NOTICE OF PROJECT PLAN PUBLIC HEARING
New Baltimore CWSRF Project Plan

The City of New Baltimore will hold a public hearing on the proposed 2022 Sanitary Sewer System Improvements
project for the purpose of receiving comments from interested persons. The hearing will be held at 7:00 p.m. on May 24,
2021 at the following location: New Baltimore City Hall, 36535 Green St, New Baltimore, M| 48047

The purpose of the proposed project involves upgrades to the pump stations at Ruedisale St., Ashley St., and Miner St.,
lining aging sanitary pipes to repair cracks, breaks, and encrustation, and installation of clean outs in areas where lining
will be performed.

Project construction will involve:

e Lining 7,656 ft of sanitary pipe by cured in place pipe (CIPP) lining.
Joint repair by lining 170 joints in the sanitary system
Tap repair by lining at 204 taps in the sanitary system.
Manhole lining at 235 sanitary manholes.
Flail cleaning of encrustations at 220 locations within the sanitary pipes.
Installing new pumps and pump smart controls at the Ruedisale pump station
Installing new smart controls at Ashley and Miner St. pump stations
Installation of 650 clean outs at residences in the pipe lining areas

Impacts of the proposed project may include temporary odor from the pipe lining process, residences will be asked not
to use fixtures and appliances such as showers, washing machines and dishwashers that use large amounts of water
during the lining process, and construction noise during pump station upgrades.

The estimated cost to users for the proposed project will be covered by the current sewer rate increase structure over
the 20 year loan period. The current rate increases are as follows: 5.0% from 2021-2028 and then 2.75% from 2029-
2041.

Copies of the plan detailing the proposed project are available for inspection at the following location(s):
Electronically on the City of New Baltimore website
Paper copy at New Baltimore City Hall

Written comments received before the hearing record is closed on May 24, 2021
will receive recorded responses in the final project plan. Written comments should be sent to:

New Baltimore City Hall

Attn: New Baltimore CWSRF Project Plan Comments
36535 Green St.

New Baltimore, M| 48047



Welcome To
».\. gnbmédé /s
T e City O ———
New Baltimore

PROJECT PLAN

March 2021

City of New Baltimore
36535 Green Street
New Baltimore, M| 48047







Contents

SECTION 1 —=THE STUDY AREA ...ttt ctest ettt et et st e e eaeeeree s saeseaaeessesasesnseensseeesansstesasasseennssenns 4
DESCriPtiON Of STUAY ATEE . .couiiiiiiectieeceeeteereeee ettt ettt e e aesbeesee e s et et e sesssans e enesnessetssanseeneas 4
ATT QUUATTIEY & isisivvsssmsssnessasinsiaisrs isiseiaseasss iassnreinsnssnnmsnsersssasessssensranssess sosasense sossesssasesassas soesstass s smonsassssasnses 5
VBRGNS . s conssnsnssssmsssisssussmmmsmasmansans msainesn issisis svanssnaans sesmmanssnsnmemmrs ssamase sxmea smmmmsxsass s ses s sassons somssons assmsae 6
CODEEA] ZOTIES ccvunsvsssvassmsassnsssansansss isssass s5asessvaminiassntns sosonassseansssansbmsis e comsensrass ses neemssass cossns s susmese sesssssmsmreses 7
FlOOAPIGINS . cxvisssssessnsssnsssiusssiiniissrsisssasissosnsnssnnsasnsasnssss sereassssnsesnsnsssns sosssontsasssnton osssssan seasessassstososssessanson 8
MEJOT SUITACE WALEIS ....cviiiiriiiicieiectie ettt et r et et ae st eeesbeestessesasentensessesaeensnsesssssensaesreas 9
Recreational FACIIIES »u. oo comsme oo s i ssnsis samcscmsngiBiinrammesmanensasass sames srmmmasn saosassmmmsmnsoss 10
o] o o]z o] 0 N e 10
SOUISissssemssssosesssmmmssamsosmmmmmsesss s R R R TR S TR A SRR 11
Fauna and Flora — Threatened & Endangered SPECIES ..icccuiiiiiiiinrieiii ettt nnee s 12
2] oo LU TR TSRO, SR, . SRR —— 12
[T o101 = o o O USSR SN 15
ECOnOmit CharaeteriStits .. snmemsrssusmmnes s susss susussssasassssvssssisss bebasissssssusmsnssassss ssriasvasss e 15
R 0 = = ol T =TT i eneeseeseesertnen
Fiscal Sustainability Plan v ,

NEEA FOF ThE PIOJECL ..vvvvveveeeeeeiceeeeecee et eeee e eees e esestee st eseseseeeeeeeaseeeeaeseeneseeensase s seeeeeeaeesssseeeeees 19
COMPIBNCE STATUS sisaiesucssnsuisumsasioiiisssosnsssbsiissss sisinosissssiostiiiiissessnmsnnasrsarsssmasssmsnsoass ssasessrs nnesnesssssssnsanas 19
OFURBTS susvnrs cosssmsvusasaussissusesurssnmnasssssnn st sess ceomyse soess i ¥s fieasTa 600 DD R 4494 49554 65445508 bt nnint snmko s omeshasananns sens 20
Water QUality Problems wuui..cissiviscaissessmmsessrvont s sisssinsssasons soobios s o ois ixess sissssnstnensnasssassnmasssonsadonsss 20
Projected Needs for the NEXt 20 YEAIS. ....ccviiviiiiiiiiciicieeecciee ettt esee e et e sresesaesssaeesssneseesnnneas 20
Future Environment without the Proposed Project.......c.cccceeceuvveeennns B isiasssierssasnsessrresastssasassreRans ke 20

Section 2 - ANalysis Of AlLEINATIVES ........ccieieiieeciee et e ear e sae s sessaae s eaeeseanessens 21
Alternative #1 - NO ACtION AILEIMALIVE...cceciecieiiieieceeeeeeeete ettt et ereeaesteebe et esesae et stennnens 21
Alternative #2 - Optimum Performance of EXisting FacilitieS...........ceeeveeeeeeveeceee et see e 21
Alternative #3 -System REPIaCEMENTS.......c.ciiiieieiccieecie ettt ettt et et es s e s s ne e 22
Water and ENergy EffiCi@NCY .....c..oiviiiiiiie ettt cesreeser e e e e st e essne s eaneneesenes 22
REEIONAl Al BINATIVES 255 i cvvsins s usesvesssvunsevsssasisanisssiosssssvnss sssanss ssonnioss anisssmnsanessessesannssnesssssonsosons 22

Analysis Of PrinCipal AEINAtIVES .....ccccvviiiiii ettt srae e saeerte e e tesreesbeebe s s s resasebebeeennas 23
The Monetary EValuation .........cccocceveeiieccieeececeeece ettt e ettt e e e e e a e e e naas 23
The Environmental EValuation.........ccccceecieiei ettt ettt ebe v snesteennsabereesaeas 25
Implementability and PUblic PArtiCipation ..........ccecveueeeereeeececeeeeeseesesseeeeessssseesssssssssseesesessssssssse seene 26
Technical and Other CoNSIAErations. .......ccuuieiiiriiierie et r e eree s sb s e ennas 26
) AW o {0 1INt~ Y T 27
GrOWEN CAPACIY +eeveerreerieriiiiiiitiitieiteesteeteseteeteste s e e e e estseeseenseeaseen sbessseesseesseensesseensesnsssnesssensesensesens 28
REIADIIIEY -c.osiimsussssmsmisvammersivive svassesssasnss iommainsons sasssas iassosnissmasaissisnens on vanesensansasensvasas vosesssenssnsansonsnsonses 28
Alternative Sites and ROULINGS ....cceeieriieeiiieiiieeeceeece st st e e st e e e e ste s beertesteeeseeaeenneesesensssetsseennsens 28
Green ProjeCt RESEIVE (GPR) ...uuiiccieiieeieeieececiee ettt ceett s cetteeeceteeeeeesteeseesesssesessssessesseseessssansenseessann 28

SECTION 3 - SELECTED ALTERNATIVE....cciiiiiiciieciieceeeesseteeeteeseeessteesseeesstses sesseeesssesssesessesesssesssssnsetensssenns 29
Relevant DESIZN PAramMELErS.......uiccuieieieeecieeecteeeee e ettt e et eeaee e eere e eeenteeeeaeeenassssasesentesenssaeste e neas 29
[ o] [<Tot g 1Y, 1= o SRR 29
(00T o1 g | 1Y = == T o ] £ USROS 29
SENSITIVE FEATUIES ... ittt ettt e e s b e ee s e sabe e e eeaeae e s s saneesss s s aseeesbasanaenan 30




Schedule for Design and CONSIIUCTION.......cc..ivuicuieeietti e eetieeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e eeeee et et eeee st eseeeeseeeaesseseeseennas 30

COST SUTTIITYATY s s vswsissnons s 5553 555795 5244085 5ane s wane s onnssmmessmssesmses sns s an s ose oos e oa e s s semmsna saserionna s vavevues persons mtess 30
AUTHORITY TO IMPLEMENT THE SELECTED ALTERNATIVE ...cviiteiteetecreteceeeee e creeveee e eeevessserenneeas 30
USER COSTS  isveusuumses tvsnin suessescssssmss si5455 63 5aasmss cnsens sassansansrmessssnsesassas sesessssstsostasesssassessnssasss e sarensossisn s snson 31
USEFUIL LIFE: sssssssesssssssunnsvnss sasssisassassns sonnasees sesnsassnsssrssusrsrsranssnessssnessesnsssssa ssensassnsssness omswsas sovsnmsaiissesonses 31
SECTION 4 — EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS ....covteietuietienreeesriesretesseensesssesssessessessesssssssnseens 32
ANALYSIS OF TNE IMPACLS ..ottt ettt et e e e et et e eseeeeeeeeenee et eeseeesaeeeseneeeseaeeeanes 32
DIrECE: IMPACES sxusssonsss suuss ssssswasassomssssssssiossinsssnss simisssmasin s¥asam 44355 45 55 snmssmnmans s e sasass s masseass sosi seomsmss suasasssemmsnss 32
INAIFECE IMPACLS ..cvieiet it cte et ettt ettt ea e e e e te s aeeeeteesseeseeeeseeseesessessessesesaeesa 32
CUMUIATIVE IMPACES .eevieieiee ittt ettt e ae e e e seassaaeens e eeneeneeeasesaeeesneesneesaeeenneseessasneeanen 32
SECTION 5 - MITIGATION .....ooovereeeeeeoeeeeseseseeeesse e eeeeseeessones A 32
SECTION 6 — PUBLIC PARTICIPATION ....utittiieiiiciieieneeesiessisnisisaenseenssasssssneesssesssessssssssesssessssesssesssssssnsnsnnes 33
APPENDICES .....outiiiiiiiitirstte st tteseresseeesete e s ereeesree e neeesaeeesaeeenseessnseeessesenssenn T ——— 34
Appendix A - FEMA Floodplain Maps.........cceeueeeeeeeeeeeerereeeereseeeeessseeseens R 35
Appendix B -New Baltimore Topography ..........ccecuvveveeeicveenecseecesecveseeenas i eessneeareseessannensesesssaas 40
Appendix C- NeW Baltimore SOIlS.......c.ecueieueirieeecctieceee ettt st eaee s st e e sete s e eevesrennneens 41
Appendix D -MSU Threatened and Endangered County Species LiSt.........ccceeerriieiiinnnereruneriereenenne 42
Appendix E — Map of the Sanitary SEWer SYSteM........cccoveeuiiveeeiiieeiceeeeeeeeeee e e 45
Appendix F - NPDES Permit and New Baltimore’s Water Treatment Plant REport........ccceevevevveenee. 47
Appendix G — Charts from Infiltration and Inflow Study by Pump Station........c..ceeeveveveveeecceneeenne. 71
Appendix H — Pipe Inspection Data — FUll CritiCal LiSt..........coeeveeeiiiirinneieieeees e ceeeeee et ese e s 80
Appendix | — Green Project Reserve — I/1 Explanation and Calculations ...........cccceeeevueveeeeeneernereneene. 84
AppendiX J = ProfECEIMAP ..c...iiloiiiniisimiimisiesirisisiisissiiisess oot sitss soss sosnrsnessrssassasesssnsssnessnnssssorssnnesss 92
AppPendixX K — Price REFEIENCES ......ccceiiieeciiieiiticies ettt ettt e e st e et eeaeeneeaessaessbsresnneens 93
Appendix L — Product Life Expectancy DOCUMENTAtIoN .......ccceeveeieeiiveeeeiiteceee e e et eee et eeenne 99




SECTION 1 - THE STUDY AREA

Description of Study Area

New Baltimore was first incorporated in 1867 as a village and then became a city in 1931. It is located
on the northern coastline of Lake St. Clair in Macomb County. The City has a total area of 6.73 square
miles, with 4.61 square miles being land. As of the last census, New Baltimore had 12,084 people which
makes up 1.4% of the population of Macomb County. The average household size is 2.55 persons per
residence.

