
WWTP.

o Is the sewer system at capacity?

o The model shows that it has capacity for dry weather flows. No
bottlenecks are known to exist in the sewer system.

This is the writer's best recollection of matters discussed at this meeting. Let me know
as soon as possible if you have any additions or other modifications.

Minutes prepared by:

Derek Davidson, EIT

Engineer

317-570-6800 x 339

cc: Present

X:\Fort Wayne Projects\10100110151.00\Meetings\Public Meeting\Public Meeting Minutes = 11-5-09.doc
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Miscellaneous Public Outreach Information



The City of Huntington has placed information about the LTCP on its website. The website also contains
links to informational information on the US EPA and IDEM’s website about LTCPs

The link to the City’s website is http:




| City ©Of Huntington

: : g City Building Phone: (260) 356 1400
Engineering Department 545 cherry Street Fax: (260) 3560344

Huntington, IN 46750

November 3, 2009

Jean Ross
1963 Salamonie Ave
Huntington, IN 46750

Subject: Huntington Long Term Control Plan (LTCP)
Response to Comment Letter from May 27, 2003

Mrs. Ross,

In 2003 your late husband reviewed the City of Huntington's Combined Sewer Overflow (CSO) Long
Term Control Plan (LTCP) that was on public display and wrote a comment letter about the plan.
IDEM requires that all public comments be addressed. The City of Huntington has since revised its
CSO LTCP from 2003 based upon new guidance from Indiana Department of Environmental
Management. The LTCP proposes new alternatives that will reduce the amount of combined sewage
that enters the Little River and Flint Creek.

This letter is intended to respond to Mr. Ross's letter dated May 27, 2003 concerning the City of
Huntington’s Long Term Control Plan (LTCP). The City has recently completed revisions to the
previous LTCP. Revisions were necessary because Indiana Department of Environmental
Management requested that the previously developed alternatives be reevaluated based upon new
guidance. New alternatives have been developed to comply with the Water Quality Standards.

The recommended solution is designed so that all wet weather flow resulting from a 1-yr, 1-hr storm
(approximately 1.02 inches) will receive full treatment at the WWTP. All wet weather flow that results
from storm intensities from the 1-yr, 1-hr storm up to the 10-yr, 1-hr storm (approximately 1.65 inches)
will receive primary treatment and disinfection.

Treatment of the wet weather flow would be accomplished by capturing the wet weather flow in
interceptor sewers prior to overflowing. The interceptor sewers would transport the wet weather flow
to the WWTP. The WWTP would treat as much wet weather flow as possible, but once it reaches
capacity excess flow would be pumped to an equalization basin on the southside of the Little River,
across from the WWTP. This wet weather flow stored in the equalization basin would either be sent
back to the WWTP as capacity becomes available or would be treated by an offline treatment system.
Primary treatment would be provided by a high rate clarification system, secondary treatment would
be accomplished constructed wetlands, and disinfection would be provided with an ultraviolet
disinfection system.



Below are Mr. Ross' original comments with responses:

To the editor and those attending the May 27 CSO LTCP (Long Term Control Plan meeting may 8,
2003).

After years of effort working to clean up the Little River and the Wabash River, | received a copy of
the LTCP (long term control plan) for eliminating combined sewers on May 22 at the wastewater
treatment plan. After making 3 copies May 23 | placed one in the Indiana Room at the Library, gave
a copy to our local Herald Press, and one to a retired sewer plant design engineer.

The day before a scheduled hearing about this plan | visited the Huntington Health Dept., the Mayor,
and the City Engineer, all of whom have never received a copy of this plan. After talking with the
retired sewer plant engineer, we determined the City should go ahead with the discussion on May 28,
but should hold another public meeting after the public has an opportunity to be informed and to
react. The plan says it will cost either $37,500,000 for the proposed Alternative #1 or $54,000,000 for
Alternative #2 plan which eliminates combined sewers completely.

Alternative #1 plan includes

1A Joe Street Phase |, II, and Il sewer separation $10,000,000
1B Rabbit Run Improvements and 5 MG Storage Basin (phase ) $8,500,000
1C LaFontaine St Improvements, Interceptors, Rabbit Run Phase II, and

5 MG Storage Basin (phase Il) $12,500,000
1D Paralle! Interceptors, Rabbit Run Phase Ill, and 2 MG Storage Basin __$6.500,000
Alternative #1 Total $37,500,000

This does not separate any CSO sewers in Huntington.

