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Opinion of Probable Costs
Projectt Wastewater System Capacity Study Project No: 3656
Owner: Huntsville Town & Weber Co. Date: 19-Jul-11
Option: Total Contamment Lagoons By: DAT
Exhibit 5.12
ITEM NO. ITEM QUANTITY UNIT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT
Mobilization 1 LiS, 125,000.00 | § 125,000
2 Clay Liner (Import) 65,000 Cu. Yd 15.00 | 975,000
3 Lagoon Earthwork (excavation and placement) 78,000 Cu. Yd 8.00 S 624,000
4 Congrete Influent Discharge Apron 1 liach 250000 | § 2,500
5 Tagoon Site Clearing and Grubbing 1 8 30,000.00 [ § 30,000
6 Loosc Riprap 7,000 Sq. Yd. 9.50 | § 66,500
7 12" SDR 35 PVC Sanitary Sewer Pipe 1,500 Lin 't 38.00 | $ 57,000
8 Untreated Base Course 3/4"-Inch or 1-Inch Max 1,000 Ton 13.00 | § 13,000
9 6-Ft Tall Chain Link Fence Type 1 7,500 Lin Ft 18.00 [ $ 135,000
10 ‘T'emporary Construction lence 1,000 Lin Bt 3.00 S 3,000
11 6-I't Tall Chain Link Double Swing Gate 1 Fiach 1,500.00 | S 1,500
12 Facility Sign 10 Hach 500.00 [ § 5,000
15 |sced 1 LS. 8,000.00 | 8,000
14 Lagoon Transfer Structures 1 Fach 19,000.00 | S 19,000
15 60" Manhole 5 Each 4,000.00 | $ 20,000
16 lLagoon Staff Gauges p Iiach 1,600.00 | § 3,200
17 Miscellaneous i 1.S. S 20,000 | § 20,000
18 Subtotal $ 2,107,700
19 Contingency (20%) $ 430,000
20 CONSTRUCTION TOTAL $ 2,537,700
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES & MISC. PROJECT COSTS
21 lingincering Design 1 L.3. S 191,000 | S 191,000
22 Construction Management 1 Ii:S: § 280,000 | S 280,000
23 Additional Engincering Services(Survey, Geotech, Litc) 1 LS. $ 77,000 S 77,000
24 Attorney lees (Bonds, 1egal, Misc.) 1 1.5 ) 64,000 | S 64,000
25 Land Acquisition 1 | (P S 3,120,000 | S 3,120,000
26 WO Administration 1 LS. ) 64,000 | S 64,000
27 $ 6,334,000
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Opinion of Probable Costs
Project: Wastewater System Capacity Study Project No: 3656
Owner: Huntsville Town & Weber Co. Date: 19-Jul-11
Option: Discharging Lagoons By: DAT
w/ Wnter Storage Pond Exhibit 5.13
ITEM NO. ITEM QUANTITY UNIT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT
1 Mobilization 1 1.8 85,000.00 | § 85,000
2 Clay Liner (Import) 37,500 Cu. Yd 1500 [ § 562,500
3 Lagoon Earthwork (excavation and placement) 45,000 Cu. Yd 8008 360,000
4 Concrete Influent Discharge Apron 1 Each 2,500.00 | $ 2,500
5 Lagoon Site Clearing and Grubbing 1 1% 30,000.00 | $ 30,000
6 Loose Riprap 10,000 Sq. Yd. 950 | § 95,000
T 12" SDR 35 PVC Sanitary Sewer Pipe 1,500 ILN. FT. 3800 | § 57,000
8 Untreated Base Course 3/4"-Inch or |-Inch Max 5,000 Ton 13.00 | § 65,000
9 6-Ft Tall Chain Link Fence Type 1 5,600 LN, ' 18.00] 8 100,800
10 Temporary Construction Fence 1,000 LN. FT. 3.00 | S 3,000
i 6-Ft Tall Chain Link Double Swing Gate 1 Itach 1,500.00 | § 1,500
12 |Facility Sign 10 Iiach 400.00 | $ 4,000
13 Seed 1 LS. 8,000.00 | 5 8,000
14 Lagoon Transfer Structures 1 liach 19,000.00 | § 19,000
15 60" Manhole 5 Ilach 4,000.00 | § 20,000
16 Lagoon Staff Gauges 2 Rach 1,600.00 | § 3,200
17 Miscellaneous 1 LS. 20,000.00 | 8 20,000
18 Subtotal $ 1,436,500
19 Contingency (20%) $ 290,000
20 CONSTRUCTION TOTAL $ 1,726,500
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES & MISC. PROJECT COSTS
21 Engincering Desien 1 L.5. § 130,000 | § 130,000
22 Construction Management 1 1.8 $ 190,000 | $ 190,000
23 Additional Iingineering Services (Survey, Geotech, Litc.) 1 LS. $ 52,000 | § 52,000
24 Attorney Fees (Bonds, Legal, Misc.) 1 LS. $ 44,000 | § 44,000
25 1.and Acquisition 1 LS |§ 1800000]s 1,800,000
26 DWQ Administration 1 LS, $ 40,000 | § 40,000
27 $ 3,983,000




SUNRISE ENGINEERING, INC.
CONSULTING ENGINEERS AND SURVEYORS \‘[ 1 -f\\:' }I}k ¥ ‘\“ }‘
Opinion of Probable Costs RIS T e

Project: Wastewater System Capacity Study Project No: 3656

Owner Humtsvilk Town & Weber Co. Date: 19-Juk-11

Option: 0.3 MGD Mechanical STM Plnt By: DAT

Exhibit 5.14
I'I'EM NO. I'I'EM QUANTTLY UNTT UNIT PRICH AMOUNT
1 Mobilization 1 LS 5 205,000 | S 205,000
2 Sub surface Investigation 50 Hrs S 2001 8 10,000
3 Clearing 8 Grubbing 1 L5 8 10,000 | 8 10,000
4 Excavation 1 1.5 S 30,000 | S 30,000
5 Site Dewatering 1 i S 15,000 | S 15,000
6 IF'oundation Work 1 1.8, 3 60,000 | S 60,000
7 Yard Piping 1 LS. ] 58,000 [ 5 58,000
8 Influent Mcter 1 1B S 20,000 | 20,000
9 Lift Station 1 L& S 150,000 | § 150,000
10 Concrete Basms for STM Acrotors/Clarifiers 450 Cu. Yds. | S 800 | S 360,000
11 STM Acrotor Equipment 1 LS. S 500,000 | § 500,000
12 STM Aerotor Bquipment Installation 1 L8 S 200,000 | 5 200,000
13 Sludge Containment Basin 40 Cu. Yds. | § 800 | S 32,000
14 Sludge Mixers and Acotation Bquipment 1 Lach S 50,000 | § 50,000
15 Dewatering Equipment 1 LS S 125,000 | § 125,000
16 Dewatesing lquipment Installation 1 L& § 50,000 | § 50,000
17 Disinfection Structure 1 L.S. S 200,000 | § 200,000
18 Disinfection Equipment 1 T8 5 100,000 | S 100,000
19 Iiffluent Meter acility 1 LS $ 50,000 | $ 50,000
20 RAS Meter & Valving 1 L.S. $ 20,000 | § 20,000
21 WAS Mcter & Valving 1 L.Si $ 20,000 | $ 20,000
22 Building (Office, Lab, Electrical, Dewatering cte.) 1 LS ] 600,000 | $ 600,000
23 Site Work & Landscaping 1 LS. S 100,000 | § 100,000
24 SCADA Control System 1 o5 S 60,000 | § 60,000
25 Llectrical 1 L.3. S 200,000 | $ 200,000
26 Generator 1 LS S 200,000 | S 200,000
27 Subtotal $ 3,425,000
28 Contingencey (20%0) 1 1.5 S 690,000 | § 690,000
29 CONSTRUCTION TOTAL 3 4,115,000
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES & MISC. PROJECT COSTS

