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Feedback from Outreach about Wastewater Facility Planning Areas (FPAs) and
     Designated Management Agencies (DMAs)
Committee Chairman Jim Deaton reviewed the objective of the meeting: to consider feedback received during outreach about the plan update and potential alternatives for FPAs and DMAs; to discuss the resources and planning initiatives of wastewater management agencies; and to revisit alternatives for FPAs and DMAs prior to the public meeting on May 9. He explained that he had travelled around the County over the past several weeks describing the plan update process and the work of the Committee to city councils and town boards, including St. Leon, Greendale, Dillsboro, Aurora, Lawrenceburg, and Moores Hill.  He thanked the members of the Committee for their assistance at the various meetings in which he participated.

Jane Wittke reported to the Committee that she and other OKI staff have also been providing an overview of the Committee’s work to date to various audiences in the County including board members from the Valley Rural Utility Company, the Dearborn County Commissioners, the Dearborn County Chamber of Commerce, the annual dinner of the Dearborn County Soil and Water Conservation District, the Town of West Harrison and the Dearborn County Regional Sewer District Board.  She noted that in response to the second draft of the county map showing wastewater facility planning areas (FPAs) and designated management agencies (DMAs) for them, OKI had received comments or questions about the map from the St. Leon Sewer Board, the Dearborn County Regional Sewer District, the Valley Rural Utility Company, the City of Greendale, and the Dearborn County Plan Commission director, and that it was apparent that there was a lack of consensus about the FPAs and DMAs on the second draft map.

Discussion of Resources and Planning Initiatives of Wastewater Management Agencies    Before the meeting, each agency had been contacted and offered 10-15 minutes to give a presentation and/or to provide summary handouts answering the following questions, with additional questions from the committee if needed:
1) What type of organization do you have under Indiana law? 
2) How is your organization staffed and governed? 
3) How does your organization plan for the next five years?  The next ten? The next 20?
4) How does your organization determine when system expansions or improvements are warranted?
5) What types of funding mechanisms are available to your organization?
6) What types of funding mechanisms have you used for projects and improvements?
7) What are your current rates for residential customers?  For commercial customers? For industrial customers?
8) In the past ten years, what projects has your organization been involved in that address failing on-site wastewater treatment systems, and how many such systems have been taken off-line by your projects?
9) For the next ten years, what projects has your organization committed to that will address failing on-site wastewater treatment systems, and how many such systems will be taken off-line by your projects? 

Mr. Deaton invited each wastewater management agency, starting in the north of the County and going south, to present responses to these questions which had been sent to the group in advance. (NOTE: The written responses provided have been scanned and are available as a separate document entitled Wastewater Management Agency Responses.)

St. Leon
St. Leon submitted a one-page handout answering the questions provided by OKI. Jane Wittke asked if they wanted to describe their planning efforts for 5, 10, and 20- years in additional detail. St. Leon representatives responded that they look at capacity vs. demand.  Their intention to expand capacity up to 1.1 mgd covers a 10-20 year outlook. 

Dearborn County Regional Sewer District (DCRSD)
The DCRSD representative provided a 20-page handout with tabs identifying various attachments.  He expressed concerns with the proposed FPA map, saying that the DCRSD was established to address issues in all the unincorporated areas of the County, and that the map as currently drafted does not include all the area they are best suited to serve. He said they would also be in a position to consider sending wastewater flows from the far western portion of the County to the Sunman plant in Ripley County through an inter-local agreement.  

He stated that the DCRSD wants to address hot spots identified by the health department where on-site treatment systems are failing, and that their approach to planning is to conduct engineering studies to determine how best to address these problems as soon as possible.  They currently have engineering studies for the Lake Dilldear and Guilford areas pending.  DCRSD has access to gaming revenue which gives them maximum flexibility to address problems and opportunities; they have looked at grants but have not to date pursued them because of the conditions that are associated with using them. 

The DCRSD representative said they are able to respond to the needs of areas that have no vote in incorporated areas, and that their board structure includes representatives from unincorporated areas. Their rates vary according to the specific projects they have undertaken.  DCRSD projects primarily have involved installing new sewer lines and connecting them to the existing sewer systems of other providers through interlocal agreements, and DCRSD has no oversight of municipal utility rates. 

Another observation was that the draft FPA boundary map does not always account for gravity constraints, as eastern portions of the area proposed for the Logan Miller Harrison (LMH) Utilities would be difficult to pump to the LMH plant due to a severe elevation drop of approximately 400’. In response to a question about tabs 1-5 in the handout, the DCRSD representative clarified that they are different documents that explain DCRSDs role in sewer treatment in the County.