Most of the City is zoned single family residential, with industrial and commercial areas. New
Baltimore’s sanitary sewer system extends throughout the city limits with all parcels having access to

increases, New Baltimore has made it a priority to address mumupal i lty concerns before foreseen
and unforeseen failures occur.

The oldest areas of the City’s sanitary sewer system are around 56 years old. Over the past half century
many residential subdivisions throughout the City were built, and the system 'hésf;ex_panded to reach
those developments. Nine pump stations were constructed and all but five rema'ih.,i:nr their original
condition with minimal repairs. No major replacements have been done to the collection system, only
spot repairs as needed. The City is outlined in Figure 1-1 below.

Figure 1-1 — Study Area — City of New Baltimore




Based on the National Register of Historic Place’s database there are no historical buildings within the
study area. The New Baltimore Historic Society notes the following locations as historical structures
within the City (although they do not have official historical registration) and the locations are noted in
Figure 1-2.

e New Baltimore Creamery Company (now a residential duplex), 50890/50898 Atwood St.
o City Garage/Library, 51160 Washington St.

e The Town Pump, 51110 Bedford St.

e Baker Building, 51005 Washington St.

e Grand Pacific House, 51065 Washington St. v

e Red Ribbon Hall/Kleehammer’s Saloon/Christie Funeral Home, 36310 Main St.

INEVY BALTIMORE CREAMERY COMPANY
(CURRENT RESIDENTIAL DUFLEX)
30870/50898 ATWOOD ST.

FUNERAL HO
36310 MAIN ST.

g

Figure 1-2 — Possible Historical Sites in New Baltimore

Air Quality

New Haven, Michigan is the nearest city to New Baltimore with air quality monitoring. New Haven is
located approximately 5 miles northwest of New Baltimore. Based on the 2018-2020 of air quality
reports on Particulate Matter 2.5 micrometers or less (PM,;) and Ozone (0s), the area shows normal
levels of both pollutants. Sulfur Dioxide (SO,) is not reported. The following tables show the percentage
of days New Haven levels of PM, s and Os fell within each air quality category between the years of 2018
to 2020.




Table 1-1 — Air Quality Report for TM2sand Oz

AQl Category Index Values Percentage of Days
Good 0-50 85%

Moderate 51-100 13%

Unhealthy for Sensitive Groups 101-150 2%

Unhealthy 151-200 0%

The proposed projects funded by this loan will not add to air pollutants. There are no known future
developments within the city’s industrial areas that will affect the air quality in this area.

Wetlands
There are wetland areas scattered around New Baltimore as on the National Wetland Inventory
(U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service). Almost all the sewer system adjacent to roadways, although some
wetlands do extend to some roads or lies next to them. In general we ands are not an ideal location for
their placement due to the water levels and unsupportive soils. Figure 1-3 shows the locations of the
wetlands. The light green areas denote freshwater emergent wetlands, the green denotes freshwater
forested/shrub wetlands, and the blues are freshwater pond or riverine areas.

Lake St. Clair

Potential
Wetlands
0 1.000 2,000 City of New Baltimore
i e e Macomb County, Michigan

Figure 1-3- Wetland Areas in New Baltimore




Coastal Zones

Although New Baltimore lies on the northwest coast of Lake St. Clair and therefore within a coastal
zone, it is not an area of concern per EGLE. Properties along the coast mostly consist of single family
residents. There is also a city beach and park, a marina, and the City’s Water Department. Lake St. Clair
is part of the Lake Erie basin and is heavily used by people for all sorts of water activities. Millions of
people on both the U.S. and Canadian sides rely on this lake for drinking water.

Macomb County

Chesterfield Township, T3N R14E

Harrison Township and Mt. Clemens, T2N R14E
Clinton Township, T2N R13E, T2N R14E

St. Clair Shores, T2N R13E, T1IN R13E

Lake Township, T1N R13E

The heavy red line is the Coastal Zone Management Boundary
The red hatched area is the Coastal Zone Management Area.
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Floodplains

The south and southeast areas of New Baltimore along the coast are all within the 100 year floodplain of
Lake St. Clair. Recently FEMA has updated these areas to include wind and wave action, increasing the
floodplain elevation. The coastal floodplain elevation varies throughout the waterfront across the City
as well as the distance it travels inland. The floodplain along the Lake is Zoned AE and VE, with a 1%
annual change of flooding and a base flood elevation. There is also a federally regulated floodplain
along the Crapaud Creek, which a county drain under the jurisdiction of Macomb County. Figure 1-5
shows the overall floodplain for the City and FEMA floodplain maps can be found in Appendix A.
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Major Surface Waters
Lake St. Clair and several county drains are the major surface waters of the City of New Baltimore. Lake

St. Clair lies between the St. Clair River and the Detroit River which flows to Lake Erie. Crapaud Creek
Marsac Drain and the Vandevenne Drain are county drains used to transport water that sheds off the
roads and fields to outlets at the Lake. The drains are under the jurisdiction of the Macomb County
Public Works Department. Figure 1-6 is a clip from the New Baltimore County Drain Map by the County
Public Works Dept. showing the Lake and the drains. For a more detailed image see the FEMA

Floodplain maps in Appendix A.
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Figure 1-6 - Clip of the New Baltimore Drain Map




Recreational Facilities

New Baltimore has four recreational areas within the City limits. Festival Park, Maynard “Red” Aurand
Memorial Park, Ruedisale Point Park and Walter and Mary Burke Park (also known as Downtown
Waterfront Park). The recreational facilities include sport fields, walking paths, pavilions, playgrounds,
skate parks, sledding hills, a beach, and dock with waterfront fishing. Maynard “Red” Aurand Memorial
Park and Walter and Mary Burke Park have restrooms connected to the City’s sanitary sewer system.
Beyond the City Parks there is also a privately owned golf course, Cedar Glen Golf Course, at the north
end of New Baltimore. Figure 1-7 shows the locations of these recreational facilities.
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Figure 1-7 — New Baltimore Recreational Areas

Topography

The general topography of the City is a north to south slope towards the Lake. There is approximately
24 feet of fall in about 2 miles from north end limits of 25 Mile Road to the Lake. From west to east the
land is relatively flat, the elevation not changing much more than 10 feet in about 1.75 miles. The clip

below in Figure 1-8 shows the typical topography sloping towards the lake within the study area. A
larger map can be found in Appendix B.
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Figure 1.8 Clip of Study Area’s Typical Topography

Soils ,
There are 27 separate soils found in New Baltimore. Much of the area is composed of é}éy and loam.
The main soils found are Toledo Silty Clay Loam (Ts), Selfridge Loamy Sand (SdA), the Allendale-
Lenawee-Toledo Complex (AtA), and Oakville Fine Sand (OaB). These four soils make up almost 70% of
the land. Except for the Oakville Fine Sand, the rest have a soil group rating of C/D, which is categorized
as slow infiltration rates. Group C consists mainly of soils having a layer that impedes the downward
movement of water and therefore has a slow rate of water transmission. Group D consists mainly of
clays with a high water table and a slow rate of water transmission. Soils like these that are assigned a
dual hydrologic group, such as C/D, are assigned the first group, C, for the drained areas, and the
second, D, for the undrained areas. The remaining 30% of the land consists of the soils with the same
characteristics mostly having a hydrological group rating of C/D. The detailed soil report can be found in
Appendix C.

AlA Allendale-Lenawee zomplex, 0-3% slope

1| AsB Pipestana sand, fris Huran Lake Pisin, 0 3% siope
AtA Allendale-Lenawee-Taledo complex, G-3% slopes
AuB Plpestane sand. loamy substratum, 0-6% slepe
Ox Bravert Seifridge Complax
DI3 Del Rey loam, 2-5% slope
| B OmA Del Rey-Metamora sandy loems, 0-2% slope
T71 temast Udorehents and Udipsamments, neariy lavel 1o hilly
! Fuh Fulton loam, 0-2% slope
] Gm Granby toamy fina sand
"7 LoA Larty cemplex, O 3% slope
Bl 10 Leroswee silly clay lonm, 0:1% siope
B8 (A Latty camplex. 0-3% slopes
Bl reA Metamora fine sand loam, 0-2% slope
T MnB \atea wand, 2-6% tope
U0 NeA Nappinee loam. 0-2% slope

| NeB Nappanee ciay laam, 2 6% slope
Bl 028 Oskelile fine sand, 0-5% slcpe
Bl oks Oakvilie fine sand, loamy substratum, 0-5% slope

$a Sanitary lana fll

T sca selfrldge fne s3nd, 0-2% slopes

| 598 Selfildge fine sand, 2-G% slopes
Bl s Timakwa muck
T 1o Toledo siity clay lozm
B 2 Toledo slity clay loam
| W ister
71 WdA Wainola-Deford fine sangs, 0-2% slopes
B zrs3bA Ziegentuss clay, 0-1% slopes

Lake St. Clair

-
wepsler i
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Figure 1-9 New Baltimore Soil Map
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Fauna and Flora - Threatened & Endangered Species

According to the Midwest Region of the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, the principal federal agency
responsible for conserving, protecting, and enhancing fish, wildlife, and plants and their habitats, the
following are threatened or endangered species that may be located within the study area.

Mammals — The Indian Bat (E) and the Northern Long Eared Bat (T) are found in habitats that includes
small to medium river and stream corridors and well developed woods within 1 to 3 miles of the river or
stream and upland forests during the summer month. The bats hibernate in caves and mines located
elsewhere in the colder months.

Birds — Three birds with potential to be found in New Baltimore are on the threatened and endangered
list. The Piping Plover (E) can be found in beaches along the shbrél'ines of the Great Lakes and the Rufa
Red Knot (T) is a bird that habitats in coastal areas and large wetland complexes. The Whooping Crane
is not listed as endangered or threatened in Michigan, but it is on the list as.a “nonessential
experimental population” and has the potential to reside in the open wetlavn'ds:pr the lakeshore within
the City.

Reptiles — The Eastern Massasauga (T), locally known as the Michigan Rattlesnake, have been found in
various wetland habitats and hibernate below the frostline on the edges of wetlands or.in areas with a
high water table.

Clams — Two endangered clam species have the potential to reside in the waters of New Baltimore. The
Rayed Bean’s habitat is the larger rivers of the southeastern Michigan. The Snuffbox mussel can be
found in small to medium size creeks (and some larger rivers) in areas with a swift current.

Plants — The Eastern Prairie Fringed Orchid plant likes to live in mesic to wet prairies and meadows and
has the possibility to live in the wetter areas of the City.

Habitats - There are no New Baltimore locations considered critical habitats, which are habitats that
contain features essential to the conservation of an endangered or threatened species.

While there are no threatened or endangered species that definitively live in the New Baltimore
proposed project locations, the City will abide by any restrictions necessary to protect the species, such
as limiting construction times or construction activities. Michigan State University has a comprehensive
inventory for all species on the Threatened and Endangered list that have appeared anywhere in the
County. This list can be found in Appendix D.