30 Engincering Design 1 LS. $ 247,000 [ S 247,000
31 Construction Management 1 I S 453,000 | § 453,000
32 Additional Engineering Services (Survey, Geotech, Litc) 1 LS. $ 124000 | S 124,000
33 Attomey Dees (Bonds, Legal, Misc.) 1 158 $ 83,000 | S 83,000
34 Land Acquisition 1 LS. $ 720,000 | S 720,000
35 DW(} Administraton 1 1.5 S 58,000 | S 58,000
36 $ 5,800,000
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Project: Wastewater System Capacily Study Project No: 3656

Ownerr Huntsville Town & Weber Co. Date: 19-Jul-11

Option: 0.3 MGD Mechanical SBR Plant By: DAT

Exhibit 5.15
ITEM NO. ITEM QUANTITY  UNIT  UNIT PRICE AMOUNT
1 Mobilization 1 18 $ 180,000 | $ 180,000
2 Sub surface Investigation 50 Hrs ¥ 2001 S 10,000
3 Clearing & Grubbing 1 LS. § 10,000 | S 10,000
4 Excavaton 1 L.S. $ 30,000 (S 30,000
5 Site Dewatering: 1 1.:8. § 15,000 | S 15,000
6 TFoundation Work 1 L5 $ 60,000 | § 60,000
7 Yard Piping 1 LS. $ 15,000 | S 15,000
8 Influent Meter 1 1.8 $ 20,000 | § 20,000
9 Conerete Basin for SBR System 390 Cu. Yds. | § 8001 S 312,000
10 ISAM SBR System Equipment 1 LS. $ 384,000 | § 384,000
11 ISAM SBR System Installation 1 LS. $ 300,000 | § 300,000
12 Dewatering Equipment 1 L8 $ 125,000 | § 125,000
13 Dewatering Equipment Installation 1 L& $ 50,000 | § 50,000
14 Disinfection Structure 1 LS. $ 200,000 | $ 200,000
15 Disinfection Equipment 1 LS: $ 100,000 | $ 100,000
16 Effluent Meter Facility 1 LS. $ 50,000 | $ 50,000
17 Building (Office, Lab, lilectrical, Dewatering etc.) 1 1.S. $ 600,000 | S 600,000
18 Site Work & ILandscaping 1 L3 $ 100,000 | § 100,000
19 SCADA Control System 1 L5 $ 60,000 S 60,000
20 Llectrical 1 LS. $ 200,000 | S 200,000
21 Generator 1 1.S5. $ 200,000 [ S 200,000
22 Subtotal ) $ 3,021,000
23 Contingencey (20%) 1 LS. $ 610,000 [ S 610,000
24 CONSTRUCTION TOTAL $ 3,631,000
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES & MISC. PROJECT COSTS

25 lingincering Design 1 LS. $ 218,000 | $ 218,000
26 Construction Manﬂgemeﬁt 1 ];.S. $ 400,000 | $ 400,000
27 Additional Engincering Services (Survey, Geotech, Eic) 1 LS. ) 109,000 | S 109,000
28 Attormney lees (Bonds, Legal, Misc.) 1 1.:8. $ 73,000 | S 73,000
29 Tand Acquisition 1 LS. $ 720,000 [ S 720,000
30 DW() Administration 1 L.S. § 53,000 | S 53,000
31 $ 5,204,000




SUNRISE ENGINEERING, INC.

CONSULTING ENGINEERS AND SURVEYORS | TN\ ; AN !
| LW Y i
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Project: Wastewater System Capacity Study Project No: 3656

Ovwner: Huntsville Town & Weber Co. Date: 19-Tuk-11

Option: Multi Package Plants By: DAT

{Orenco Systems) Exhibit 5.16
ITEM NO. ITEM QUANTITY UNIT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT
1 Mobilization 1 LS. 300,000.00 | § 300,000
2 Recirulation Tank 360,000 Gal 265§ 954,000
3 Tank Access Equipment 24 lach 675.00 | § 16,200
4 Pumping Equipment 24 Fach 2,500.00 | S 60,000
5 Controls 3 Tlach 4,800.00 | S 14,400
6 Miscellaneous AdvanTex Equipement 24 Iach 375.00 | § 9,000
i Recirculating Splitter Valve 6 Each 600.00 | § 3,600
3 Ventalation Fan Assembly 6 Fach 3,00000 | § 18,000
9 AdvanTex Equipment 70 Fach 22,000.00 | $ 1,540,000
10 Drip Dispersal System 1 1S 1,080,000.00 | $ 1,080,000
11 Building 1 L5 500,000.00 | § 500,000
12 SCADA Control System 1 1S 60,000.00 | S 60,000
13 Electrical 1 LS 200,000.00 | $ 200,000
14 Emergency Generator 1 LS 200,000.00 | $ 200,000
15 Miscellaneous Site Improvements 1 liach 90,000.00 | S 90,000
16 Subtotal $ 5,045,200
17 Contingency (20%) $ 1,010,000
18 CONSTRUCTION TOTAL $ 6,055,200
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES & MISC. PROJECT COSTS