Alternative #2 plan includes

1A Joe Street Phase |, II, and Ill sewer separation $10,000,000
2A Sewer Separation (CSO 005, 006, 007) $4,000,000
2B Sewer Separation (Remainder of CSO 004) $13,000,000
2C Sewer Separation (CSO 003, 008, 009, 010) $9,000,000
2D Sewer Separation (CSO 002), Parallel

Interceptor (Lafontaine to WPCF), WPCD Storage Basin $5,500,000
2E Sewer Separation (CSO 011, 012, 013, 014) $3,000,000
2F Sewer Separation (CSO 015) $9,500,000
Alternative #2 Total $54,000,000

Separates all sewer and eliminates most storm water to the sewer treatment plant.

Response: Total sewer separation will not eliminate CSOs. Water can still infiltrate the pipes through
joints, and potentially cause CSOs during wet weather, Additionally, all water collected by the storm
sewer system would be discharged untreated to the Little River. This discharge contains pollutants
that would impact water quality.

Comment #1 Please fix Figure 2.2, 2.3, and 2.6. Tributary areas fail to include the following tributary
areas and the maps don’t include parts of the City. The plan does not include input from: Homiers,
Hunters Ridge, Nazarine Church, Redi Med, Fords of the Wabash, Commercial Road Industrial park,
North Point, Carlisle Crossing, Hidden hamlets, Parkview memorial Hospital, Crestview School,
Riverview and Horace Mass Schools, Central School, Oil Storage Tank area, Evergreen Meadows,
Lincoln School, Humane Society, Waterworks, and does not show most inputs from outside the City

including Norwood's.



Response #1 The tributary areas have been revised from the previous LTCP. These have been
updated on Figures 1-1 and 2-2 in the new plan. We believe the areas mentioned above are now
included in the revised figures.

Comment #2 The Little River receives sewage from Combined Sewer Discharges from Ossian in
Wells County and Main Aboite STP in Allen County as well as discharges from Roanoke, Arlington
Hts., Hog Farm Discharges from Wells County, all of which flows through the City of Huntington. The
Little River must be made clean, free of e-coli: meeting fishable and swimmable standards.

Response #2 The City of Huntington's LTCP is intended to ensure that the City of Huntington is in
compliance with water quality standards. The discharges mentioned above are not under the City of
Huntington’s jurisdiction.

Comment #3 The CSO reduction projects adopted by the CAC in Chapter 6 omits parallel
interceptors and Rabbit Run Pump Station Phase Il and the Phase Ill 2 MG storage basin, thus
omitting the proposed final 6 percent of CSO reduction. Reducing estimated costs to $37,500,000. It
does not eliminate any CSO outfall and | do not believe it meets clean water act standards.

Response #3 The CSO reduction projects proposed in the original LTCP have been revised in the
new LTCP. The proposed alternative is designed to provide treatment and disinfection for storm
events up to the 10-yr, 1-hr storm as described by IDEM guidance documents. The guidance
documents also require a financial analysis of each alternative to ensure that the project is affordable
fo the community.

Comment #4 Page 5.3 paragraph 5.4 states “no sensitive areas exist that are impacted by City
CSOs.” This is not true. And should be corrected. Notice Fig. 2.7 with River Greenway, Eimwod
Park, and the Forks of the Wabash which runs from the STP to Outfall #002 and beyond. You say
limited access. | remember pictures of extra large fish caught in the Little River by extra small kids in
the Herald Press. | also know railroad workers and landowners along the Little River who have seen
tampons, toilet trash, and sludge on the Little River. IWLA has been advised to cancel a proposed
River Cleanup on the Little River because the environment is unsafe for volunteers doing the cleanup.

Response #4 A new CAC group was formed and the sensitive areas topic was revisited. The areas
you mentioned above are addressed in Chapter 2 of the revised LTCP. The impact on sensitive
areas will be minimized by the proposed plan.

Comment #5 The drawings Fig. 2.5 showing the Little River watershed fails to disclose the CSOs
connection to the Little River headwaters in Ossian. It does not indicate many NPDES permit which
empty into the Little River. | have photographs of Main Aboite Sewers flowing into the river. STP
failures at Zanesville, Roanoke STP problems, Arlington Hgts. STP, Hog Farm hog waste overflows
in Wells County.