Land Use

The most prominent land use in the City of New Baltimore is residential. The highest densities are
located near the downtown and waterfront and the subdivisions located north and near the City
borders. The following table shows how the City is allocated.

12




Table 1-2 — Land Use in the New Baltimore

Land Use Percentage of City
Single Family Residential 47.7%
Multi-Family Residential 3.6%
Commercial 10%
Industrial 3%
Community Facilities 14%
Undeveloped 22%

Most of the City is zoned for single family residential homes. There are commercial and industrial areas
on and just off State Route M-29, locally known as Green Street,jwhvic_h is the major east/west
thoroughfare through the City. The waterfront is mainly zoned‘siﬁgle family residential or waterfront
residential. Community Facilities include all city owned property, such as the City Hall, all parks, a
cemetery, post office, etc. There are significant portions remaining undeveloped. Many of these areas
are qualified wetlands which can be seen on Figure 1-2. Figure 10 shoWS‘h'ow New Baltimore is
currently zoned. -

!

| Vacant

|  Single Family Residenual
I | Multiple Famlly

B n ‘ 3
Bl commarcial
Lake St. Clair £ tndustaal
Public/Park/Conservallan
{1 <ity of New Baltimare
| ] couny Line

giffelszs Existing Land
< ebster Use - 2016
2 10 1000:2,00 City of New Baltimore
byt edvom vy gl el Macomb County, Michigan

Figure 1-10 —New Baltimore Land Use Map

New Baltimore specifies future goals for all types of land in their Master Plan. For the residential areas,
the City wishes to support a homeowner-oriented community, support a variety of housing types
including multi-family, duplexes, condominiums, apartments, and senior housing. The City encourages
the preservation of historic residential structures and promotes high quality, visually appealing
residential developments.

The City plans to restore and enhance the Central Business District and promote a broad mixture of
appropriate Downtown uses, like retail, office, entertainment, municipal and residential to strengthen
the image of an “active place”. The City intends to create physical connections of the Central Business
District and create more parking for convenience to those utilizing the businesses Downtown.
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The goals for the Commercial Areas reside mainly along the M-29 corridor. The plans include
redevelopment along M-29 with uses that are appropriate for the General Commercial District,
encouraging high-quality developments, improving the aesthetics and safety of the corridor, and
focusing commercial activities along the corridor.

Industrial area goals are to encourage the attraction and expansion of industries to fill the industrial
park and develop policies that encourage industrial uses in appropriate locations while protecting
adjacent communities and preventing potential conflicts.

The City plans to provide more recreation opportunities for the residents and visitors in their
recreational areas. Encouraging healthy lifestyles, promoting environmental stewardship, and
supporting economic developments, such as festivals and spec:al vents, are also objectives for these
recreational areas. - :

The City’s ambitions for their thoroughfa res are to establish a priority syStem of street improvements,
residential streets and provide safe and efficient traffic flow. The City encouragesit(b:e development of
non-motorized paths and linkages to regional path systems and encourage public transportation use.

Preserving the existing wetland and hydrological system is also a priority for the City as well as
supporting the preservation of the natural features at County Line Woods areas through preservation of
sensitive land development of a passive park. The City will continue to include environmental
considerations in the development process.
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Figure 1-11 — New Baltimore Future Land Use
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Population

Based on the 2019 U.S. Census estimate the population in New Baltimore is 12,347 and the population
of the study area. Very few residents in the City are seasonal residents and therefore there are minimal
seasonal fluctuations in the sanitary system. SEMCOG projects the City’s population will increase over
the next 20+ years by 5.9%. Projecting thatin 5, 10 and 20 year increments the population is estimated
at 12,529, 12,711, and 13,075, respectively. This is lower than the estimated populations increase of
Macomb County, which is 6.9%. The area will remain a desirable location especially for recreational lake
users.

Economic Characteristics

New Baltimore is a small city of less than 20,000 people. It has some commercial and industrial zones,
proportionate to its size. All the commercial and industrial businesses are on the considered small
enterprises and there are no major employers such as a large wholesaler or utility company.

Economically, New Baltimore lies above the average for Macomb County. The median household
income is $77,730 with 6.2% of persons below the poverty line. (American Community Survey, 2015-
2019). 63.1% of the City’s citizens aged 16 years and above are employed.

The expected growth within the City remains the same as it has developed over the last several decades.
New small industrial and commercial business are anticipated to open in those regions zoned as such.
There is also a potential for residential subdivision development in the north and eastern parts of the
City. Itis estimated that the growth will remain slow and steady over the next decades.

Existing Facilities

The New Baltimore Sanitary System serves the entire limits of the City, with a current year round
population of 12,347 people. The City’s sanitary sewer system has about 134,630 feet of pipe and 9
pump stations around the City. The collector pipes range from 8 inch to 32 inch diameters with
materials of clay, reinforced concrete, and truss pipe. The City has its own Wastewater Treatment Plant.
Table 1-3 shows a general inventory of the system. A map of the system can be found in Appendix E.
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Table 1-3— Sanitary System General Asset Inventory

Asset Capacity/Quantity | Material

Ruedisale Pump Station and appurtenances 350 GPM Varies

Walpole Pump Station and appurtenances 650 GPM Varies

Miner Pump Station and appurtenances 150 GPM Varies

Ashley Street Pump Station and appurtenances 500 GPM Varies

St. Clair Drive Pump Station and appurtenances 200 GPM Varies

25 Mile Road Pump Station and appurtenances 150 GPM Varies

Washington Street Pump Station and appurtenances 400 GPM Varies

24 Mile Road Pump Station and appurtenances 90 GPM Varies

Bal Clair Pump Station and appurtenances 1,100 GPM Varies

4” Forcemain and appurtenances 10,174 Ductile Iron

8" Forcemain and appurtenances 3,860 HDPE

Sewer 8" 30,740 Clay

Sewer 8" 733 Reinforced Concrete
Sewer 8” 11,944 Truss Pipe

Sewer 10" 5,635 Clay

Sewer 10" 4,646 Reinforced Concrete
Sewer 10" 51,696 Truss Pipe

Sewer 12" 1,890 Clay

Sewer 12" 6,820 Reinforced Concrete
Sewer 12" 661 Truss Pipe

Sewer 15" 530 Reinforced Concrete
Sewer 18” 66 Steel

Sewer 24" 4,402 Reinforced Concrete
Sewer 27" 834 Reinforced Concrete
Sewer 32" 98 Reinforced Concrete
Sanitary Structures 1031 Varies

The wastewater treatment plant has a capacity of 1.75 million gallons per day (MGD). The system
currently manages a peak flow of 1 MGD in dry weather and 1.64 MGD in wet weather. There are no
combined sewers remaining within the City.

Most of the sanitary collection system was videoed, reviewed, and categorized. Many areas showed age
and signs of structural defects. From the information uncovered from the study, the City set priorities

for improvements.

The pump station locations can be found on Table 1-4 and shown on Figure 1-12.
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Figure 1-12 — Pump Station Locations
Table 1-4 — Pump Station Locations

Pump Station Location Year of operation
Ruedisale St. 42.684194, -82.709163 2009
Walpole St. 42.683997, -82.715921 2009
Miner St. 42.683648, -82.721950 2009
Ashley St. 42.681056, -82.729199 2009
St. Clair Dr. 42.694466, -82.746548 1995
25 Mile Rd. 42.705339, -82.748597 1995
Washington St. 42.698046, -82.760384 2009
24 Mile Rd. 42.690708, -82.758456 1995
Bal Clair 42.674084, -82.742276 2009

Ruedisale Street is near the southeast limits of the City. The street dead ends at the water and the
pump station lies near the end. The station has two pumps, both with a capacity of 350 GPM, with level
alarms in a wet well and no backup power. The station pumps into a 6” forcemain out to Main Street.

Walpole Street is to the west of Ruedisale Street and dead ends at the water with the pump station
located near the end. The station has two pumps, both with a capacity of 650 GPM, wet well, level
alarms and no back up power. The station pumps to an 8” forcemain out to Main Street.

Miner Street is about four blocks to the west of Walpole Street. Miner dead ends at the water where
the pump station is located. The station has two pumps, both with a capacity of 150 GPM, wet well,
level alarms and no back up power. It pumps to a 4” forcemain that flows north to Main Street.

Ashley Street is just under a half mile west from Miner Street. The street dead ends at the water where
the pump station is located. The pump station has two pumps, both with capacities of 500 GPM. The
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station is in a wet well with level alarms and no back up power. The pump sends flow to a 6” forcemain
that goes out to Main Street sewer.

St. Clair Drive lies in the middle of the City and the pump station is located on the north side of the road,
near the Brook Court intersection. The station is a wet well containing two pumps, both with a capacity
of 200 GPM and pumps to a 4” forcemain out to the Washington Street sewer. The station has level
alarms and no back up power.

25 Mile Road is the north limit of the City. The pump station is located on the south side of the road
near the Danielle Street intersection. The station has two pumps, both with a capacity of 150 GPM,
within a wet well with level alarms and no back up power. It pumps to a 4” forcemain that pumps out to
the sewer west along 25 Mile Rd.

Washington Street run north/south through the middle of the City. The pump station is located on the
west side of Washington near the Avondale Dr. intersection, on the north end of the City. The station is
in a wet well with two pumps, both with a capacity of 400 GPM. It operates with level alarms and has
no back up power. The station pumps to an 8” forcemain that travels south down Washington.

The 24 Mile Road Pump Station is located on the north side of the road near the Huntly Avenue
intersection, close to the west City limits. The pump station was rehabilitated recent years. The station
has 2 pumps within a wet well, both capacities of 90 GPM, with operating level alarms. It pumps to a 4”
forcemain that travels south down Huntly Ave. There is no back up power.

Bal Clair Street is on the southwest end of the City near the Lake. The pump station is located on the
west end of the road. The station underwent electrical upgrades in 2017. It has three pumps, all with
the capacity of 1100 GPM. All of the sewage flow from the roads along the water eventually make it to
this station where it’s pumps to a 10” forcemain that goes west and north directly to the water
treatment plant.

Except for Bal Clair none of the pump stations has back up power. All the pumps are operated with a
high and low level alarms using floats and relays. The pump stations require an active human response
when there are high water levels. The operators must bypass the station and manually pump the
overflows into a downstream structure whenever there is a heavy rain event.

The existing treatment plant is located on Cricklewood Boulevard on the west side of the City. The plant
treats an average of 1.3 MGD of wastewater from all areas of the City. The plant was first constructed
as trickling filter plant in 1961. In 1980 the plant was expanded and changed to the rotating biological
contractor (RBC) treatment. The plant system changed again with a rehabilitation in 2010 to an
extended aeration system. The treatment plant is under a NPDES permit to discharge to nearby
Crapaud Creek.

Fiscal Sustainability Plan

New Baltimore will not be requiring SRF funds to complete an asset management plan of the sewer
system. The City was awarded a SAW grant in 2017 which was used to assess the existing infrastructure
and create an asset management plan, completed in 2020. The following table was taken from the 2020
Wastewater Asset Management Grant Final Report for the City’s SAW Grant. Table 1-5 shows the total
of the sanitary sewer repairs that are required. In determining these quantities, the sewers were
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videoed and reviewed for damages ranging from cracks to breaks. The National Association of Sewer
Service Companies’ (NASSCO) LOF ratings were used during the assessment.

Table 1-5 — Summary of Sanitary Sewer Repairs Required (2020 Wastewater Asset Management Grant
Final Report)

# of Pipe #of T- LF of CIPP | # of Pipe Total # of Total LF of
Flailings Lining lining Patch Laterals Pipeline
Required Required Required Required Assessed Assessed
366 266 14,939 292 2,378 120,436

Also, part of the 2017 SAW Grant, areas of the system were estimated.for the consequences of their
failure. The failure of a portion of the wastewater system can lead to severe consequences for the
residents and the environment. A 1-5+ numeral rating system was used to show the level of damage
that can be caused by system faults, with a rating of 6 being considered the most crucial items. Table 1-
6 below shows where the system is the vulnerable.