19 Lingineering Design 1 LS. 3 424,000 | § 424,000
20 Construction Management 1 LS. $ 667,000 | $ 667,000
21 Additional Engincering Services (Survey, Geotech, Fic) 1 LS. $ 303,000 | § 303,000
22 Attorney Fees (Bonds, Legal, Misc.) 1 1.8, $ 122,000 | § 122,000
23 Land Acquisition 1 LS. 5 720,000 | $ 720,000
24 DW(Q Administration 1 LS, g 24,000 | § 84,000
25 $ 8,376,000
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Opinion of Probable Costs
Project: Wastewater System Capacity Study Project No: 3656
Owner: Tntsville Town Only Date: 19-Juk11
option: 0.1 MGD Mechanical STM Plant By: DAT
Exhibit 5.17
ITEM NO. ITEM QUANTITY  UNIT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT
1 Mobilization 1 1:8 3 100,000 | $ 100,000
2 Sub surface Investigation 40 Hrs 5 200 ] 5 8,000
5 Clearing & Grubbing 1 1.8 $ 3,000 | $ 8,000
4 lixcavation 1 L.5. S 20,000 | $ 20,000
5 Site Dewatering 1 LS. 5 12,000 | $ 12,000
6 l'oundation Work 1 1.8 S 30,000 | § 30,000
7 Yard Piping 1 1.8 S 20,000 | § 20,000
8 Influent Meter 1 L.5. S 15,000 | § 15,000
9 Lift Station 1 1.8 S 125,000 | $ 125,000
10 Concrete Basins for S1'M Aerotors/Clarifiers 225 Cu.Yds. |8 800 | § 180,000
11 STM Aerotor Equipment 1 LS. $ 200,000 | § 200,000
12 STM Aerotor Equipment Installation 1 L& S 100,000 | § 100,000
13 Sludge Containment Basin 30 Cu.Yds. |§ 800 | 8 24,000
14 Sludge Mixets and Acoration Equipment 1 liach § 35,000 | § 35,000
15 Dewatering Equipment 1 LS. $ 50,000 | $ 50,000
16 Dewatering Equipment Installation 1 1.5, $ 15,000 | § 15,000
17 Disinfection Structure 1 1.8 $ 65,000 | % 65,000
18 Disinfection liquipment 1 L3 $ 30,000 | $ 30,000
19 RAS Meter & Valving 1 1.8 § 12,000 | $ 12,000
20 WAS Meter & Valving 1 115 $ 12,000 | $ 12,000
21 Building (Office, 1ab, lilectrical, Dewatering etc.) 1 1.8 S 250,000 | $ 250,000
22 Site Work & Landscaping 1 1.5 $ 45,000 | $ 45,000
23 SCADA Control System 1 LS. S 60,000 | $ 60,000
24 Iilectrical 1 L5 $ 120,000 | $ 120,000
25 Generator 1 158 $ 150,000 | $ 150,000
26 Subtotal $ 1,686,000
27 Contingencey (20%) 1 L.5: d 340,000 | $ 340,000
28 CONSTRUCTION TOTAL $ 2,026,000
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES & MISC. PROJECT COSTS
29 lingineering Design 1 L& $ 122,000 | $ 122,000
30 Construction Management 1 L& § 223000 | $ 223,000
31 Additional lingineering Services (Survey, Geotech, litc) 1 L& $ 61,000 | $ 61,000
32 Attorney lees (Bonds, legal, Misc) i 1.5 $ 41,000 | 3 41,000
33 Land Acquisition 1 Tayse g 320,000 | $ 320,000
34 DWQ Administration 1 LS $ 29000 | § 29,000
35 5 2,822,000
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Project: Wastewaler System Capacity Study Project No: 3656
Owner: Huntsville Town Only Date: 19-Juk11
Orption: Muliipke Package Planis By: DAT
(Orenco System) Exhibit 5.18
ITEM NO. ITEM QUANTITY UNIT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT
1 Mobilization 1 LS. 125,000.00 | § 125,000
2 Recirulation Tank 150,000 Gal 26558 397,500
3 Tank Access Equipment 8 Fach 675.00 | § 5,400
4 Pumping Equipment 8 Iach 2,500.00 [ § 20,000
5 Controls 1 Fach 4,800.00 | § 4,800
6 Miscellaneous AdvanTex Equipement 8 liach 375.00 [ $ 3,000
7 Recirculating Splitter Valve 2 Itach 600.00 | $ 1,200
3 Ventalation Fan Assembly 2 Iiach 3,000.00 | S 6,000
9 AdvanTex Equipment 24 liach 22,000.00 | S 528,000
10 |Drip Dispersal System 1 1S 400,000.00 | 5 400,000
11 Building 1 LS 250,000.00 | S 250,000
12 SCADA Control System 1 LS 60,00000 | § 60,000
13 Electrical 1 LS 120,000.00 | § 120,000
14 Emergency Generator 1 LS 150,000.00 | S 150,000
15 Miscellaneous Site Improvements 1 Itach 45,000.00 | $ 45,000
16 Subtotal 5 2,115,900
17 Contingency (20%) 3 430,000
18 CONSTRUCTION TOTAL 3 2,545,900
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES & MISC. PROJECT COSTS
19 Iingineering Design 1 LS. s 179,000 [ 8 179,000
20 Construction Management 1 L&, S 281,000 [ $ 281,000
21 Additional Iingineering Services (Survey, Geotech, litc) 1 LS, $ 128,000 | § 128,000
22 Attorney I'ees (Bonds, Legal, Misc.) 1 LS. ) 51,000 | § 51,000
23 Land Acquisition 1 LS. $ 320,000 | $ 320,000
24 DW(Q Administration 1 L.5. ] 36,000 | S 36,000
25 $ 3,541,000
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Project: Wastewater System Capacity Study Project No: 3656

Owner- Huntsville Town & Weber Co. Date: 19-Fal-11

Option: Conventional Collection (Gravity) By DAT

Exhibit 5.19
ITEM NO. 1TEM QUANTITY  UNIT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT
1 Mobilization 1 1.8 S 365,000.00 | $ 365,000
2 Sub surface Investigation 30 ITes S 200.00 | § 6,000
3 Traffic Control 1 1.8, $ 15,000.00 | 8 15,000
4 8" Graviry Sewer Pipe (PVC) 80,000 In.Fr. [§ 2300 S 1,840,000
5 10" Gravity Sewer Pipe (PVC) 13,000 Ln. Ft. S 2500 | % 325,000
6 12" Gravity Sewer Pipe (PVC) 9,000 In.Ft. |S 3000 | $ 270,000
T 15" Gravity Sewer Pipe (PVC) 12,000 In.Fe |8 3500 (8 420,000
8 4" Service Stub 25,000 ln. e |8 14.00 | § 350,000
9 Pumping Wet Trench Conditions 55,000 I.n. F. $ 8003 440,000
10 48" Manhholes 300 Each $ 3,000.00 | § 900,000
11 Clay Cut-Off Walls 100 liach S 250.00 | § 25,000
12 Geotechnical Fabric 8,000 Sq. Yds | S 150 | § 12,000
13 Imported Pipe Bedding 8,500 Cu.Yds. S 2000 [ § 170,000
14 Imported Pit Run Borrow 2,800 Cu Yds. | S 15.00 | S 42,000
15 Untreated Base Course 4,500 Cu. Yds. | S 2200 | 8 99,000
16 Property Restoration 25,000 Sq. Yds | § 1.00| S 25,000
17 Lift Stations 4 FHach S 200,000.00 | $ 800,000
18 Soil Proctor and Compaction Testing 1 L.5. $ 10,000.00 | S 10,000
19 CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL $ 6,114,000
20 Contingencey (20%) 1 1.5, $ 1,223,000 | S 1,223,000
21 CONSTRUCTION TOTAL $ 7,337,000
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES & MISC. PROJECT COSTS

22 Engincering Design 1 1.5, S 441,000 | S 441,000
23 Construction Management | i3, S 734,000 | S 734,000
24 Additional Engineering Services (Survey, Geotech, Titc) 1 LS. S 221,000 | S 221,000
25 Attorney Fees (Bonds, Legal, Misc.) 1 LS, $ 74,000 | S 74,000
26 Hasements 1 1.5, $ 60,000 | S 60,000
27 DWQ Administration 1 1.5 S 90,000 | S 90,000
28 $ 8,957,000
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Project: Wastewater System Capacity Study Project No: 3656
Owner: Huntsville Town & Weber Co. Date: 19-Juk-11
Option: Alternative Collection (STEP) By: DAT
Exhibit 5.20
I'TTEM NO. ITEM QUANTTTY UNTT UNIT PRICIE AMOUNT
Mobilization 1 LS $ 415,000.00 | § 415,000
2 Sub surface Investigation 30 Hrs s 200.00 | S 6,000
3 Traffic Control 1 L.S. S 15,000.00 | § 15,000
4 STEP On-Lot Connection (Lank, Pump, litc) 800 Lach ) 5,350.00 | S 4,280,000
5 Pumping Wet I'rench Conditions 1 1S S 50,000.00 | $ 50,000
6 2" Diameter Mainhine (Forcemain) 55,000 Ln It § 8.00 | $ 440,000
7 3" Diameter Mainline (Forcemain) 37,000 o I't S 1200 | $ 444000
8 4" Diamcter Mainline (Forcemain) 16,000 In Ft $ 15.00 | § 240,000
9 8" Diameter Mainline (Gravity) 6,000 Ln It ) 25.00 | § 150,000
10 48" Diameter Manholes 150 lach S 3,000.00 | § 450,000
11 4" Service Stub 25,000 Ln Ft S 1400 | § 350,000
12 Atr Release Assmeblies 20 Fach 5 500.00 | S 10,000
13 Miscellaneous 1 LS S 20,000.00 | § 20,000
14 Property Restoration 1 LS S 25,000.00 | § 25,000
15 CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL $ 6,895,000
16 Contingencey (20%) 1 1.S. S 1,379,000 | S 1,379,000
17 CONSTRUCTION TOTAL $ 8,274,000
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES & MISC. PROJECT COSTS
18 Engincering Design 1 T8 § 497000 | § 497,000
19 Construction Management 1 LS. § 828,000 | $ 828,000
20 Additional Engineering Services (Survey, Geotech, Ftc) 1 LSl $ 249,000 | $ 249,000
21 Attorney Fees (Bonds, Tegal, Misc.) 1 TS $ 83,000 | S 83,000
22 llasements 1 L.S: S 60,000 | $ 60,000
23 DWQ Administration 1 LS 5 101,000 | S 101,000
24 $ 10,092,000
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Project: Wastewater System Capacity Study Project No: 3656