Response #5 The City of Huntington’s LTCP is intended to ensure that the City of Huntington is in
compliance with water quality standards. The discharges mentioned above are not under the City of
Huntington'’s jurisdiction.

Comment #6 The Executive Statement page ES-1 states the committee evaluated the four types of
sensitive areas provided in IDEM's Guidance Document to determine that no sensitive areas exist
that are impacted by the City's CSOs. This is false. See 4 above.



Response #6 A new CAC group was formed and the sensitive areas topic was revisited. The areas
you mention above are addressed in Chapter 2 of the revised LTCP. The impact on sensitive areas
will be minimized by the proposed plan.

Comment #7 On page ES-4 the completed CSO Projects listed are all CSOs since they are
connected to CSO outfalls.

Response #7 The previous projects that were mentioned on ES-4 of the original LTCP were sewer
separation projects. These projects removed storm water from the combined sewer system. This
reduced the volume and frequency of CSOs.

Comment #8 New developments such as Ash St. Hunter's Ridge, Commercial Rd. (Square D.), and
Carlisle Crossing may have separate storm sewers and separate sanitary sewers but they connect to
the treatment plant through combined sewers to the plant input point which a combined sewer outfall
(#002) which discharges untreated sewage at overflows. The #002 outfall pipe is located in the Forks
of the Wabash Park property. The property is a major canoe and boat landing recreation facility.

Response #8 When a new development is proposed an evaluation of the downstream sewer
capacily is necessary. This ensures that any additional flow will not exceed the capacity and cause
overflows.

A major canoe and boat landing recreation facility was not observed at the Forks of the Wabash Park
during a field investigation. In order to launch a boat/canoe in this location is appears that it would be
necessary to carry it to the water through tall grass and undergrowth. The Forks of the Wabash area
was discussed with the CAC group and the consensus was that very few boats/canoes are launched
from this location. The impact on sensitive areas will be minimized by the proposed plan.

Comment #9 We enclose a Herald Press picture of the combined sewer #008, 009, 010, 011, 012,
013, 014, 015, and 016 overflows at the Huntington Courthouse with water flowing across the
Wabash River RR tracks in July 1996. This overflow filled local businesses and homes basements
and is a priceless historic picture.

Response #9 The CSO reduction projects proposed in the original LTCP have been revised in the
new LTCP. The proposed alternative is designed to provide treatment and disinfection for storm
events up to the 10-yr, 1-hr storm as described by IDEM guidance documents.

Comment #10 The combined sewers #016 and 009 have suffered toxic releases in the past which
shut down the sewer treatment plant requiring reloading treatment facilities from other STPs at costs
over $100,000 each.

Response #10 The City has a pretreatment program in place to protect the WWTP from the
discharges of industrial users. The City also has a spill prevention program to clean up any
accidental spills that enter the storm sewers. If the releases that you mentioned had occurred in an
area with separate storm sewers then the chemicals would have been discharged directly to the Little
River instead of the WWTP, which lessened the impact to the Little River.

Comment #11 We disagree with the limited access definition on page 2.13 from Lafontaine St. to the
STP and the STP to the Forks of the Wabash.

Response #11 We believe the limited access definition is valid because the access to the Little River
is only possible by walking through tall weeds and trees.



Comment #12 The Little River Cleanup was canceled in 2003 because of the potential danger to
cleanup volunteers.

Response #12 The CSO reduction projects proposed in the original LTCP have been revised in the
new LTCP. The proposed altemative is designed to provide treatment and disinfection for storm
events up to the 10-yr, 1-hr storm as described by IDEM guidance documents.

Comment #13 The SWIMM Model Fig. 2.9 is not valid because the selected plan adopted by the
Citizens Advisory Committee does not include the added interceptors to CSOs #008, 009, 010, 011,
012, 013, 014, 015, 016.

Response #13 The SWMM model was modified for the revised LTCP based upon current conditions.

All major pipes that compose the combined sewer system were included in the model. New pipes
were added to the model as proposed by each alternative.

If you have further questions or would like to view the draft of the Long Term Control Plan, please
contact me at (260) 356-1400 ext. 220.