Table 1-6 — Consequence of Failure Ratings for the Sanitary System

Quantity Description Cousequence of Failure |
9 Pump Stations raE een N

132759 ft | Force Maw Lines T

63532 ft | Pipe Along the Lake Sawr Clair (gomng a‘ .

under canals)

6529 ft | Pipe Crossing under County Lme Rd

10,388 6 ft | Pipc Leadmg 1o Waste Water Treaunent

Faciluty (Interceptor) o
32694 ft | Pipe On Huatley (From 24 Mile Pump s
Station force mam. gomg to interceptor)
6.886.4ft | Pipe on Counry Lmne Rd 5
14.918.2 fi | Pipe Along Major Roads (Mam St and 23 §
MileRd)
51124 ft. | Pipe on Base St 4
49282 ft | Pipe on Washineton St. 4
7.130.1 ft gg.m?upc either on or South of 23 Mile 4

Need for the Project

Compliance Status

New Baltimore has the authorization to discharge under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System with permit No. M10023680. The New Baltimore Wastewater Treatment Plant discharges into
the Crapaud Creek in accordance with effluent limitations and monitoring requirements. The current
permit expires on October 1, 2024. The City monitors the flow throughout the year and tests for the
following parameters: total suspended solids, biochemical oxygen demand, nitrogen, selenium, fecal
coliform bacteria, and phosphorus. The permit and the City’s report for February 2021 can be found in
Appendix F. The report shows the City followed the permit limits. The following Table shows the
treatment plant’s effluent amounts versus the permitting limits.
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Table 1-7 New Baltimore Wastewater Treatment Plant Effluent Quantities vs. Permitting Limits, 2020

Parameter New Baltimore Effluent Permitting Limits
CBODs 41 Ibs 160 lbs
TSS 102 lbs 350 Ibs
Nitrogen 0.20 Ibs 67 lbs
Selenium 0.007 Ibs 0.07 lbs
Fecal Coliform Bacteria 40.4 cts/100 ml 200 cts/100 ml
Phosphorus 6 lbs 15 Ibs
Orders

New Baltimore is not currently under any court orders, federal or state enforcement orders or
administrative consent orders. F

Water Quality Problems

Sanitary service is available throughout the entire City of New Baltimore. There.is one residential
property that is not serviced by the sewer and has remained on a septic system and there have been no
known water quality issues with that septic system.

Projected Needs for the Next 20 Years

Based on the projected population estimation for the City the population will be 13,075 people by 2041.
This will increase the residential waste flow by 72,800 GPD dispersed throughout the city. The growth
will not be limited to one sanitary district and so does not warrant an increase in the size of the sanitary
sewer pipes, the wastewater treatment plant, or the sewer pumps, but it will require upgrades and
repair. The proposed project activities will prepare the system for any minor influxes because it will in
reduce the inflow and infiltration of the system. Upgrades to the pumps stations will result in more
efficient movement of the wastewater and less energy consumption.

Regional areas of possible development are within the industrial zone, specifically Industrial Drive on the
west end of the City where there are a few vacant lots still available. The sanitary sewer on this road
was designed with the intention of all parcels developed with industrial businesses.

Most of the undeveloped areas fall within residential zoning and have the potential for future suburban
development. However, many of the undeveloped areas are regulated wetlands, which limits potential
development in these areas.

Future Environment without the Proposed Project

Sanitary sewers in many areas of New Baltimore are beyond their life expectancy. The pipes are
degrading generating cracks and breaks leading to infiltration problems. Many of the pumps are
underperforming. The issues with the system are causing the City to use more energy and more staff
hours to maintain. It has caused inconvenience to residents and will become too costly to not address.
As the sewer system gets older, deterioration will occur more rapidly. Without repairs and
rehabilitation, the City can expect more infiltration and inflow. New Baltimore can expect to pay more
in maintenance and energy and unnecessarily treating storm water. Pumps that are underperforming
due to age will be under more stress with any population growth or extreme weather patterns and
create more strain on any downstream pump stations. Failure of the pumps create potential for
backups and overflows in that sanitary sewer district.
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The pump stations nearest to the lake experience a major influx of flow with any heavy rain events. The
lakeshore is the lowest lying area, and being the earliest developed area of the City, it has the oldest
pipes. Besides any increases in the flow due to rainwater from the surface or the lake, the cracks in the
aging pipes are letting in a lot of water.

Along with those foreseeable issues there can be issues with neighboring infrastructure. As the pipes
degrade and fail, they create erosion issues around the break, which can lead to sinkholes. This puts
other utilities in jeopardy such as the adjacent roads.

Section 2 - Analysis of Alternatives

The City of New Baltimore and their consultants have considered options to address the existing and
future concerns of the system. Many factors have gone into considering all possibilities such as level of
priority, likelihood of failure, criticality of failure, safety to citizens, impacts to the area, cost
effectiveness, efficiency of choice, feasibility of choice, citizen’s concerns, and seasonal concerns.

Alternative #1 - No Action Alternative

Keeping the system as it is with continued maintenance and spot repairs as needed was:an option
considered. This is how the City has typically been preserving the collection system for decades and
there has been a noted increase in the problems that arise as the system ages. The age and condition of
the system in certain areas suggest that it is at or beyond its life expectancy. And with any growth the
system will be operating beyond capacity. As the foreseeable problems that may arise, many potentially
disastrous to residences and the environment, the City will have to make emergency repairs at those
locations.

Alternative #2 - Optimum Performance of Existing Facilities

The existing facilities were evaluated to determine how they could better function without major
construction and cost. Lining the interior of the pipes can be useful in eliminating the cracks and
repairing damages which cause infiltration problems. Cured-in-place-pipe-lining (CIPP) is one such
process considered a viable option. CIPP starts with placing a flexible liner into the existing sewer.
Steam or hot water is forced into the liner pushing the liner tightly against the existing sewer walls. The
liner material cures with the heat and creates a'new pipe within the existing pipes. After the lining is
cured, the existing lateral services are cut out of the lining using a robotic cutter. This can be a desirable
option because it is generally less costly and takes less time than a full replacement and causes little
disruption to the surrounding areas and traffic when sewers lie within road rights-of-way. However,
pipe lining cannot correct issues caused by severely damaged pipes. Joints and taps with showing
problems will also be lined and pipes will be lined where there is heavy encrustation.

The pump stations are 11 to 26 years old. Several have undergone full or partial rehabilitation, but
others are not keeping up with the current wastewater flow. To keep the existing pumps stations and
increase their performance would require upgrading certain features. The replacement of certain
pumps, controls can upgrade the station and increase the life expectancy of the whole the station.
During the system evaluation, it was determined that the replacement of the pumps at the Ruedisal
station and the controls at the Ashley and Miner pump stations would result in the most efficient use of
funds. The pumps at Ruedisal are past their life, wore out and not keeping up with the flow. The
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controls at Ashley and Miner are outdated and cannot perform the more useful tasks of modern pump
controllers.

Alternative #3 -System Replacements

A full rehabilitation of the seven pump stations (that have not already been updated) and the
replacement of 7,656 feet of the most severely damaged sewer would result in the reduction of
wastewater, more efficient use of energy, and an increase in the life expectancy of the system.

The rehabilitation of the pump stations would include two new pumps, new inlet, connection plate,
surge protection, power supply, pump controller, level sensing probe, and control panels.

Pipe rehabilitation includes the removal of the critical pipes and replacing them with High Density
Polyurethane (HDPE) pipe in the same size of the previous pipe. This:-would include excavation of the
existing pipe, placement of bedding and new pipe along with new m"anythle structures as needed.
Beyond the replacement of the pipe, it would be necessary to restore pavement, driveways, sidewalks,
landscaping, utilities, and trees that are disturbed by the construction. -

Water and Energy Efficiency

The No Action Alternative (#1) is the least efficient of the choices. The current sanifa'r,y,sewer system is
both water and energy ineffective. The undersized pumps work overtime to move the wastewater
through the system and often gets inundated. These outdated pumps are using 50% more energy than
a new energy efficient pump.

Treating extraneous flow from infiltration and inflow (I/1) is ineffective and:costly. It is estimated that
40% of wastewater entering the treatment plant consists of I/l. New Baltimore incurs all the costs of the
treating this stormwater. The I/l deprives the pipe system of valuable capacity and overwhelms the
pumps.

Optimizing the existing system, Alternative #2, would result in a reduction of I/l and would be an
improvement of the water efficiency of the existing system. Lining the pipe could result in an estimated
40% reduction of the wastewater going to the treatment plant. The replacement of the pumps at the
Ruedisal pump station will cause a 50% energy reduction and the replacement of the pump controls at
Miner and Ashley stations will show a 30% drop in energy usage based on case studies from the
manufacturer.

Alternative #3, Full System Rehabilitation, has the same results as alternative #2 in improving efficiency.
It would result in the removal of 40% of inflow and infiltration. The energy saved on using this option is
estimated around 50% at each of the stations rehabilitated but is also the most costly option.

Regional Alternatives

The sanitary collection system has been inspected and it is typically the earlier developed areas of New
Baltimore that have the oldest sanitary sewers. It has been found in these areas that the pipes show
more deterioration, with more cracks, breaks and bad connections compared to newer areas. The
pumps stations in need of upgrades and the pipes that need the most repair reside mainly in the
southern area of New Baltimore, the neighborhoods along the waterfront.
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Because of its proximity to the lake, this area was settled first. When New Baltimore decided to
construct a wastewater collection system in the 1960s, this was, and remains, the most densely
populated area. It is because of the issues with the old pipes that these areas are high on the priority list
for repairs.

Analysis of Principal Alternatives

The Monetary Evaluation

This evaluation compares the alternatives through the 20 year loan period. Table 2-1 summarizes the
monetary differences in the alternatives.

Alternative #1 — No Action
A. Sunk Cost
a. Project Plan Preparation Cost
i. New Baltimore: SO
b. Outstanding Bond Debt
i. New Baltimore: 2007 CWSRF $ 9,380,163
c. Existing Facilities Cost (capital existing):

i. New Baltimore: -
$120,400/year Repair (2032-2036) & $250,000/year Répair (2037-on)
$13,333 x 3 = Oxidation Ditch Crack repair
$50,000 = Old Facility demolition
$12,000 x 5 = Roof Replacement
$25,000 (every 5 years for GBT belt replacement)
$15,000,000 (Upgrades to WWTP in 2032)
$191,500 (Headworks Surge Well rehab)
$65,000 x 3 = UV Major Replacement
$64,000 = Clarifier Valve Replacement
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B. " Present Worth
a. New Baltimore Sewer System (project area only): SO
C. Salvage Value
a. New Baltimore Sewer System: 20 year monetary evaluation: SO
Escalation: Energy Cost escalation is the only one, published by the EPA or based on historic data
E. Interest During Construction: Interest rates are exceptionally low now, and alternatives would
all use a SRF loan with 20 year term at 1.875% for New Baltimore. In incurred during the loan
period: SO
F. Mitigation Costs: Flooding Mitigation Costs
a. Existing Mitigation: pumping at Bal Clair and Ruedisale Park flooding: varies.
b. Post Construction Mitigation: no mitigation is needed.
G. User Cost: Revenue / # customers.
a. $1,678,080/4820 REUs = $348 annually
H. Delivery Method.
a. There is no project for this Alternative.
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Alternative #2 — Optimum Performance of Existing Facilities
I.  Sunk Cost
a. Project Plan Preparation Cost
i. New Baltimore: $70,433.00
b. Outstanding Bond Debt
i. New Baltimore: 2007 CWSRF $ 9,380,163.00
c. Existing Facilities Cost (capital existing):
i. New Baltimore:
$120,400/year Repair (2032-2036) & $250,000/year Repair (2037-on)
$13,333 x 3 = Oxidation Ditch Crack repair
$50,000 = Old Facility demolition
$12,000 x 5 = Roof Replacement
$25,000 (every 5 years for GBT belt replacement)
$15,000,000 (Upgrades to WWTP in 2032)
$191,500 (Headworks Surge Well rehab)
$65,000 x 3 = UV Major Replacement
$64,000 = Clarifier Valve Replacement
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J.  Present Worth
d. New Baltimore Sewer System (project area only): $4,400,000
K. Salvage Value
e. New Baltimore Sewer System: 20 year monetary evaluation: $2,515,306
L. Escalation: Energy Cost escalation is the only one, published by the EPA or based on historic data
M. Interest During Construction: Interest rates are exceptionally low now, and alternatives would
all use a SRF loan with 20 year term at 1.875% for New Baltimore. In incurred during the loan
period: $1,554,377.
N. Mitigation Costs: Flooding Mitigation Costs
f. Existing Mitigation: pumping at Bal Clair and Ruedisale Park flooding: varies.
g. Post Construction Mitigation: no mitigation is needed.
O. User Cost: Revenue / # customers.
h. $1,678,080/4820 REUs = $348 annually
P. Delivery Method.
i. The traditional Desigzn-Bid—BuiId project delivery method will be used.
Alternative #3 — System Replacemént
Q. Sunk Cost
a. Project Plan Preparation Cost
i. New Baltimore: $70,433.00
b. Outstanding Bond Debt
i. New Baltimore: 2007 CWSRF $ 9,380,163.00
c. Existing Facilities Cost (capital existing):
i. New Baltimore:
1. $120,400/year Repair (2032-2036) & $250,000/year Repair (2037-on)
2. $13,333 x 3 = Oxidation Ditch Crack repair
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$50,000 = Old Facility demolition