Owper: Huntsville Town Only Date: 19-Jul-11

Option: Conventional Collection (Gravity) By: DAT

Exhibit 521
ITEM NO. ITEM QUANTITY UNIT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT
1 Mobilization 1 LS S 195,000.00 | § 195,000
2 Sub surface Investigation 30 Trs S 200.00 | S 6,000
3 '['raffic Control 1 1.8, 8 12,000.00 | S 12,000
4 8" Gravity Sewer Pipe (PVC) 25,000 In.Tt. |8 23008 575,000
5 10" Gravity Sewer Pipe (PYC) 10,000 InFt |$ 25.00 | 5 250,000
6 12" Gravity Sewer Pipe (PVC) 3,000 In. Ft. |$ 30.00) 8 90,000
7 15" Gravity Sewer Pipe (PYC) 12,000 ln. . [$ 3500 & 420,000
8 4" Service Stub 10,000 Ln. Ft. $ 1400 | 8 140,000
9 Pumping Wer Trench Condinons 35,000 Ta. I't. S 8.00] 8 280,000
10 48" Manhholes 150 Tlach S 3,00000 | 8 450,000
11 Clay Cut-Off Walls 75 Fach 5 250.00 | S 18,750
12 Geotechnical labtic 6,000 Sq. Yds S 1.50 | § 9,000
13 Imported Pipe Bedding 4,500 Cu.Yds. |8 20008 90,000
14 Imported Pit Run Bortow 2,000 Cu.Yds. [ § 15.00 | S 30,000
15 Untreated Base Course 3,500 Cu.Yds. | $ 22008 77,000
16 Property Restoration 25,000 8q.Yds | S 1008 25,000
17 Lift Stations 3 lach 5 200,000.00 | S 600,000
18 Soil Proctor and Compaction T'esting 1 LS. $ 10,000.00 [ S 10,000
19 CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL $ 3,277,750
20 Contingencey (20%0) 1 1.5 $ 656,000 | S 656,000
21 CONSTRUCTION TOTAL $ 3,933,750
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES & MISC. PROJECT COSTS

22 lingineering Design 1 LS. $ 237,000 | S 237,000
23 Construction Management 1 1.5 $ 394,000 | S 394,000
24 Additional lingineering Services (Survey, Geotech, lic) 1 1.5 $ 119,000 | S 119,000
25 Attorney l'ees (Bonds, Legal, Misc.) 1 1.5, $ 40,000 | S 40,000
26 [iasements 1 1.5. $ 60,0001 S 60,000
27 DW( Administration 1 LS. ] 49,000 | S 49,000
28 $ 4,833,000
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Project: Wastewater System Capacity Study Project No: 3656

Owner: Huntsville Town Only Date: 19-Juk-11

Option: Aliemmative Collection (STEP) By: DAT

Exhibit 5.22
I'TEM NO. ITEM QUANTTTY  UNIT UNIT PRICL AMOUNT
1 Mobilization 1 1.8 ) 165,000.00 | § 165,000
2 Sub surface Investigation 30 Hrs S 200.00 | $ 6,000
3 ‘T'raffic Control 1 L.S. 5 12,000.00 | § 12,000
4 STLP On-Lot Connection (l'ank, Pump, litc.) 250 TFlach S 5,350.00 | S 1,337,500
5 Pumping Wet Trench Conditions 1 LS $ 12,500.00 | $ 12,500
6 2" Diameter Mainline (l{orcemain) 55,000 Ln Ht S 8001 § 440,000
T 3" Diameter Mainline (Forcemain) 37,000 Lo Nt S 12.00 | % 444 000
8 4" Diameter Mainline (Forcemain) 16,000 Inlt [S 15.00 | $ 240,000
9 48" Diameter Manholes 10 Each $ 3,000.00 | S 30,000
10 Air Release Assmeblics 20 Each 5 500.00 | S 10,000
11 Misccllaneous 1 LS S 20,000.00 | S 20,000
12 Property Restoration 1 LS S 25,000.00 [ § 25,000
13 CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL $ 2,742,000
14 Contingencey (20%) 1 L.S. $ 549,000 | S 549,000
15 CONSTRUCTION TOTAL $ 3,291,000
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES & MISC. PROJECT COSTS

16 Fngineering Design q 1.S. $ 198,000 | § 198,000
17 Construction Management 1 I8 § 330,000 | § 330,000
18 Additional Engineering Services (Survey, Geotech, Litc) 1 LS. ) 99,000 | S 99,000
1 Attorney Fees (Bonds, Legal, Misc.) 1 1.5, S 33,000 [ 33,000
20 lasements 1 1.8, $ 60,000 | S 60,000
21 DWQ Administration 1 155 § 41,000 | § 41,000
22 $ 4,052,000
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SUNRISE ENGINEERING, INC.
CONSULTING ENGINEERS AND SURVEYORS

Net Present Value Comparison

Exhibit 5.23

Design Parameters

Inflation Rate 3.0%
Discount Rate 6.5%
Alt #2 -Total Alt #2a -
Containment Discharging Alt #3 -STM Alt #3a -SBR Alt #4 -ORENCO | Alt#5 -Huntsville | Alt #5a -Huntsville
Lagoons Lagoons Treatment Plant | Treatment Plant Systems Only STM Only ORENCO
Capital Cost | $ 156,291,000 | § 12,940,000 | $ 14,757,000 | 14,161,000 | $ 18,468,000 | $ 7,655,000 | $ 7,593,000
Q&M Cost $ 537,231 | § 537,231 | $ 1,646,536 | § 1,596,479 | § 864,022 | $ 892,626 | § 599,438
NPV Total 5 16,828,231 [ § 13,477,231 |$ 16,403,536 | § 15,757,479 | § 19,332,022 | § 8,547,626 | § 8,192,438
Huntsville County ALT#2 TC Lagoon| Alt #2 ALT #2a Discharge ALT #2a ALT #3 STM ALT #3 ALT #3a SBR/Fluidyne| ALT #3a ALT #4 ORENCO ALT #4 ALT #5 STM ALT #5 ALT #5a ORENCO| ALT #5a
Year Total ERC Total ERC Q&M Q&M PV 0O&M O&M PV O&M 0&M PV Q&M 0&M PV O&M 0&M PV O&M (Hville Only) O&M PV O&M (Hville Only)| O&M PV
# # $/Year $ $/Year $ $/Year $ $/Year $ $/Year $ $/Year $ $/Year $
2011 238 563 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
2012 239 569 - - - - - - - - B - - - - -
2013 241 575 47,000 47,000 47,000 47,000 134,000 134,000 130,500 130,500 74,500 74,500 76,500 76,500 56,000 56,000
2014 242 580 37,960 35,643 37,960 35,643 117,120 109,972 113,515 106,587 61,135 57.404 63,195 59,338 42,080 39,512
2015 243 586 39,009 34,472 39,089 34,472 120,634 106,358 116,920 103,084 62,969 55,517 65,091 57,388 43,342 38,213
2016 245 592 40,272 33,339 40,272 33,339 124,253 102,862 120,428 99,696 64,858 53,693 67,044 55,502 44,643 36,957
2017 246 598 41,480 32,243 41,480 32,243 127,980 99,482 124,041 96,420 66,804 51,928 69,055 53,678 45,982 35,743
2018 247 604 42,724 31,184 42724 31,184 131,820 96,213 127,762 93,251 68,808 50,222 71,127 51,914 47,361 34,568
2019 249 610 44,006 30,159 44,006 30,159 135,774 93,051 131,595 90,187 70,872 48,571 73,260 50,208 48,782 33,432
2020 250 616 45,326 29,168 45,326 29,168 139,847 89,993 135,543 87,223 72,998 46,975 75,458 48,558 50,246 32,333
2021 251 623 46,686 28,209 46,686 28,209 144,043 87,035 139,609 84,356 75,188 45,431 77,722 46,962 51,753 31,271
2022 252 629 48,087 27,282 48,087 27,282 148,364 84,175 143,797 81,584 77,444 43,938 80,054 45,419 53,306 30,243
2023 254 635 49,529 26,385 49,529 26,385 152,815 81,409 148,111 78,903 79,767 42,494 82,455 43,926 54,905 29,249
2024 255 642 51,015 25,518 51,015 25,518 157,399 78,733 152,555 76,310 82,160 41,098 84,929 42,482 56,552 28,288
2025 256 648 52,546 24,680 52,546 24,680 162,121 76,146 157,131 73,802 84,625 39,747 87,477 41,086 58,249 27,358
2026 258 655 54,122 23,869 54,122 23,869 166,985 73,643 161,845 71,376 87,164 38,441 90,101 39,736 59,096 26,459
2027 259 661 55,746 23,084 55,746 23,084 171,995 71,223 166,701 69,031 89,779 3FAIT 92,804 38,430 61,796 25,590
2028 260 668 57,418 22,326 57,418 22,326 177,155 68,882 171,702 66,762 92,472 35,956 95,588 37.167 63,650 24,749
2029 262 675 59,140 21,592 59,140 21,592 182,469 66,619 176,853 64,568 95,246 34,774 98,456 35,946 65,559 23,935
2030 263 681 60,915 20,882 60,915 20,882 187,943 64,429 182,158 62,446 98,104 33,631 101,409 34,764 67,526 23,149
2031 264 688 62,742 20,196 62,742 20,196 193,582 62,312 187,623 60,394 101,047 32,526 104,452 33,622 69,552 22,388
Total $537,231 [Total | $537,231 Total $1,646,536 |Total $1,596,479 [Total $864,022 Total $892,626 Total | $599,438
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SUNRISE ENGINEERING, INC.