Dave Schoeff »\_:
City of Huntington
Director of Engineering




.: Print Version :. Page 1 of 1

' g
57 ot FL

b1
/ o
v

“HE

= i .
- - 7

THE BEST PART OF YOUR DAVISGY %

@ Close Window @

Last modified: Thursday, February 26, 2009 1:11 PM EST

Sewer project starts P "’l

FRIDAY FEBRUARY 27, 2009
Federally mandated work will
keep waterways cleaner

By JENNIFER KANNON

The long-anticipated sewer separation
project officially began Wednesday
afternoon with a groundbreaking
ceremony on Market Street.

It has been federally mandated that cities §
must eliminate combined sewage :
rerflows, water lines which flood into
2wage lines and then overflow into the

creeks. Huntington has 15 CSQOs, three of
which are planned for this year. ;

"It's kind of nice to get started,” said Breaking ground for the new city sewer project along State Street are, from
Dave Schoeff, director of Engineering. lefi: City Council members Joe Blomeke, Jack Slusser, Keith Eller, Bonar Group
“The sooner we get started the more we’ll Project Engineer Jeff DeWitt, Huntington Mayor Steve Updike, City Council

get done, clean up the rivers and the member Erv Ebersole and Geiger Excavating Bruce Mertz Geiger. The sewer

community. It's a good community. It's  Project will be constructed in three phases. (Herald-Press photo by Rob

unfortunately going to be expensive but if Edwards)
we didn't start now, it would be more expensive.”

The city is still warning Huntington citizens that this will cause a few inconveniences between now and the end of the year,
depending on which construction site they are working on at the time.

“There are going to be times when people are inconvenienced, whether it’s being without water or not being able to get into
their driveway at a certain time,” said Ruth Marsh, director of operations for the City. “Geiger has guaranteed us in the
evenings people will be able to get into their homes and will have water . . . but it will pass and we’re hoping people will be
patient with us. All in all they’re going to have nice paved streets when it's done so that’s a good thing.”

The first part of the project began today In the area around Market, State, Oak and Lafontaine streets. Each site will take
approximately three to four months to complete.

"From an economic standpoint, I feel ecstatic getting these projects out of the way,” sald Nate Schacht, director of
Community Development. “We're making sure we have the potential to handle future growth. It's going to be a little messy
for a while but in the long run the benefits will definitely outweigh the causes.”

@ Close Window @

http://www.h-ponline.com/articles/2009/02/26/news/84 1 sewer.prt 2/27/2009
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Appendix 7
U.S. EPA Financial Guidance Worksheets



U.S. EPA Guidance Worksheet 1
Cost Per Household

Current WWT Cost

Annual O&M Expenses (Excluding

Depreciation) $2,342,500
Annual Debt Service (P&I) $1,033,300
Subtotal (Line 100 + Line 101) $3,375,800

Projected WWT and CSO Costs
Current Dollars

Estimated Annual O&M Expenses

(Excluding Depreciation) $510,000
Annual Debt Service (P&l) $5,273,100
Subtotal (Line 103 + Line 104) $5,783,100

Total Current and projected WWT and CSO
Costs (Line 102 + Line 105) $9,158,900

Residential Share of Total WWT and CSO Costs $6,351,757

(2.67 MG/3.85 MG)

Total Number of Household in Service Area 5,955

Annual Cost per Household 51,067

(Line 107 / Line 108)

Monthly Cost per Household $89

(Line 109 / 12)

Line Number

100

101

102

103

104

105

106

107

108

109



U.S. EPA Guidance Worksheet 2
Residential Indicator

Median household Income (MHI)

Census Year

2000

Census Year MHI

$35,600

Average CP| between 2000 and 2009

2.4%

Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. City Average CPI

MHI Adjustment Factor

1.243

Adjusted MHI (Line 201 x Line 202)

$44,243

Annual WWT and CSO Control Cost per Household
(CPH) (Line 109)

$1,067

Residential Indicator

Annual Wastewater and CSO Control Costs per
Household as a Percent of Adjusted Median
Household Income

2.41%

(CPH as % of MHI)
(Line 204 / Line 203 x 100

Line Number

201

202

203

204

205



U.S. EPA Guidance Worksheet 3
Bond Rating

The City of Huntington does not have an existing bond rating.

