Greater Woods Bay
Sewer Committee

Greater Woods Bay
Sewer-Committee

Sheaver's Creek W&S District formed___2000

Woods Bay W&S District formed 2002
First Sewer Meeting 2002
District Consolidation Proposal 2004

Public Meeting for Expanded Area,
Greater WB Sewer Committee Formed_Mar 05
GWBSC met w/ Funding Agencies Jun 05
Contract for Preliminary Engineering__Sept 05

Jan 05

First Public Meeting Sept 05
Second Public Meeting Jan 06
Third Public Meeting Apr 06
Greater WB Sewer District Formed Jun 06
Fourth Public Meeting Nov 06

Purpose and Project Progress

Review Planning Foundations
* Boundary and Criteria
» Constraints

Review of Preliminary Engineering
Report (PER) Findings
» Brief Process Review
¢ Findings and Recommendations
« Project Funding and Strategy
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quality
» Protection of Lake water quality

| Protect resident’s ability to
cost-effectively replace service

Many existing systems cannot
meet current on-site standards

Standards may become more
stringent
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Growth/yr | Approximate
SCENARIO (%) Population
Current — WB and -- 575
Sheaver’s Districts
Current Planning Area -- 1250
20-year Low Growth — 1.6 1720

matches long term
Lake County growth

20-year High Growth — 4.6 3100
matches recent Bigfork
area growth
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* New surface discharge cannot be
implemented at this time

Lawsuit prevents MDEQ from
issuing new permits until TMDL
allocations resolved

Where would it go? Difficult to site
even when legally possible

« Groundwater discharge possible
but expensive to implement

Requires dozens of acres
Where would it go? Difficult to site
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 Irrigation is possible, but many

hurdles as a single discharge option
Winter storage makes this option
very expensive
Irrigable acreage characteristics do
not fit well into MDEQ reg.
framework
Would rely on leased land

« Partnering with Bigfork offers
flexibility
Existing discharge point — no siting
issues
Adaptable to seasonal irrigation w/o
winter storage requirements
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* Woods Bay area topography
requires many pumping stations
» Many types of collections systems
investigated
Traditional gravity sewers
generally offer best economy

“Alternative” systems may be
implemented selectively based on
final design considerations
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* Woods Bay Location
Highest level of technology must
be employed:
* Lake proximity
* Maximized disposal options
« Smallest practical footprint
Difficult to Site
Requires largest $$ commitment

» Partnering with Bigfork
Economy of scale
Ease of phasing (spread $$ out)
Requires Bigfork’s cooperation
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Task 1 — Review Existing Information and Document
“Need for the Project”

Task 2 — Develop Current & Future Planning Conditions
Task 3 — Evaluate Existing “Facilities”
Task 4 — Identify and Develop Implementation Alternatives

Task 5 — Evaluate Alternatives
- Cost Estimates
- Compare Alternatives
- Funding Source Identification

Task 6 — Environmental Analysis (affect on environment)
Task 7 — Prepare Recommendations and PER Document

Task 8 — Deliver Public Participation/Education Program
Throughout the PER Process

« Recommended collection system
project independent of
treatment/disposal approach

« Recommended treatment/disposal
project must be a viable
combination

« Economies of scale are typically
significant for treatment and
disposal

 Recommended projects should be
phaseable to maximize affordability
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Collection system cost for entire
planning area ~ $12.5 million

Four phases developed - greater or
fewer possible

Sheaver’s Creek & $ 3.6 mil
Woods Bay Districts

Woods Bay Point and $2.4mil
Woods Bay Highway
Woods Bay North and $3.9mil
East

Mauzey Creek area $1.6 mil
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« Woods Bay “Solo” Alternative
« Advanced Mechanical Treatment
¢ Groundwater Discharge
e ~$11.4 mil (w/o cost of land for
effluent disposal)

» Partnership with Bigfork W&S
District
¢ Pumping and Conveyance
« Advanced Mechanical Treatment
« Lake Discharge (develop irrigation)
e Est. $5.5-8.0 mil (dependent on
Bigfork W&S District)
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Total Upper Bounds Population
Project Cost ~ $ 18-20.5 million

Serving a Design Population of 3100
(~ 1400 households)

Equivalent Individual Cost

~$ 12,800-14,600 per household

Compare to a “Level” 2 type on-site
system cost of $15,000-20,000 per
household

» Partnership with Bigfork W&S
District offers many advantages:

Lower total capital cost

Lower initial capital cost

Greatest ability to phase project
Lower operational costs

Fewer environmental and permitting
hurdles

» Disadvantages include:

Potential institutional hurdles
working with an established district
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» Phased Implementation — Phase 1

Collection System in Woods Bay
and Sheaver’s District areas
~$ 3.6 mil
Pumping Station and pipeline to
Bigfork ~ $2.5 mil
Treatment @ Bigfork WWTP
~$1.0-1.5 mil

» Total Phase 1 Capital Cost
~$7.1-7.5 mil

* Implementation Costs of ~20 %
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» Serving ~ 300-350 households
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" e - $750,000 grant w/ 50% match
- Competitive based on “need”
- State Coal Trust Fund Program

- $400,000 grant w/ 25% match
- Competitive based on “need”
- Assists Lower Income Households
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$6 _ Often >$500,000 grant w/ 45% match
- Congressional delegation sponsorship
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* 1

-1 - $100,000 grant with 50% Match
--$. - Competitive — based on protecting
renewable resources

- Loan commitment first, grants possible

" Variable - based on income and rates

- SRF Program - 3.75% for up to 20 years|
- Rural Development — see above
- Open market G.O. or revenue bonds

%

1. Purpose and Project Progress

Review Planning Foundations
* Boundary and Criteria
» Constraints
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Future Actions

Community Wastewater System
Affordability will be Dependent on
Maximizing Grant Funding

» State Grant potential ~$ 2 million
for Phase 1

Federal Grant need is $ 5 million+
for a project to be “affordable”

“Affordable” currently defined as
user rates of $35-45/month —
subject to community approval and
consent
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* Public review/comment on PER

» MDEQ review and approval of PER
 District Organization and

Available on-line and locally
beginning ~ December 12

Cooperation
Informal Discussions with Bigfork
W&S District
Develop Legal Framework for
Districts to Work Together
(Regional Authority)
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 Districts Pursue Funding Strategy

» Community Considers Institutional
Means for Controlling/Directing
Growth w/in Planning Area

 TMDL Phase 2 process (and
beyond) needs resolution in order
to have a framework for Bigfork and
Woods Bay to work together

www.greaterwoodsbay.org

www.yennepoint.org
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