$12,000 x 5 = Roof Replacement

$25,000 (every 5 years for GBT belt replacement)
$15,000,000 (Upgrades to WWTP in 2032)
$191,500 (Headworks Surge Well rehab)

$65,000 x 3 = UV Major Replacement

$64,000 = Clarifier Valve Replacement
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R. Present Worth rE
d. New Baltimore Sewer System (project area only): V51:5,760,584
S. Salvage Value
e. New Baltimore Sewer System: 20 year monetary evaluation: $11,447,762
T. Escalation: Energy Cost escalation is the only one, p'l]blished by the EPA or based on historic data
U. Interest During Construction: Interest rates are exceptionally low now, and alternatives would
all use a SRF loan with 20 year term at 1.875% for New Baltimore. In incurred during the loan
period: $5,567,401.
V. Mitigation Costs: Flooding Mitigation Costs :
f. Existing Mitigation: pumping at Bal Clair and Ruedisale Park flooding: varies.
g. Post Construction Mitigation: no mitigation is needed.
W. User Cost: Revenue / # customers.
h. $1,678,080/4820 REUs = $348 annually
X. Delivery Method.
i. The traditional Design-Bid-Build project delivery method will be used.

Table 2-1 — Alternatives Monetary Evaluation Summary

Alternative Present Interest Slavage Lifespan of
Sunk Costs £
# Worth Incured Value Project (yr)
1 $26,892,663 S0 S0 S0 0
$26,963,096 | 54,400,000 $1,554,377 52,515,306 49
3 $26,963,096 | 515,760,584 | $5,567,401 | $11,447,762 75

The Environmental Evaluation

All the alternatives are expected to result in minimal or no impact. Alternative #3 is the only option
using open trench construction and therefore creates the most physical disturbance. The following
table summarizes the environmental impacts using a numbered scale, 0-5, where 0 equals no impact
and 5 is substantial impact.

Table 2-2 — Environmental Impacts per Alternative

Impacts
N
2 Q (¢J P S N & &
6?\\\ B Qé? QP & o & & ai-‘O & &@Q °§.° d)éﬁ <
& & Cx £ A & ¥ & | & R & R
S & S QS & | | < & |@ ¥ @
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1] 0
0 0 2 2 2 1 0 [ 2 0 1
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Alternative #2 will have very minimal earth disturbance. The project lies within the coastal zone,
floodplains, and will cross county drains (surface waters), therefore there is the potential for some
impact with Alternative #3. If any threatened or endangered flora and fauna reside in the area, there is
a possibility of its disturbance, but there will be no tree removal and no open trench construction
through open water.

Implementability and Public Participation

The public will have 30 days to review a draft of this project review and will have the opportunity to
discuss the proposed activities and any concerns during that period. After the 30 days a public hearing
will be held where any interested party can address their questions and assert any concerns. A detailed
explanation of the hearing will be recorded within this project plan.

Technical and Other Considerations

Infiltration and Inflow (1/1) Removal

An evaluation of I/l in the existing sanitary system was performed throughout 2019 and 2020. Flow
reports from pump stations were studied, and the weather was tracked. One rain event that happened
in January 2020 was evaluated across all the pump station. The dry monthly average flow, the
calculated base flow and the actual reading for that day were compared. The following table shows the
elevated flows on January 11, 2020 for each of the pump stations.

Table 2-3—- New Baltimore Pump Station I&I Study for January 11, 2020

Pump Station Dry Month Average | Calc Base Flow | Flow Reading Difference

24 Mile Rd. Pump Sta. 31,702 31,335 55,094 74% increase
25 Mile Rd. Pump Sta. 10,761 10,130 21,980 104% increase
Ashley Pump Sta. 75,858 62,197 436,560 475% increase
Bal Clair Pump Sta. 359,681 352,222 482,500 34% increase
Miner Pump Sta. 20,523 24,266 209,116 919% increase
Ruedisale Pump Sta. 19,129 16,963 222,950 1066% increase
St. Clair Dr. Pump Sta. 39,986 25,916 76,800 92% increase
Walpole Pump Sta. 52,500 : 43,586 864,000 1545% increase
Washington Pump Sta. 66,678 84,342 197,550 196% increase

On January 11, 2020, a heavy rainfall event occurred in the City of New Baltimore. 1.89 inches of rain
fell between 8:00am and 5:00pm with the heaviest amounts around noon. All pump stations had
increased flow readings, anywhere from 34% to 1,545% increase over the dry monthly average. It
should be noted that the pump stations reading the highest amounts over the dry monthly average are
also the pump stations that are located closest to the lakeshore. Charts from the I/1 study for each
pump station across 2019 and 2020 can be found in Appendix G.

Beyond reviewing pump station flows, videos of the system were studied to quantify and localize the
most severely damaged pipes and connections that would resultin I/ . Approximately 121,600 linear
feet of pipe were videoed, reviewed, and rated for level of failure. A critical list was compiled that
included the segment of pipes with the worst rating, i.e., the segments near or past failure. While pipes
with lower failure ratings still have potential for inflow and infiltration, the worst pipes have multiple
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areas of cracks, broken pipes, damage from tree roots and intruding taps. Some of the most critical
pipes can be found on Table 2-3.

Structural Integrity

The structural integrity of New Baltimore’s sanitary sewer systems varies. Some sections of the system
have been replaced, repaired, or updated as recently as last year. However, there are many areas of the
system where the pipes, pump stations and manholes are aging and deteriorating. Most of these areas
coincided with the earliest developed locations of the City. The aging segments of the system are
mainly near the water or off Ashley Road. The most critical areas have been the priority and can be seen
on the project map in Appendix J.

The sewer collection system was videoed, reviewed, and rated based on National Association of Sewer
Service Companies (NASSCO) pipeline assessment certification program. The critical list from the study
is shown in Table 2-4. These pipe segments have been found to have multiple cracks, deposit
encrustation, and tree root damage. .

NASSCO Rating Definitions
e 5:Pipe has failed or will likely fail within 5 years.
e 4: Pipe will probably fail in 5-10 years.
e 3: Pipe may fail in 10-20 years.
e 2:Pipe unlikely to fail for at least 20 years.
e 1: Failure unlikely in foreseeable future.

Table 2-4 — Pipe Critical List

PIPE LOF
u/s #OF | #OF | #O0F | Tot # OF | DIA
MH FLAIL | LATS |T/L | LF JPR | (in) OTHER REMARKS
W-29-5 0 11 7 340.3 4 10 MULTIPLE CRACKS >5
MH1135 0 16 7 |3348]| 3 8 DAE AND SOME CRACKS >5
MH1315 0 2 0 |2366| 6 8 LINE PIPE- MSA @ 237 #5
MH1129 0 7 7 2564 | 2 8 CRACKS AND DAE >5
HEAVY DAE CRACKS >5
MH1239 | 17 9 6 |2944| 3 8 GREASE ID
>5
MH1316 7 11 4 269 1 8 DAE AND GREASE
MH1383 4 6 0 2601 0 8 DAE >5
MH1132 2 13 6 |3576| O 8 DAE >5
MH1317 4 7 2 |298.7| 3 8 DAE/CRACKS >5
M41-7 3 12 4 4432 | O 8 MULTIPLE CRACKS >5
W-29-4 1 12 4 |295.1| O 10 | MSA ROOT BALL >5
Table Legend:
FLAIL = areas of DAE to be removed DAE = Deposit Attached Encrustation
LATS = Laterals MSA = Survey Abandoned due to
T/L=Tee liners needed for damaged laterals obstruction
JPR = Joint Point Repairs ID = Infiltration dripper
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There is currently approximately 3,400 linear feet of pipe surpassing the critical rating based on NASSCO
rating system. The full inventory of New Baltimore’s pipes and their ratings can be found in Appendix H.
From this information the City prioritizes projects to repair or replace pipe segments in the system.

Growth Capacity

The estimate growth of New Baltimore is a 5.9% increase over the next 20 years based on SEMCOG
assessments. Assuming that projection is correct, the population will increase about 728 people by
2041. The growth will likely develop in the central and northern areas of the City where there is more
undeveloped land. This estimate does not warrant increases in the wastewater treatment plant or the
collection system. However, maintaining the existing system will be especially important to keep all
areas working at their optimum capability through any developments. Alternative #1, the no action
alternative, will not maintain the system. Alternative #2 will provide a solution though at least the next
48.8 years and can help prepare for future city growth. Alternative #3 Wl” prowde a longer term
solution and will also help prepare for future city growth. :

Reliability

The reliability of the system depends on the maintaining the system so that it contmues to service the
residents of the City at or above its current level of service. Preventing the failures of pump stations and
the collection pipes is important for this utility’s constant service and to prevent backups causing the
release of raw sewage into home and environment. Alternative #1 will not extend or establish more
reliability within the system. Alternative #2 will extend the life of the sewers and upgrades to struggling
pump stations will create a more reliable system. The life expectancy of lining the pipe is approximately
50 years and the life expectancy of the proposed pump rehabilitation is 15 years, for a weighted average
of 48.8 years. The HDPE pipe proposed in Alternative #3 is often estimated to a 50 year life span, but
many studies show they can last up to 100 years under good conditions. The pump stations will have
the same 15 years life span as Alternative #2.

Alternative Sites and Routings
The City’s priority is to repair the existing issues plaguing the sanitary sewer system. Because no new
facilities are being considered there are no alternative sites or routing considered.

Green Project Reserve (GPR)

Clean water is consuming capacity in:the City’s sanitary sewer system, causing sewer backups which
release raw sewage into homes and the environment. This, in turn, creates health and safety issues that
can be costly to resolve. Additionally, clear water that reaches the wastewater treatment plant is
treated unnecessarily. This increases the cost and energy of treatment, reduces the life of the
equipment, and may unnecessarily necessitate a plant expansion. Through estimating the sanitary base
flow, and determining an illicit connection flow using flow reading, drawdowns, and pump cycles it was
determined that Alternatives 2 & 3 will reduce the amount of I/l into the system by 40%. With a 40%
decrease in sewage that needs to be treated, the reduction of I/I into the system will, in turn, reduce
energy usage by the same amount. Replacements of pumps and controls have shown an energy
reduction of 30% at the pump stations. Explanation and calculations of the I/l reduction can be found in
Appendix H.
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SECTION 3 - SELECTED ALTERNATIVE

Relevant Design Parameters

Alternative #2 has been determined to be the most productive and efficient solution to the existing
concerns of the City’s sanitary sewer system. A list of the proposed projects activities and locations are
below and can be seen on the project map.