Jim Deaton noted that while the DCRSD answers to the questions seemed to be addressed or partially addressed in the paper provided, the answers were not identified by the number of the question being answered, and he asked if question #8, about the number of failing on-site systems removed, could be answered.  The reply was that the DCRSD could provide follow-up information to OKI to be shared (which they did after the meeting).    
	
Logan Miller Harrison (LMH) Utilities
Although LMH’s representative was unable to attend the meeting, he had provided a handout answering the questions which was distributed for review.

Valley Rural Utility Company (VRUC)
The VRUC representative did not provide a presentation or a handout, and noted that flows from VRUC’s system are conveyed to Greendale, which in turn conveys them to the South Dearborn Regional Sewer District plant for treatment. The VRUC representative also stated that because VRUC has a large wastewater collection system and will be recognized as a designated management agency (DMA) for wastewater collection in the plan update text, VRUC should also be recognized on the map.  

Greendale
The Greendale representative provided a single copy of a written memorandum to OKI staff. Because Greendale is a board member of the South Dearborn Regional Sewer District (SDRSD) and conveys wastewater flows to the SDRSD plant, the SDRSD report speaks to several of the questions asked.  The Greendale representative expressed concerns about the urban sprawl associated with running sewer lines out to remote places. He commented that he would like to see some “ball park” standards set as countywide sewer rates, thereby preventing any one utility from having an edge. He said that cities can’t use city funds to fix county problems like Guilford, and that the DCRSD should take care of problems outside municipalities.  In addition, he stated that Greendale and other cities have service “infrastructure” in the form of staff and billing functions that the County doesn’t currently have.

Lawrenceburg
Lawrenceburg’s representative noted that Lawrenceburg is part of the South Dearborn Regional Sewer District, and commented that Lawrenceburg just wants to see sewage treated. He used problems in the Manchester area as an example, but said that all hotspots need service as a public health issue.  He said that solving problems should be the focus of the group, not territory issues, and that wastewater should go to wherever it can be treated in the most effective and efficient way. (He did not provide a written summary at the meeting, but sent one to OKI afterward.)




Aurora
Aurora’s representative noted that Aurora is part of the South Dearborn Regional Sewer District.  (While he did not provide a handout at the meeting, he subsequently provided a written summary to OKI staff.)  He stated that since 1997 Aurora has eliminated 300 on-site systems within city limits using revenue-sharing money, and more outside city limits working with the DCRSD.   Expansion of Aurora’s system is basically driven by commercial development. Aurora is currently working on combined sewer overflow (CSO) issues in response to federal mandates.  The cost to address Aurora’s CSOs is $8.5 million, half of which is being requested from Lawrenceburg’s gaming revenues.  Rates are stepped inside and outside City limits and into residential or commercial/industrial rate groups. He stated that Aurora is not interested in providing sewer service where it does not also provide water service.

South Dearborn Regional Sewer District (SDRSD)
The SDRSD representative provided a single copy of a summary addressing the questions to OKI staff.  He stated that the SDRSD is a municipal corporation governed by a nine-member board of directors, which accepts both residential and industrial flow.  The plant is currently implementing a $2.5 million five-year improvement program; sewer system expansions are done by member cities and plant improvements are done by the district. Many sources of funding have been used.  SDRSD does not make any profits, and costs are shared among members.  SDRSD charges wholesale rates to the member cities and has one major commercial customer, Lawrenceburg Distillers.  Because the SDRSD runs the treatment plant, it does not address septic system problems directly as sewer system expansions do.

Moores Hill
The Moores Hill representative did not provide a handout at the meeting, but subsequently provided a written summary to OKI staff. He described Moores Hill as a small system, with three board members and a treatment plant with a capacity of 50,000 gpd.  Because of infiltration and inflow problems with the collection system and associated problems with the treatment plant, Moores Hill has had a sewer ban since 1998.  The collection system was updated in 2001 and a new 200,000 gpd plant is under construction.  The current rate is $54.40.  Because the current treatment plant expansion required a 40-year loan, Moores Hill can’t borrow additional funds for collection system expansion. As they would like to expand to Sparta in order to decommission 167 failing septic tank systems, they are seeking grants.

Dillsboro
The Dillsboro representative did not provide a handout at the meeting, but subsequently provided a written summary to OKI staff. 

Discussion and Wrap-up
In the ensuing discussion, the point was made that existing hotspots are important to consider in providing sewer service, but there is also a need to plan and project where future hotspots are likely to occur. The wastewater management agency representatives attending did not engage in a hands-on session with the work maps provided to revisit draft FPA boundaries and designated management agencies; the observation was made that such determinations are OKI’s responsibility, even if consensus does not exist. As the meeting closed, Jane Wittke asked committee members to help with publicizing the May 9th public meeting as they had previously done with the public meeting at the beginning of the plan update work.
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