CONSULTING ENGINEERS AND SURVEYORS

Operation and Maintenance Comparison

Exhibit 5.24
1 2 3 4 b 6
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Alternative
1 Do Nothing
2 Total Containment Lagoons $ - $ = $ 47,000 $ 37,960 § 39099 § 40272
2a Lagoons w/ Land Application Discharge 3 % i E § 47000 § 37960 § 39099 § 40272
3 Regional Mechanical Plant (STM Aerotors) $ = % = $ 134,000 § 117,120 $ 120,634 $ 124,253
3a Regional Mechanical Plant (SBR/Fluidyne) 3 s i3 & § 130,500 & 113,516 § 116920 $ 120,428
4 _Multiple Package Plants (Orenco Systems) .5 R, $ 74500 § 61,135 $ 62,969 § 64858
5 Huntsville Only Mechanical Plant (STM Aerotors) $ = $ - $ 78500 & 63195 § 65091 § 67,044
5a Huntsville Only Package Plant (Orenco Systems) g - 8 = $ 56000 $§ 42080 $ 43342 § 44643
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MINUTES OF THE HUNTSVILLE TOWN COUNCIL MEETING

Thursday, April 20™, 2011
7:00 p.m.
Ogden Valley Library

Present: Mayor James A. Truett
Council Member Richard Sorensen
Council Member Steve Johnson
Council Member Alan Clapperton
Clerk/Recorder, Gail Ahlstrom

Kevin Brown/Sunrise Engineering

Dave Torgerson/Sunrise Engineering

Curtis Christiansen/Weber County Engineer
Dr. Darwin Sorensen/Professor at USU

Ed Macauley/Division of Water Quality

Citizens: Steve Clarke Ralph Keopple Rex Harris
Beth Wardimu Kari Lundeen Craig Kultnly
Leetan Bowes Robert Seear Ron Gleason
Chad Meyerhoffer ~ Chris Hudon Greg Graves
Kimbal Wheatley Brad Nelson Kelly Wangsgard
Frank Cumberland  Larry Zini Tim Hansen
Janet Muir David Suehsdorf Debbie Wilson
Laurie Allen Brett Allen Ronald Gault
Fred Smullin Liz Poulter Christa Schmid
Laura Warburton Karen Klein Sandy Hunter
Tina Olsen Craig Olsen Richard Bay
Jeff Burton R.P. Meld John Pierotti
Laurie Pierotti Ernest Goff Dave Robinson
Richard Jacks

Mayor Truett calied the meeting to order and welcomed all in attendance. Huntsville Town has a
gquorum present.

The Pledge was led by Steve Clarke.

Explanation of why study was done:

Mayor Truett stated that after he explains why and how this study was done the time will be
turned over to Sunrise Engineering for a presentation of their study and the results. Huntsville
Town was approached about 2 % years ago by the State, after a TMDL (Total Maximum Daily
Load) study was done on Pineview Reservoir. The State asked Huntsville Town to participate in
a study to see if septic systems in the Huntsville area were adding to the high nitrogen level in
the reservoir.
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At that time Huntsville Town put together a sewer feasibility committee, the Town wanted to be
more informed. The committee found out that there were grants available and that Weber County
was also inferested in pursuing an additional study on the reservoir. Huntsville Town and Weber
County combined their focus and both entities procured grants, W.C.’s grant was for $110,000
and Huntsville’s was for $33,000. Sunrise Engineering was hired to do the sewer feasibility
study. This study took a while, and the Huntsville Town Council is hearing the report for the first
time along with everyone else. Mayor Truett turned the time over to Dave Torgersen, Project
Manager from Sunrise Engineering.

Presentation of the results of the Huntsville Town and Southern Ogden Valley wastewater study:
Dave Torgersen, Sunrise Engineering/Project Manager. (See Attachment #1

Dave Torgersen had a power point presentation. Dave explained that Huntsville Town and
Weber County with the support of Utah Division of Water Quality wanted to perform a
wastewater study. They contracted with Sunrise Engineering for their services. Some of the
desired results they wanted to see where: improving groundwater quality in the Valley and
Pimeview Reservoir, treatment and collection alternatives, potential cost to existing residents, and
improved standard of living for existing residents.

Why do a study? To educate and provide knowledge to residents and decision makers, to be
informed of the impact and options available, and to provide a plan of direction for the future.
The purpose for tonight’s presentation is to provide an overview of the study area, review
proposed alternatives, discuss recommended alternative, discuss costs, to talk about what’s next,
to answer questions and to receive public inpuat.

The study area encompassed both the Un-incorporated and the Incorporated Huntsville areas.
Huntsville Town has 237 homes and 701 people, and the W.C. Huntsville area has an estimated
552 homes and 1634 people, for a total of 789 homes and 2335 people. Huntsville’s data was
obtained from census date, and the county arca was estimated from counting homes.

Proposed alternatives: The scope of the study was to analyze three waste water treatment plant
alternatives. The study actually evaluated more than five alternatives. One of the alternatives was
to take no action right now to stay the way things are, lagoons (both total containment and
discharging), a regional STM Aerotor plant, a regional SBR plant, Arenco multiple package
plants, and a Huntsville only mechanical plant.

The recommended alternative was the SBR (Sequencing Batch Reactor). Some of the benefits to
a SBR system are that they are cost effective with upfront Capital Costs, lower operating and
maintenance costs, easy to operate, no mechanical parts inside the basin, small footprint, small
comparative amount of sludge, and they are very effective in nutrient removal (nitrogen and
phosphorus).