Pump Upgrades
Three pump stations will undergo upgrades.

Reuisale St. Pump Station —

Remove pumps and replace with (2) Flygt Concertors, Dry-pit submersible sewage pumps,
includes concertor technology, with suction and discharge and 50 ft. motor and sensor cables.
Pumps equipped with seal fail/high temp cables.

Remove existing controls and replace with Multismart pump controller with all modules
enabled. -

Ashley St. Pump Station — B
Remove existing controls and replace with Flygt Multismart pump controller'with all modules
enabled. '

Miner Pump Station —
Remove existing controls and replace with Flygt Multismart pump controller with all modules
enabled.

Lining Existing Sewer
The lining of the existing sewer will consist of several different activities.
= Lining 7,656 linear feet of existing sewer with a non-woven felt fabric using the CIPP
method.
= Joint repair of 170 linear feet (5 feet/joint) using the same material and method of the
pipe lining.
= Manbhole lining for 235 manholes
= Tap lining of 204 taps using the same material and method of the pipe lining.
* Flail cleaning of 220 locations due to encrustation caused by mineral buildup.
=  Placement of 650 lateral clean outs for residents without them in the lining areas.

Project Map
A detailed map of the locations of the pipe lining and pump rehabilitation is shown on the project map
in Appendix J.

Controlling Factors

New Baltimore’s main priority for their sanitary sewer system is to address problems caused by the
existing system in the most productive and cost efficient ways possible. New Baltimore uses budgeting
software specific to municipal utilities. Loan amounts were evaluated throughout the 20 year loan
period along with facility costs and revenue to determine the amount that City could manage.
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Sensitive Features

There are wetlands, floodplains, and potential threatened or endangered species within our study area.
The projects proposed have little to no earth distance that would impact any of these features. No new
facilities are proposed, and the proposed projects do not require excavation.

Schedule for Design and Construction
The following is a tentative schedule for the milestones of the projects.
= Project Design: July 2021 — November 2021
= Bid Advertisement: November 2021
= Bid Opening: January 2022
= Project Construction Start: April 2022
= Substantial Completion: December 2022
= Project Final Completion: July 2023

Cost Summary
The following is a summary of the estimated costs for construction and associated work for the
proposed project. -
Pump Station Rehabilitation

= Engineering/Design: $8,000

= Contract Administration: $2,000

= Construction: $135,000

= |nspection: $5,000

= Total for pump station improvements: $150,000
Lining Sanitary Pipe

= Engineering/Design: $125,000

= Contract Administration: $50,000

= Pipe Lining: $160/linear foot = $1,500,576

= Joint Repair: $5,000/each = $968,660

= Manhole lining: $2,000/MH = $576,925.00

= Tap Lining: $5,000/each = $1,243,788

= Flail Cleaning: $545/location = $121,660

= Lateral clean outs: $715/clean out = $464,750

= Inspection: $75,000

* Total for all pipe lining: $4,250,000
Total estimate for all work and associated costs: $4,400,000

Prices were determined through quotes from suppliers and inquiries to contractors and review of similar
projects. In some cases, the prices were updated due to inflation or changing market prices. The price
references can be found in Appendix K.

AUTHORITY TO IMPLEMENT THE SELECTED ALTERNATIVE

The City of New Baltimore owns and operates the entire sanitary sewer system within the City. The
Department of Public Services operates the system, and the Wastewater Treatment Department
operates the Plant. The sewer system was built and maintained by the City since the 1960s. The DPS
and the WWTP operates under meticulous budgets that are regularly reviewed and updated.
Inventories and assessments are periodically updated to maintain the City’s plans for the facilities. The
system operates within the requirement set forth by State and Federal standards and permitting limits.
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USER COSTS

The total residential equivalent users (REUs) for the entire sanitary sewer system is 4,820. The term
“residential equivalent user” or REU is used for calculating fees. One REU is equal to one single-family
dwelling. A single family dwelling has 2.55 people (American Community Survey, 2019), on average and
the typical person creates 100 gallons/day of sewage. Therefore, in New Baltimore, one REU uses 255
gallons/day.

The current costs and revenue breakdown of the Department of the Public Service (2021) are as follows:

e Operating Expenses (staff wages, health insurance facility maintenance, etc.): $1,812,823
e Capital Improvements (new equipment, meter replacement etc) $475,333

e Current Debt: $1,173,356

e Total Costs: $3,460,341

e Sale of Sewer Service: 51,678,080

e Operating (tap charges, service fees, etc..): $1,246,500

e Non-Operating Revenue (incurred interest, equipment rental, etc.): $99;§56
e Developer Contribution: $23,268

e Total Revenue: $3,047,204

The CWSRF loan amount for the proposed project is $4,400,000 over a 20 year period. The loan will be
partially paid back through increases in the current rate structure. The approved rate structure is annual
increases of 5% for 7 years (starting 2021) and then 2.75% for the years after. A single family unit (1
REU) pays about $348/year in sewer charges.

The cost of the loan with interest = $4,400,000 + $882,160 (1.88% interest)/20 years = $264,108/year

1 REU will increase to $365.40 next year. In 20 years, 1 REU will pay about $658.55 annually. This cost
multiplied across the City will bring in $1,576,221 of revenue over the next 20 years. Payments on the
existing debt will conclude in 2029. That money and the rate increases will cover the loan payments.

USEFUL LIFE

The project has two components with different life expectancies. If the pumps are properly sized and
appropriately maintained the life span of a pump station is typically 15 years before the pump will need
to be replaced. The pump stations appurtenances, such as the controllers and floats have a longer life
span, but for the sake of evaluation, 15 years will be used. Tests have shown that the life expectancy of
the CIPP lining for the sewer is 50 years in pipes that were cured in place as far back as the 1970s. With
the advancement of materials, CIPP lining can be expected to last over 50 years. The weighted life
expectancy of the project as whole can be seen below.

Weighted Useful Life (WUL) = Pump WUL + Pipe Lining WUL

Pump WUL = $150,000 x 15 years = 0.5 years
$4,400,000
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Pipe Lining WUL = $4,250,000 x 50 years =48.3 years
$4,400,000

Total Weighted Useful Life = 48.8 years

The lifespans were determined by researching case studies, supplier’s and manufacturer’s
documentation and industry standards. Some of these references can be found in Appendix L.

SECTION 4 - EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Analysis of the Impacts

Direct Impacts
There will be minimal impacts due to construction.

Lining of the sewer will create noise from the machines. There is also a potential odor from the
chemical use in the liner resin that may smell like plastic or glue. It is suggested-that residents fill any
floor drains or sinks with a small amount of water to prevent odors and cover floor drains and open
windows if the odor is already in the residence. Residents will be asked to refrain from using any
fixtures and appliances that use large amounts of water, such as showers, baths, washing machines and
dishwasher while the pipe is being relined. This is because the services will be blocked until the lateral
connections are opened to the new lining. Residents will still be able to flush toilets and wash hands.
Traffic will be minimally impacted where the lining contractor needs to set up within the road rights of
way. If this is necessary on streets with steady traffic, a traffic regulator will be onsite to direct vehicles.
Because there will be no earth disturbance with sewer lining sensitive features such as floodplains,
wetlands, stream crossings, and shorelines will not be impacted. Potential habitats of threatened or
endangered species will also not be impacted.

Changes to the pump stations will only cause a little noise while the work is being performed. There will
be no impacts to drain usage and with the locations of the pump stations away from the major roads,
there will be no traffic impacts. As with the lining there is no earth disturbance so there will be no
impact to floodplains or shorelines. There are no wetlands or stream crossings at the pump station
locations. No threatened or endangered species’ habitat will be affected.

Indirect Impacts :
The proposed project does not change the sanitary sewer system, nor will it bring on changes in land
use, air or water quality, aesthetics, or increase in resource consumption.

Cumulative Impacts
The only impacts brought on by this project are direct impacts that will only occur during construction.
These projects will not create further impacts over time.

SECTION 5 - MITIGATION

Mitigation was not considered because the project’s impacts are minimal and temporary.
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SECTION 6 - PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

[To be written after public hearing.]
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CITY OF NEW BALTIMORE

CLEAN WATER STATE REVOLVING FUND LOAN APPLICATION

PROJECT PLAN

APPENDICES
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Appendix A - FEMA Floodplain Maps
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Appendix A (cont.) - FEMA Floodplain Maps
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Appendix A (cont.) - FEMA Floodplain Maps
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Appendix A (cont.) - FEMA Floodplain Maps
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Appendix A (cont.) - FEMA Floodplain Maps
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Appendix D -MSU Threatened and Endangered County Species List

a/8/2021 County Element Data - Michigan Natural Features Inventory

P

Michigan Natural F ntory
MSU Extension
County Element Data

The lists include all elements (species and natural communities) for which locations have been recorded in MNFI's database for each county. Information
from the database cannot provide a definitive statement on the presence, absence, or condition of the natural features in any given locality, since much
of the state has not been specifically or thoroughly surveyed for their occurrence and the conditions at previously surveyed sites are constantly
changing. The County Elements Lists should be used as a reference of which natural features currently or historically were recorded in the county and
should be considered when developing land use plans. Included in the list is scientific name, common name, element type, federal status, and state
status for each element.

Choose a county

Macomb County Code Defintions
Last
Federal State Global State Occurrences Observed
Beientific Nams Common Name Status Status Rank Rank in County in County
Acipenser fulvescens Lake sturgeon T G3G4 852 [] 2001
Agdlinis galtingen Gattinger's gerardia E G4 81 1 1914
Alasmidonta marginata Elktoe 8C G4 832 7 2001
Algsmidonta viridis Slippershell T G4AGS S253 14 2007
Ammocrypla pellucida Eastern sand darter T G4 S182 1 1994
Asdlepias sullivantii Sullivant's milkweed T Gh 852 1 2017
Asio otus Long-eared owl I G5 S1 1 1970
Boechera Missouri rock-cress
p i 5GC G5 S2 1 1914
Bombus aunicomus ::ck and gold bumble sc G5 2 1 1937
Bombus borselis Northem amber
bumble bee 86 o W T 1.8
Bombus pensylvanicus American bumble bee 8C G3G4 s1 3 1957
Bombus temicola ;I:iow banded bumble sC Gacd 5253 1 1929
Bolaurus lentiginosus American bittem SG G5 53 1 2004
Buteo lineatus Red-shouldered hawk I Ga S4 1 1974
Cambarus robustus Big water crayfish [G &8 S22 8 2015
Cardamine maxima Large wothwort I [ S152 1 2003
Carex davisii Davis's sedge fie] G4 83 1 2003
Carex lupulformis False hop sedge I &4 |2 3 2012
Carox richardsonii Richardson's sedge foled G s394 2 2018
Chlidonias niger Black tern SG G4GH S2 1 1981
hitps:#/mnfi.anr.msu.edw/i fcounty-el t-data 113
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Appendix D (cont.) - MSU Threatened and Endangered County Species List

2/8/2021 County Element Data - Michigan Netural Features Inventory
Last

Federal Stete Global State QOccurrences Observed

Sclentific Name Common Name Status Status Rank Rank In County In County
Circus hudsonius Northem harrier SG GE 4 1 1974
Cirsium hillii Hill's thistle 8G G2 -} 1 1896
Clemmys gutiata Spotted turtle I GR 2 3 1981
Conioselinum chinense  Hemlock-parsley SC G5 SNR 11850
Cyclonaias tuberculata Purple wartyback I G S2 1 1833
Epioblasma triquetra Snuffoox IL.E E G3 S182 4 1977
+alco persgnnus Peregrine taicon 13 [T 2} 3
Faxonius immunis Calico crayfish SG 11 S4 2 2015
Fraxinus profunda Pumpkin ash i i B4 82 2 2004
Galsaris spectabilis Showy orchis I GR S2 3 1919
Galiinula galeata Common gallinule I Ga S3 1 2016
Gentiana puberulenta Downy gentian E G4GR 81 1 1848
S:;:zﬁa Stiff gentian I G5 s2 1 1823
sme‘;p::mm Purple false oats - Gies  SNB PE—
et = = -
Hieracium paniculatum Panicled hawkweed I Ga S2 1 1843
Hiodon fergisus Mooneye b ¥ ¢ s1 3 2018
Hydrastis canadensis Goldenseal I GIG4 22 1 1891
SIS :;;y:my:l I G5 s2 8 201
Lasmigona compressa Creek heelsplitter SG jc1 N 3 2011
Lagmigona cosfata Flutedshell i G2 SN 4 2011
Ligumia nasuta Eastem pondmussel E G4 82 4 1840
Ligumia recta Black sandshell E G4GR 812 5 2011
Lithobates palustris Pickerel frog SG GR S84 1 1996
oo ks sc G5 s1 1 1978