Line Number

Most Recent General Obligation Bond Rating NA
Date NA
Rating Agency NA
Rating NA 301
Most Recent Revenue (Water/Sewer or Sewer) Bond
Date NA
Rating Agency NA
Bond Insurance (Yes/No) NA
Rating NA 302
Summary Bond Rating NA 303
Benchmarks

Score  Bond Rating
Weak 3 Ba, B, Caa, Ca, C, BB, B, CCC, CC,C, D
Mid-Range 2 Baa, BBB

Strong 1 Aaa, AA, A, AAA, AA, A



Direct Net Debt

(G.0. Bonds Excluding Double Barreled Bonds)

Debt of Overlapping Entities

U.S. EPA Guidance Worksheet 4
Net Debt Per Capita

(Proportionate Share of Multijurisdiction Debt)

Overall Net Debt
(Line 401 + Line 402)

Current Population (2008)

Overall Net Debt Per Capita
(Line 403 /Line 404 x 100)

Benchmarks

Score
Weak 3
Mid-Range 2

Strong 1

Net Debt Per Capita
Greater than $3,000

$1,000 to $3,000

Less than $1,000

$17,356,907

$16,760,010

$34,116,917

16,521

$2,065

Line Number

401

402

403

404

405



U.S. EPA Guidance Worksheet 5
Unemployment Rate

Line Number
Unemployment Rate - Community 14.3% 501
2009 Average for January through September
Source Indiana Department of Workforce Development
Unemployment Rate - County
(Use if community's rate is unavailable) NA 502
Source NA
Benchmark
Average national Unemployment Rate 8.9% 503
Source Indiana Department of Workforce Development

Comparison of Community's Unemployment Rate to the

National Average 5.4%
Benchmark

Score  Unemployment Rate
Weak 3 More than 1% above the national average
Mid-Range 2 Within 1% of the national average

Strong 1 More than 1% below the national average



Median Household Income
(Line 203)

Source

Benchmark
Census Year National MHI

MHI Adjustment Factor
(Line 202)

Adjusted National MHI
(Line 602 x Line 603)

U.S. EPA Guidance Worksheet 6
Median Household Income

Line Number
$44,243 601
2000 Census Adjusted to 2008
$41,944 602
1.243 603
$52,127 604

Source 2000 Census Adjusted to 2008
Comparison of community's MHI to the national MHI -15%
Benchmark

Score  Median Household Income
Weak 3 More than 25% below the national average
Mid-Range 2 Within 25% of the national average

Strong 1

More than 25% below the national average



U.S. EPA Guidance Worksheet 7
Property Tax Revenues as a Percent of Full Market Property Value

Ful Market Value of Real Property (Pay 2009) $408,979,246

Property Tax Revenues (Pay 2009) $13,688,434

Property Tax Revenue as a Percent of Full market Property
Value 3.3%

Benchmark
Property Tax Revenues as a Percent of Full Market
Score  Property Value
Weak 3 Above 4%
Mid-Range 2 2%-4%

Strong 1 Below 2%

Line Number

401

402

403



U.S. EPA Guidance Worksheet 8
Property Tax Revenue Collection Rate

Property Tax Revenue Collected $13,688,434
(Line 702)
Property Taxes Levied $15,687,424
Property 87.3%
Benchmark

Score  Property Tax Revenue Collection Rate
Weak 3 Below 94%
Mid-Range 2 94%-98%

Strong 1 Above 98%

Line Number

401

402

403



U.S. EPA Guidance Worksheet 9
Summary of Financial Capability Indicators

Bond Rating
(Line 303)

Overall Net Debt per Capita
(Line 405)

Unemployment Rate
(Line 501)

Median Household Income
(Line 601)

Property Tax Revenue as a
Percent of Full Market Property
(Line 703)

Property Tax Revenue Collection Rate
(Line 803)

Permittee Indicator Score
{Average of Column B)

Column A Column B
Actual Value Score
NA NA
$2,065 2.0
5.4% 3.0
-15% 2.0
3.3% 2.0
87.3% 3.0
2.4

Line Number

901

902

903

904

905

906

907



U.S. EPA Guidance Worksheet 10
Financial Capability Matrix Score

Residential Indicator Score 2.41%
(Line 205)

Financial Capability Indicaors Score 2.4
(Line 907)

Financial Capability matrix Category High Burden

Line Number

1001

1002

1003
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