The cost for a regional mechanical SBR treatment plant would be $5.5 Million, the regional
collection system would be $8.5 Million for a total cost of $14 Million. The cost for a Huntsville
only option the cost of a treatment plant would be $3 Million, and the collection system $ $4.5
Million for a total cost of $7.5 Million. Dave explained possible methods of funding.
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The State of Utah has funding packages for 75% of the total cost, so they would fund $10.5
Million with 0% interest for 30 year loan, and 25% of the principle, $3.5 Million, with a
forgiveness grant. This $3.5 Million would not have to be repaid. If the project was funding with
the bonds it would require a $14 Million bond with 5% interest on a 20 year loan, with a $0 in
principle forgiveness grant.

What this means is: With the State of Utah’s proposed funding package on a $10.5 Million loan
with 0% for 30 years would equate to a sewer bill of $58 per month. With the bond funding the
monthly sewer bill would be $120 per month. Dave spoke with Weber Morgan Health
Department who provided the following information. The life expectancy of a well maintained
septic system 1s 30 years. Costs for a new septic system run approximately $5,000 - $15,000
depending on the type, making the average monthly cost for septic systems over a 30 year
period, $35 - $105 per month. Dave understands that septic tank users aren’t actually paying $35
per month for their septic system, they pay for their system in a lump sum when it is installed,
not spread out monthly. Dave commented that the life expectancy of sewer collection lines is
50+ years. The life expectancy on the sewer plant facility would be longer than 50 years.

Dave finished up his presentation by saying that they will now hold a question and answer
period. Public comments will be accepted until May 26™. The Huntsville Town Council will vote
on whether or not to adopt the Capital Facilities Plan on June 2™,

Meeting was opened up for public comment:
Ron Gleason, from Green Hills, stated that the focus tonight has been mainly on Huntsville,

what is the process for the un-incorporated area of Huntsville in regards to public comment and
the deciston making process. Curtis Christiansen said there are a lot of things Weber County
(W.C.) doesn’t know, and the county commissioners have a copy of this study and they still have
a lot of questions. Huntsville Town will be a key player to all of this. As far as a sewer district
goes they don’t know if it will be Huntsville Town only or a combined district. There will be
negotiations between W.C. and Huntsville Town. Curtis stated that written public comments can
be mailed to him and he will forward the comments to the commissioners. Ron asked who is
making the decision for the county. Curtis answered that this will depend on what the entity
eventually becomes. If it’s a combined district then it would be leaders of the district would
make the decisions. Curtis sees three potential entities: Huntsville Town only, W.C. could run
the district, or create a district that takes in multiple cities. The district doesn’t need to be
contiguous. Ron pushed for forther clarity on who will make the final decision on whether to
move forward with a sewer system or not. Curtis replied that the W.C. commissioners in
corjunction with Huntsville Town would make the decision on how to create a district.

Ron mentioned that in the study there is a diagram showing the actual piping, does the $14 Million
quoted tonight include piping to all of the 552 homes outside of Huntsville Town. Dave Torgersen
replied that it did include most of the homes but not all homes, about 85%. So there could be
additional costs to run trunk lines and laterals. Ron asked about the $58 monthly bill, is that fee
based purely on the median average gross income. Ed Macauley answered that the water quality
board considers 1.4% of the median adjusted gross income to be an affordable sewer bill.

That sewer bill would include both operating and maintenance costs and debt service on the loan.
The O&M cost would be perpetual and the debt service would be for the life of the loan.
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if the MAGI number doesn’t change then the monthly fee stays the same. What might change is
how much money 1s available for the project itself. The same would apply to Huntsville Town. Ron
asked 1f the MAGI were based on census data collected for Huntsville or for all 789 homes. Dave
replied that the data they used was from Huntsville Town only; information wasn’t available for the
unincorporated area. Ron asked what the actual capacity of the plant being proposed could handle
above the initial 732 homes. Dave said it would handle .5% growth for 20 years.

Rex Harris remarked that recently the Town requested money and were given stipulations on what
the Town needed to do to receive that money. Rex asked Ed to explain these requirements. Ed
explained the requirements. If a sewer project was done in Huntsville Town, then Huntsville would
have authority to enact a mandatory connection ordinance within the Town that would ensure
repayment of the loan. If a sewer project was done outside of Town the State would have to know
there is a dedicated revenue stream. That means the county would have to form a district, such as a
special service district, and make sure there was an entity with authority to enforce the mandatory
connection ordinance. The way mandatory ordinances are handled for existing lots is if a sewer line
comes within 300 feet of your property you would be forced to connect. If your property is over the
300 feet then you do not have to connect. 'This does not apply to any new subdivisions; subdivisions
have their own set of rules within the Town and the county. Ed said that the State can’t loan money
to Huntsville Town to construct facilities in the county, unless the Town has some form of
authority. Usually a form of authority is through individual contracts. If a sewer district was formed
and it covered both Huntsville Town and the un-incorporated Huntsville areas that would fill the
requirements. If the Town wanted to proceed with their sewer, and the county wanted to proceed
with a sewer without Huntsville annexing in that land, it would be two loans. The only way to do a
grant with a region with a single loan is to have a single sewer district, or to have the Town accept
authority over the sewer district.

Rex asked Ed if Huntsville Town is willing to move ahead with the project and the county was not,
would the State allow the Town to move forward without having a regional facility. Ed answered
yes, but it would be subject to the water quality board. Ed said this was the State’s intention all
along. Their intention was to establish a nucleus so that over time there hasn’t been an increase to
septic systems, and growth could be managed responsibly. Ed commented that they know that
septic systems do have some impact on the reservoir.

Steve Clark mentioned that he has worked with most of the people on the panel in the last year or
two, in regards to his responsibilities on the GEM Committee. Steve wanted to go on record saying
that he 1s in favor of sewer in the valley, but in a different way than is being proposed with this
study. Steve asked Dr. Sorensen if there was any new information about the water quality of the
reservoir. The latest information Steve has gleaned has been that the TMDL study conducted a
couple years ago was inconclusive. Dr Sorensen agreed there has not been a final conclusion about
the study of the reservoir. There is some evidence that the ground water in Huntsville Town may be
contaminated to concentrations that are higher than anticipated. There is one well in Town that they
have information from and they just put in a second ground well in the Town and an additional well
1n the county to get more confidence in the concentration levels. They are not only interested in the
nitrogen and phosphorous Ievels but also the potential flow rates of ground water moving into the
reservoir. They were surprised at the flow rates that appear to be happening in the valley. They are
not prepared to make a final statement about their findings.
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Steve asked what would happen to the existing sewer facilities at Trapper’s Crossing and Green
Hills. Curtis replied that they could be incorporated into the new district, but don’t have to be. Steve
stated that in the study it shows a step collection system is less expensive than a gravity system why
was this particular step system $4 Million greater cost than the other system, and what advantages
does a step system offer. Dave replied that he spoke with Aranco today and there had been some
miscommunicafion with the information provided, these numbers will need to be changed. An
advantage of the step system in a high ground water area is that when installed it is more shallow,
and be less subject for infiltration into ground water. Steve spoke with an Aranco representative
Richard Jacks about the disparity in the costs and asked him to come to the meeting tonight. Dave
recalled that the size requirement for a sewer facility would be 15 acres regardless of what system
was installed, due to restrictions requirements with a discharge permit and for winter storage pond.
The actual size footprint of the facility is very small.

Steve Johnson asked who wants the Town to have a system, who is pushing the idea, what’s the
motivation and shouldn’t there be a conclusive study to determine a need before we are pushing a
study as to the installation of a sewer system? Ed replied that you don’t want to wait until the
ground water is contaminated to do a project. It’s critically important to understand what’s going on
with the ground water, but it’s equally important to remember that the ground water condition today
is not as much of a concern as the ground water conditions in the future. We can be certain that the
ground water quality in the future won’t be as good as it is today. Ed mentioned that the cost for
anyone who builds or already has a septic system that fails and needs to replace it will cost between
$6-7,000. The septic systems will continue to treat only a portion of the nitrate. Nitrates along with
other contaminates will still go into the ground water. They have a simulation capacity, but you
don’t want to exceed that capacity. This money could have gone toward a sewer system where the
treatment facility would have the ability to get nitrogen levels well below drinking water maximum
contaminate levels. SBR plants can get nitrogen levels down as low as 3 or 5 milligrams per liter
{mpl), drinking water mpl is 10, a septic system puts out about 35 mpl. Ed stated that by
constructing a sewer system you are taking a pro-active measure. The question is whether this pro-
active measure is immediate.