Mesodon mitchellianus Sealed globelet SC G4 SNR 1

Mimulus alatus " Winged monkey flower X GE 81 1 1816
Nicrophorus Acen g LE X 3 sH 1 193
Notropis anogenus Pugnose shiner E G2 S182 1 1894
Noturus mivrus Brindled madtom SG GR S 5 1898
Obovaria olivaria Hickorynut E Q4 S 2 2008

hitps//mnfi.anrmsu.edu/resources/county-element-data
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County Element Data - Michigan Natural Features Inventory

Appendix D (cont.) - MSU Threatened and Endangered County Species List

Federal State Global State Occurrences ::ornd

Seientific Name Common Name Status Status Rank Rank in County in County
Obovaria subrolunda Round hickorynut E G4 S1 7 2017
Qxyloma peoriense Depressed ambersnail SC G4GA SNR 1

Panax quingusfolius Ginseng I G3G4 8253 1 1843
Pandion haliastus Osprey 5G G 54 3 2017
Pantherophis gloydi Eastern fox snake I Gl 82 2 1991
Percina copelandi Channel darter E &4 1 6 2017
Percina shumardi River darter E Gh S1 1 1998
Flantago cordata Heart-leaved plantain E 4 s1 1 1843
Platanthera cifaris 2:::; :; !:Ibw. E G s12 1 1923
Pleurobema sintoxia Round pigtoe G G4Ga 83 10 2007
Potamilus slatus Pink heelsplitter SG G SNR 2 2011
Protonolaria citrea Prothonotary warbler SGC G S3 1 2003
Ptyc_hobt-amhus Kidney shell sc 4G 2 7 2011
Quercus shumardii Shumard's oak fied G v 3 2005
Rallus elegans King rail E G4 82 1 1986
Rorippa aquatica Lake cress T &42 52 2 1900
Silphium integrifolium Rosinweed I GA 52 1 2005
Sistrurus calenalus Eastern massasauga T io] fex] S8 1 2013
Sporobolus heterolepis Prairie dropseed oied Ga 53 1 1978
Stema forsteri Forsters tern I Ga 52 2 2007
Stema hirundo Common tem T ) 52 1 1962
Toxolasma parvum Lilliput E Ga a1 1 1933
Trichophorum clnfonii Clinton's bulrush 8G G4 853 1 1847
Truncilla truncala Deertoe fled Ga 5253 1 1936
Villosa fabelis Rayed bean i3 E G2 2182 2 1935
Villosa iris ' Rainbow |G Gh b ] 17 2018
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Appendix F - NPDES Permit and New Baltimore’s Water Treatment Plant
Report

PERMIT NO. MI0023680

STATE OF-MI(
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT, GREAT LAKES,
AND ENERGY

AUTHORIZATION TO DISCHARGE UNDER THE
NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM

In compliance with the provisions of the federal Clean Water Act (federal Water Pollution Control Act, 33 U.S.C.,
Section 1251 et seq., as amended); Part 31, Water Resources Protection, of the Natural Resources and
Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 451, as amended (NREPA); Part 41, Sewerage Systems, of the
NREPA; and Michigan Executive Order 2019-06,

City of New Baltimore
36535 Green Street
New Baltimore, Ml 48047

is authorized to discharge from the New Baltimore Wastewater Treatment Plant located at

35319 Cricklewood Boulevard
New Baltimore, M| 48047

designated as New Baltimore WWTP

to the receiving water named Crapaud Creek in accordance with effluent limitations, monitoring requirements,
and other conditions set forth in this permit.

This permit is based on a complete application submitted on March 16, 2019, as amended through
April 1, 2019.

This permit takes effect on DRAFT. The provisions of this permit are severable. After notice and
opportunity for a hearing, this permit may be modified, suspended, or revoked in whole or in part during its term
in accordance with applicable laws and rules. On its effective date, this permit shall supersede National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit No. MI0023680 (expiring October 1, 2019).

This permit and the authorization to discharge shall expire at midnight on October 1, 2024. In order to receive
authorization to discharge beyond the date of expiration, the permittee shall submit an application that contains
such information, forms, and fees as are required by the Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes,
and Energy (Department) by April 4, 2024.

Issued DRAFT

Christine Alexander, Manager
Permits Section
Water Resources Division
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Appendix F (cont.)- NPDES Permit and New Baltimore’s Water
Treatment Plant Report

PERMIT NO. MI0O023680 Page 2 of 37

PERMIT FEE REQUIREMENTS

In accordance with Section 324.3120 of the NREPA, the permittee shall make payment of an annual permit fee
to the Department for each October 1 the permit is in effect regardless of occurrence of discharge. The
permittee shall submit the fee in response to the Department's annual notice. Payment may be made
electronically via the Department's MiWaters system. The MiWaters website is located at
https:/miwaters.deq.state.mi.us. Payment shall be submitted or postmarked by January 15 for notices mailed
by December 1. Payment shall be submitted or postmarked no later than 45 days after receiving the notice for
notices mailed after December 1.

Annual Permit Fee Classification: Municipal Major, less than 10 MGD (Individual Permit)

In accordance with Section 324.3132 of the NREPA, the permittee shall make payment of an annual biosolids
land application fee to the Department if the permittee land applies biosolids. The permittee shall submit the fee
in response to the Department's annual notice. Payment may be made electronically via the Department’s
MiWaters system. The MiWaters website is located at https://miwaters.deq.state.mi.us. Payment shall be
submitted or postmarked no later than January 31 of each year for notices mailed by December 15. Payment
shall be submitted or postmarked no later than 45 days after receiving the notice for notices mailed after
December 15.

CONTACT INFORMATION

Unless specified otherwise, all contact with the Department required by this permit shall be made to the Warren
District Office of the Water Resources Division. The Warren District Office is located at 27700 Donald Court,
Warren, MI 48092-2793, Telephone: 586-753-3700, Fax: 586-751-4690.

CONTESTED CASE INFORMATION

Any person who is aggrieved by this permit may file a sworn petition with the Michigan Administrative Hearing
System within the Michigan Department of Licensing and Regulatory Affairs, c/o the Michigan Department of
Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy, setting forth the conditions of the permit which are being challenged
and specifying the grounds for the challenge. The Department of Licensing and Regulatory Affairs may reject
any petition filed more than 60 days after issuance as being untimely.
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Appendix F (cont.)- NPDES Permit and New Baltimore’s Water
Treatment Plant Report

PERMIT NO. MI0023680 Page 3 of 37
PART I

Section A. Limitations and Monitoring Requirements

1. Final Effluent Limitations, Monitoring Point 001A

During the period beginning on the effective date of this permit and lasting until the expiration date of this permit,
the permittee is authorized to discharge treated municipal wastewater from Monitoring Point 001A through
Outfall 001. Outfall 001 discharges to Crapaud Creek at Latitude 42.67716, Longitude -82.74438. Such
discharge shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified below.

Maximum Limits for Maximum Limits for
Quantity or Loading Quality or Concentration Monitoring Sample
Parameter Monthly i Units | Monthly |7-Day| Daily | Units |Frequency _Type
Flow (report) MGD -- - - == Daily Report Total
Daily Flow
Carbonaceous Biochemical Oxygen Demand (CBODs)
May — November 58 150 |(report)|lbs/day 4 - 10 mg/l  |5x Weekly [24-Hr Composite
December — April 160 230 |(report)|{Ibs/day 11 - 16 mg/l  |5x Weekly [24-Hr Composite
Total Suspended Solids (TSS)
May — November 290 440 |(report)|Ibs/day 20 30 |(report)] mo/l  |5x Weekly |24-Hr Composite
December — April 350 520 |(report)|lbs/day 24 36 |(report)] mg/l  |5x Weekly [24-Hr Composite
Ammonia Nitrogen (as N)
May — November 73 29 |(report)|Ibs/day 0.5 20 mg/l  |5x Weekly [24-Hr Composite
December — March 67 |(report)|lbs/day -- 4.6 mg/l  [5x Weekly [24-Hr Composite
April 50 |(report)|lbs/day - — | 34 mg/l  |5x Weekly |24-Hr Composite
Total Selenium 0.07 --- |(report)|Ibs/day 50 - |(report) ugfl Monthly 24-Hr Composite
Fecal Coliform Bacteria - - - 200 400 |(report)|cts/100 ml{5x Weekly |Grab
Available Cyanide 0.08 -— |(report)|Ibs/day 5.2 -~ |(report) ugh  |Quarterly |[Grab
Total Phosphorus (as P) 15 -~ |(report)|los/day 1.0 — |(report)] mg/l  [Sx Weekly |24-Hr Composite
Seasonal Seasonal
Average Average
May — September 12 -~ |lbs/day 0.8 - - mg/l  [Annually  [Calculation
Monthly Monthly
Total Mercury
Corrected (report) -~ |(report)|lbs/day| (report) -~ |(report) ngl  |Quarterly |Calculation
Uncorrected - - - -— - - |(report)l ng/l  |Quarterly |Grab
Field Duplicate --- -— --- --- - -~ |(report)] ngf |Quarterly |Grab
Field Blank - - - - - |(report)] ng/ |Quarterly [Preparation
IB_;datr\]c;(ratory Method - - = |report)l - n9h oy arterly  |Preparation
12-Month 12-Month
Rolling Avg Rolling Avq
ITotal Mercury 0.000029 | --- - |lbs/day 20 | - - ngl  |Quarterly [Calculation




Appendix F (cont.)- NPDES Permit and New Baltimore’s Water
Treatment Plant Report

PERMIT NO. MI0023680 Page 4 of 37

PARTI

Section A. Limitations and Monitoring Requirements

Minimum Maximum Monitoring Sample
Parameter Daily Daily Units |Frequency Type
pH 6.5 -1 90 S.U. [5x Weekly |Grab
Dissolved Oxygen
April — November --- - 6.0 --- mg/l  [5x Weekly |Grab
December — March - 5.0 --- mg/l  [5x Weekly [Crab

The following design flow was used in determining the above limitations, but is not to be considered a limitation
or actual capacity: 1.75 MGD.

a. Narrative Standard
The receiving water shall contain no turbidity, color, oil films, floating solids, foams, settleable solids, or
deposits as a result of this discharge in unnatural quantities which are or may become injurious to any
designated use.

b. Sampling Locations
Samples for CBODs, TSS, Ammonia Nitrogen (as N), Total Selenium, Total Phosphorus (as P), and
Total Mercury shall be taken prior to disinfection. Samples for Fecal Coliform Bacteria, Available
Cyanide, pH, and Dissolved Oxygen shall be taken after disinfection. The Department may approve
alternate sampling locations that are demonstrated by the permittee to be representative of the effluent.

(o Quarterly Monitoring
Quarterly samples shall be taken during the months of January, April, July, and October. If the facility

does not discharge during these months, the permittee shall sample the next discharge occurring during

the period in question. If the facility does not discharge during the period in question, a sample is not
required for that period. For any month in which a sample is not taken, the permittee shall enter "*G" on
the Discharge Monitoring Report (DMR). (For purposes of reporting on the Daily tab of the DMR, the
permittee shall enter “*G” on the first day of the month only).

d Ultraviolet Disinfection

It is understood that ultraviolet light will be used to achieve compliance with the fecal coliform limitations.