The TMDL study (Total Maximum Daily Load) done on the reservoir a few years ago showed that
nitrogen and phosphorous levels needed to be reduced, if the quality of the water in the reservoir is
to be maintained. This will prevent the reservoir from becoming more algae, more times during the
year. There currently is some algae production in the fall. There is the potential for the reservoir to
become much greener. Steve asked if this was a bad thing. Dr. Sorensen replied that the State has
decided it is, but the residence in the valley will need to decide whether they are going to support
the State or not. The side effect of algae 1s less oxygen in the water, which affects the fish and
recreation. Dr. Sorensen encouraged the residence to step up and help keep the reservoir from
becoming a less attractive body of water,

As Ed has pointed out there is a high probability that on-site systems have and will continue to
contribute substantially to the nutrient loads. However, they don’t know that for certain in this case,
but there is a lot of reason to suspect that is happening here. Steve asked what if the Town puts in a
sewer system and then the nitrate and phosphorous levels don’t change. Ed remarked that if nothing
changed that would be a good thing, if you don’t put one in then it’s almost certain that things will
get worse,
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Ed commented that population pressure will have an effect on the reservoir. With a publicly owned
treatment plant you remove more of the pollutants and have more control over the pollutants. Right
now with on-site systems there is virtually no control. Once there is a sewer system you can
continually improve the performance of the treatment facility. Today treatment plants can do a lot
more than just measure BOD or waste strength, and in the future they will be able to do a lot more.

Jim Truett asked if the nitrate levels have been measured seasonally, there are a lot of people who
utilize and fertilize in and around the reservoir from Memorial Day to Labor Day that has nothing
to do with septic tanks, is this pollution being taken into account. Dr. Sorensen replied that there
would be some contribution from the recreational use on and around the reservoir, but they don’t
have data available that allows them to point to any particular facility or even a seasonal change.

Dr. Sorensen explained that when the TMDL study was done there was a concern raised by
personnel at Weber Basin Conservancy District about the feasibility of implementing the necessary
programs to reduce the loads called for in the study. Part of their concern was the lack of
information. The TMDL was completed with historical data and anecdotal information. Dr.
Sorensen was approached, since he works with the Utah water research lab, to do research and was
asked to help them understand the growth of the blue/green algae in Pineview Reservoir. Dr.
Sorensen stated that they haven’t found much blue/green algae in the reservoir. They did find other
kinds of algae; there is a high concentration of algae for a short period of time at the end of the
summer. What they discovered was in order to bring on the season bloom of algae, much of that is
being brought on by the nutrients being recycled by the sediments. The accumulation of sediment
has gone on for years. Shutting off the waste water today will not make the reservoir better
tomorrow. If it’s not shut off soon, the problem will get more serious and last for a much longer
period of time.

Dr. Sorensen commented that the reservoir is extraordinary, where it sits in the water shed, it has
the potential to be much greener, with a much more dissolved oxygen problem that it has. Part of
the reason for this is due to the fact that there is a bottom draw off the reservoir. Dr. Sorensen feels
that there is some urgency in this matter. As they studied the reservoir it became obvious that the
thing they knew the least about was the input of nutrients from ground water. They can measure the
streams, and have been for years. What they see is the quality of the surface water is surprisingly
good. Things are being done in the water shed in a way that makes it so the amount of nutrients
going in through surface water is substantially lower than they anticipated. What they don’t know is
what is coming in through ground water. Dr. Sorensen has put in nine ground water wells to
monitor the ground water, and what they have seen 1s a surprising range of concentrations of
nitrogen and phosphorous. They are particularly concerned about the phosphorous levels. The
phosphorous load, from the single well in Huntsville Town, makes all their other levels from the
other wells look small, as well as the extraordinary porosity there. There is a lot of sand and gravel
in this area. This makes it so the ground water put into the sub-surface of the South Fork area
basically flows underground into the reservoir. That single well suggests that for a big piece of real
estate that’s a fairly large amount of water moving with a high concentration of phosphorous and
nifrogen in if. They put in the additional wells just last week, to help them get better readings. They
have just gotten started studying ground water. The picture they have right now is that they need
more information, they can’t point to a specific location, and they don’t know how recreation is
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contributing to the pollution, but they do know that septic tanks are contributing to the nutrient
levels. In Dr. Sorensen’s opinion that needs to be slowed down substantially.

Steve asked if the State or County would consider stopping recreation on the reservoir for two vears
to see if that helps. Dr. Sorensen replied that even if they stopped recreation for ten years there will

not be a change. The question is will we continue to add to the load of phosphorous and nitrogen in

the reservoir, making it become greener.

Richard Sorensen commented that a few years ago Lake Powell was contaminated, and there are
very few septic systems around it. Ed commented that he thought the contamination in Lake Powell
was due to ecoli. Dr. Sorensen said he served on Lake Powell’s waste water advisory committee
and the issues there were related to fecal contamination of the beach lines, not a nutrient issue.

Jeff Burton recalled that about 25 vears ago Dr. Miner did a study of the reservoir and there was a
proposal that the county ban any development on lake shore property. The conclusion of that study
was that they couldn’t find any contaminates from the septic systems from Huntsville, the
contamination they found was from the surface water of dairy farms. At that time there were a lot of
dairy farms in the area. Jeff asked if it takes a long time for nutrient levels to damage or get
corrected, could that also mean the dairy farms are still affecting the reservoir. Dr. Sorensen replied
that basically this is true. What they have learned in the past couple years of study is that the
principle source of phosphorous, which is the growth limiting nutrient, fertilizer for algae, comes
from the sediments. They don’t have the data to point fingers at any particular source. The
agricultural load has decreased substantially. What they are seeing now in the streams is a much
lower concentration of phosphorous and nitrogen into the reservoir than they anticipated. Jeff said
this could indicate then that there 1sn’t a septic problem along the streams. Dr. Sorensen agreed, in
regard to the surface water in the streams. Jeff remembers that at the meeting where Dr. Miner
presented his report, the Forest Service was there and they were in favor of enacting the ban against
development in order to protect the ground water. At that time someone asked them how many
people there are at Cemetery Point on the 4% of July. The answer was 4-5,000 people. Jeff asked
how many bathrooms there are at Cemetery Point, the answer is two. So, if you want to help
Pineview then put in more restrooms for the recreation use. Jeff understood that the problem with
the reservoir was the method of discharge, they take the water off the bottom not the top, leaving
the hot water on top. 1f they changed the method of discharge, that would be a positive benefit to
the water quality. Dr. Sorensen said he isn’t familiar with this particular study.

Dr. Sorensen remarked that the method of discharge at Pineview is from the bottom of the lake,
they have seen that the phosphorous comes into solution as the summer progresses, and the bottom
of the reservoir becomes anaerobic, and there is no more oxygen down there. They have measured a
large fraction of the phosphorous coming into the reservoir on an annual basis is actually exported
during that period. Traditionally the thought was if you left the cold water on the bottom that would
improve the fish environment. But in Pineview the bottom water becomes anaerobic and no fish are
able to live there. Jeff recalled that the problems with the reservoir are because it is shallow, and the
method of discharge. Dr. Sorensen did not accept this statement as appropriate analysis. Jeff would
hate to see the residents spend a whole lot of money on something that isn’t broken. Dr. Sorensen
agreed. The TMDL and the Utah Geological studies have raised serious concemns about the quality
of ground water in the valley, as contributions to the problems in the reservoir.
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Jeff asked about the $58 monthly sewer bill, if this is based on the 1.4% of the MAGI, which means
half of the residents will not be able to afford the fee. Ed replied that what is affordable is
determined by each person. This is a standard for the water quality board uses to set a repayment
for 2 community. Ed mentioned that the Div. of Drinking Water uses 1.75% of the MAGI as an
affordable water bill. People are willing to pay more for drinking water than sewer. Nationwide
Utah actually has some of the lowest rates in the country. Ed stated that if you were to use an
Avantex system on a septic system then you would reduce your nitrogen levels from 45 to 20 mpl,
if you added additional treatment onto that you could get your levels down to 10, drinking water
levels, but this would cost more than building a central sewer plant. A septic system should do two
things: first is treatment, the second is disposal. Septic systems do a good job, but not as good as a
mechanical {reatment facility. Bd stressed that septic systems wiil put in the ground water nitrogen
of 35 mpl, the drinking water standard is less than 10 mpl, so septic systems are polluting. Septic
systems are all subsurface making the health hazards mintmal. The more people you have the more
pollution you have to clean up. As population goes up the percentage of each person’s pollution that
has to be cleaned up increases, the natural environment can only assimilate so much pollution.

Tim Hansen says that one thing that seems to be missed is how much it is going to cost each home
owner to hook up to the sewer system. Most septic systems are in our back yards which mean the
pipes will have to run to the back of our homes. That will be a huge expense. Dave commented that
when you connect to a sewer system, you have to abandon the septic tank. There are two methods:
one, you can pump it out and fill it with sand or gravel, two; you can pump it out and crush the lid
and fill it with material, or you can puncture the side. This will all depend upon the county health
department. Costs for a contractor to come in and crush the tank and fill it are about $300.
Depending on where the lateral needed to be run, costs per foot would run between $12-15 per foot
to run the lateral from the sewer line to the connection. Ed stressed that the tanks need to be
pumped first.

Dick Loeffler asked about the $58 monthly fee. Ed stated that the fee would cover O & M costs as
well as debt services on the loan for capital costs. The Water Quality Board will not protect against
inflation. Dick asked if they took into account all the people in Huntsville who are elderly, widows,
or without jobs. Ed replied that these things were factored into the MAGI formula. When they have
sewered un-sewered communities in order to assist low income people communities have worked
with CDBG to get grants to run the laterals to the streets, so the laterals don’t need to be totally
born by the homeowner.

Leon Fielding asked who is monitoring the sewer systems at Ski Lake on the Old Snowbasin Road,
is this system even working. Leon said this study is about the quality of water in the reservoir, so
the people who need and will be using the water and are concerned about it live in Ogden, how
much are they involved and how much are they paying to take care of the system. Ed answered that
Ski Lake is a special service district and it is regulated by the State, but there wasn’t much oversight
until just recently. About three years ago they got legislative authority to issue operating permits,
prior to that time only facilities that discharged to water in the state had regular maintenance
nspections requirements included in their permit. The State has issued 160 operating permits in the
past year; there are still 25 facilities that do not have an operating permit, Ski Lake is one of them.
‘The State is aware of what is going on at Ski Lake.
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Leon asked again if Ogden City will be sharing the cost of the facility since they are the ones who
will benefit from it. Ed replied that as explained carlier the fees for sewer would in excess of $120
per month without grants, and $58 per month with grant help. The grant money comes from tax
payers like you, including people in Ogden.

Meeting was opened to the Public Hearing section: :

Richard Jacks from Aranco Systems commented that there has been some miscommunication
on some of the numbers included in the study. He is willing to answer any questions. Richard
will work with Dave Torgersen to provide him with additional information on the step system
and also with the treatment systems; these numbers are higher than they should be.

Dick Loeffler said this all boils down to the quality of life that we as residents want in the
valley; do we want a rural setting or Park City? Over the years Dick has seen impact fees go
from $100 to $10,000. If we want the quality of life up here, he recommended putting off the
sewer system. If we want to keep things rural, stop issuing permits Weber County, keep things
they way they are. Dick suggested charging very high impact fees now and put the money into an
escrow account and save it until there is enough money to do a sewer system.

Reon Gleason still has a lot of questions. He’s hearing the reservoir water quality being compared
to drinking water. He has taken a lot of time to study this report and Ron feels that what is being
proposed is too high level. He questioned including only 85% of the homes in the numbers, there
should be firm numbers to include every home and every cost. Ron said the Weber County
General Plan provides guidelines, objectives, and ways to move forward. This study does not
match what is in the general plan directly related to sewer. The County’s General Plan addresses
sewer very aggressively: on how to distribute and share costs between existing people and new
development.

Steve Clarke (See Attachment #2) stated that yes the valley should have sewer for the high
density areas, but the sewer should be implemented in a way that doesn’t set the stage for
unbridled prowth. We should be looking at micro-plants, each to serve a high density area of the
vailey. The offer that DWQ is making is a powerful enticement. Huntsville Town should make
its own decision as to whether this is the right time and plan for sewer. If and as Huntsville Town
annexes additional property they can make a decision about serving that area with sewer. Weber
County should redouble planning efforts to create a long range plan for sewer which
accomplishes the goals of their General Plan. Since the plan was updated last with the Recreation
Element in 2005 1t is likely some amount of refresh is needed and that should occur quickly so a
prospective sewer district could do effective planning. A single sewer district in the valley would
be a lot more effective than having the 17 separate districts that exist currently. Water Quality
studies should continue to more accurately attribute pollution to its sources.

Laura Warburton said she is the type of person who likes to see all the facts and numbers

before she makes a decision on something, and she isn’t seeing all the facts with this report. She
asked the panel to back off of this project until all facts can be studied and reviewed.
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Jim Truett asked if the new numbers on the Aranco system would affect the cost of the
proposal. Dave replied that it won’t change the monthly fee of $58. The overall cost would
change but not the monthly fee.

Janet Murr had two comments. She doesn’t understand why the Town has to make a decision
right now, or if there are cause and relationship between the nutrient level in the reservoir and
septic systems. There apparently isn’t any conclusive evidence. Janet asked what we want the
future of the Ogden Valley to be. If you build a sewer system the people will come.

Leon Fielding stated that years ago Weber County adjusted for the ground water because they
rezoned property from 1 acre building lots to only allowing for 3 acre lots. So, if a sewer system
is put in will the property be rezoned back into 1 acre lots, and encourage more growth. Leon
said that’s what they are going to encourage with a sewer system.

Richard Sorensen read from page 27 of the report where it lists the disadvantages of septic
systems, septic systems limit the amount of growth allowed in an area. Richard feels that this is
an advantage.

Dave Robinson stated that he just bought a home up here and he can’t afford another monthly
bill. Who is it that’s going to impose on him that he can’t afford to live here. He knows many
people in the valley who don’t have this kind of money. Unless there are cold hard facts saying
that our septic systems are polluting the dam, we should not do anything. Dave hopes that when
a deciston is made they are thinking of the whole community.

Richard Sorensen presented some observations he came up with. In 1998 the TMDL study
recommended no more than 3 acres per septic system. This current study shows Huntsville as
having 575 acres and the W.C. area 10,000 acres. Singly, Huntsville has 2.5 acres per septic
system, which equates to more than the required 3 acres. The W.C. area is 18 acres per septic
tank. With all the homes and acreage in Huntsville Town and the W.C. areas combined it comes
out to 13.4 acres per septic system, well above the 3 acre minimum.

Mayor Truett called the public hearing to a close and adjourmned the meeting,

Meeting adjoeurned at 8:50 p.m.

Gail Ahlstrom, Clerk/Recorder James A. Truett, Mayor
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