If disinfection other than ultraviolet light will be used, the permittee shall notify the Department in
accordance with Part 11.C.12. of this permit.

e. Monitoring Frequency Reduction for Available Cyanide
After the submittal of 2 years of data, the permittee may request, in writing, Department approval for a

reduction in monitoring frequency for Available Cyanide. This request shall contain an explanation as to

why the reduced monitoring is appropriate. Upon receipt of written approval and consistent with such
approval, the permittee may reduce the monitoring frequency indicated in Part I.A.1. of this permit. The
monitoring frequency far Available Cyanide shall not be reduced to less than annually. The Department
may revoke the approval for reduced monitoring at any time upon notification to the permittee.

f. Monitoring Frequency Reduction for Total Selenium
After the submittal of 1 year of data, the permittee may request, in writing, Department approval for a
reduction in monitoring frequency for Total Selenium. This request shall contain an explanation as to
why the reduced monitoring is appropriate. Upon receipt of written approval and consistent with such
approval, the permittee may reduce the monitoring frequency indicated in Part [.A.1. of this permit. The
monitoring frequency for Total Selenium shall not be reduced to less than annually. The Department
may revoke the approval for reduced monitoring at any time upon notification to the permittee.
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PERMIT NO. MI0O023680 Page 5 of 37

PARTI

Section A. Limitations and Monitoring Requirements

g.

Final Effluent Limitation for Total Mercury

The final limit for total mercury is the Discharge Specific Level Currently Achievable (LCA) based on a
multiple discharger variance from the WQBEL of 1.3 ng/l, pursuant to Rule 1103(9) of the Water Quality
Standards. Compliance with the LCA shall be determined as a 12-month rolling average, the
calculation of which may be done using blank-corrected sample results. The 12-month rolling average
shall be determined by adding the present monthly average result to the preceding 11 monthly average
results then dividing the sum by 12. For facilities with quarterly monitoring requirements for total
mercury, quarterly monitoring shall be equivalent to three (3) months of monitoring in calculating the
12-month rolling average. Facilities that monitor more frequently than monthly for total mercury must
determine the monthly average result, which is the sum of the results of all data obtained in a given
month divided by the total number of samples taken, in order to calculate the 12-month rolling average.
If the 12-month rolling average for any quarter is less than or equal to the LCA, the permittee will be
considered to be in compliance for total mercury for that quarter, provided the permittee is also in full
compliance with the Pollutant Minimization Program for Total Mercury, set forth in Part I.A.4. of this
permit.

After a minimum of 10 quarterly data points have been collected, the permittee may request a reduction
in the monitoring frequency for total mercury. This request shall contain an explanation as to why the
reduced monitoring is appropriate and shall be submitted to the Department. Upon receipt of written
approval and consistent with such approval, the permittee may reduce the monitoring frequency for total
mercury indicated in Part 1.A.1. of this permit. The monitoring frequency shall not be reduced to less
than annually. The Department may revoke the approval for reduced monitoring at any time upon
notification to the permittee.

Total Mercury Testing and Additional Reporting Requirements

The analytical protocol for total mercury shall be in accordance with EPA Method 1631, Revision E,
"Mercury in Water by Oxidation, Purge and Trap, and Cold Vapor Atomic Fluorescence Spectrometry,"
EPA-821-R-02-019, August 2002. The quantification level for total mercury shall be 0.5 ngfl, unless a
higher level is appropriate because of sample matrix interference. Justification for higher quantification
levels shall be submitted to the Department within 30 days of such determination.

The use of clean technique sampling procedures is required unless the permittee can demonstrate to
the Department that an alternate sampling procedure is representative of the discharge. Guidance for
clean technique sampling is contained in EPA Method 1669, “Sampling Ambient Water for Trace Metals
at EPA Water Quality Criteria Levels (Sampling Guidance),” EPA-821-R96-001, July 1996. Information
and data documenting the permittee's sampling and analytical protocols and data acceptability shall be
submitted to the Department upon request.

In order to demonstrate compliance with EPA Method 1631E and EPA Method 1669, the permittee shall
report, on the daily sheet, the analytical results of all field blanks and field duplicates collected in
conjunction with each sampling event, as well as laboratory method blanks when used for blank
correction. The permittee shall collect at least one (1) field blank and at least one (1) field duplicate per
sampling event. If more than ten (10) samples are collected during a sampling event, the permittee
shall collect at least one (1) additional field blank AND field duplicate for every ten (10) samples
collected. Only field blanks or laboratory method blanks may be used to calculate a concentration lower
than the actual sample analytical results (i.e., a blank correction). Only one (1) blank (field OR
laboratory method) may be used for blank correction of a given sample result, and only if the blank
meets the quality control acceptance criteria. If blank correction is not performed on a given sample
analytical result, the permittee shall report under “Total Mercury — Corrected" the same value reported
under '"Total Mercury — Uncorrected.”" The field duplicate is for quality control purposes only; its
analytical result shall not be averaged with the sample result.

Seasonal Average for Total Phosphorus

The seasonal average for Total Phosphorus in the effluent shall be determined by adding the five
monthly averages for the seasonal period and dividing the sum by five. The permittee shall calculate
and report the seasonal average once per year on the Discharge Monitoring Report for the last month in
the season, September.
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PARTI

Section A. Limitations and Monitoring Requirements

2. Quantification Levels and Analytical Methods for Selected
Parameters

Maximum acceptable quantification levels (QLs) are specified for selected parameters in the table below. These
QLs shall be considered the maximum acceptable unless a higher QL is appropriate because of sample matrix
interference. Justification for higher QLs shall be submitted to the Department within 30 days of such
determination. Where necessary to help ensure that the QlLs specified can be achieved, analytical methods
may also be specified in the table below. The sampling procedures, preservation and handling, and analytical
protocol for all monitoring conducted in compliance with this permit, including monitoring conducted to meet the
requirements of the application for permit reissuance, shall be in accordance with the methods specified in the
table below, or in accordance with Part 11.B.2. of this permit if no method is specified in the table below, unless
an alternate method is approved by the Department. Not all QLs are expressed in the same units in the
table below. The table is continued on the following page:

Parameter QL Units | Analytical Method
1,2-Diphenylhydrazine (as Azobenzene) 3.0 ug/
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 5.0 ug/

2,4-Dinitrophenol 19 ug/
3,3"-Dichlorobenzidine 1.6 ug/ EPA Method 605
4-Chloro-3-Methylphenol 7.0 ug/l

4,4-DDD 0.01 | ugh EPA Method 608
4,4-DDE 0.01 ugfl EPA Method 608
4,4-DDT 0.01 | ugh EPA Method 608
Acrylonitrile 1.0 ug/l

Aldrin 0.01 |ug/ EPA Method 608
Alpha-Endosulfan 0.01 | ugh EPA Method 608
Alpha-Hexachlorocyclohexane 0.01 | ug/l EPA Method 608
Antimony, Total 1 ugf

Arsenic, Total 1 ug/

Barium, Total 5 ug/l

Benzidine 0.1 ug/l EPA Method 605
Beryllium, Total 1 ug/!

Beta-Endosulfan 0.01 | ugh EPA Method 608
Beta-Hexachlorocyclohexane 0.01 | ugh EPA Method 608
Bis (2-Chloroethyl) Ether 1.0 ugfl

Bis (2-Ethylhexyl) Phthalate 5.0 ugfl

Boron, Total 20 ug/l

Cadmium, Total 0.2 ug/l

Chlordane 0.01 | ugh EPA Method 608
Chloride 1.0 mg/l

Chromium, Hexavalent 5 ugh

Chromium, Total 10 ugh

Caopper, Total 1 ugfl

Cyanide, Available 2 ug/l EPA Method OIA 1677
Cyanide, Total 5 ugf
Delta-Hexachlorocyclohexane 0.01 | ugl EPA Method 608
Dieldrin 0.01 ugfl EPA Method 608
Di-N-Buty| Phthalate 9.0 ugf

Endosulfan Sulfate 0.01 | ugh EPA Method 608
Endrin 0.01 |{ugh EPA Method 608
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Parameter QL Units | Analytical Method

Endrin Aldehyde 0.01 | ugh EPA Method 608

Fluoranthene 1.0 ugll

Heptachlor 0.01 | ugh EPA Method 608

Heptachlor Epoxide 0.01 | ugf EPA Method 608

Hexachlorobenzene 0.01 | ugl EPA Method 612

Hexachlorobutadiene 0.01 | ugh EPA Method 612

Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 0.01 | ugh EPA Method 612

Hexachloroethane 5.0 ug/l

Lead, Total 1 ug/

Lindane 001 |ugl EPA Method 608

Lithium, Total 10 ug/

Mercury, Total 0.5 ngfl EPA Method 1631E

Nickel, Total 5 ug/

PCB-1016 0.1 ug/l EPA Method 608

PCB-1221 0.1 ug/| EPA Method 608

PCB-1232 0.1 ug/l EPA Method 608

PCB-1242 0.1 ug/l EPA Method 608

PCB-1248 0.1 ug/l EPA Method 608

PCB-1254 0.1 ug/l EPA Method 608

PCB-1260 0.1 ug/l EPA Method 608

Pentachlorophenal 1.8 ugfl

Perfluorooctane sulfonate (PFOS) 20 ng/l ASTM D7979 or an isotope dilution method
(sometimes referred to as Method 537 modified)

Perflucrooctanoic acid (PFOA) 0.002 | ug/l ASTM D7979 or an isotope dilution method
(sometimes referred to as Method 537 modified)

Phenanthrene 1.0 ug/

Phosphorus (as P), Total 10 ug/l

Selenium, Total 1.0 ug/l

Silver, Total 0.5 ugh

Strontium, Total 1000 | ugh

Sulfate 2.0 mg/l

Sulfides, Dissolved 20 ugh

Thallium, Total 1 ugfl

Toxaphene 0.1 ug/l EPA Method 608

Vinyl Chloride 1.0 ug/l

Zinc, Total 10 ug/!
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PARTI
Section A. Limitations and Monitoring Requirements

3. Additional Monitoring Requirements

As a condition of this permit, the permittee shall monitor the discharge from monitoring point 001A for the
constituents identified below. This monitoring is an application requirement of 40 CFR 122.21(j), effective
December 2, 1999. Testing shall be conducted in October 2020, May 2021, March 2022, and August 2023.
Grab samples shall be collected for total phenals and the Perfluoroalkyl and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances and
Volatile Organic Compounds identified below. For all other parameters, 24-hour composite samples shall be
collected.

Test species for whole effluent toxicity monitoring shall include fathead minnow and Ceriodaphnia dubia, for a
total of four (4) tests on each species. Testing and reporting procedures shall follow procedures contained in
EPA-821-R-02-013, “Short-term Methods for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters
to Freshwater Organisms® (Fourth Edition). When the effluent ammonia nitrogen (as N) concentration is greater
than 3 mg/l, the pH of the toxicity test shall be maintained at a pH of 8 Standard Units. Acute and chronic
toxicity data shall be included in the reporting for the toxicity test results. Toxicity test data acceptability is
contingent upon the validation of the test method by the testing laboratory. Such validation shall be submitted to
the Department upon request. The permittee shall report to the Department any whole effluent toxicity test
results greater than 1.0 TUAa or 1.0 TUc within five (5) days of becoming aware of the result.

The results of such additional monitoring shall be submitted with the application for reissuance (see the cover
page of this permit for the application due date). The permittee shall notify the Department within 14 days of
completing the monitoring for each month specified above in accordance with Part I1.C.5. Additional reporting
requirements are specified in Part I1.C.11. If, upon review of the analysis, it is determined that additional
requirements are needed to protect the receiving waters in accordance with applicable water quality standards,
the permit may then be modified by the Department in accordance with applicable laws and rules.

Whole Effluent Toxicity
acute toxicity chronic toxicity
Hardness

calcium carbonate

Perfluoroalkyl and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances
Perfluorooctane Sulfonate (PFOS)

Perfluorooctanoic Acid (PFOA)

Metals (Total Recoverable), Cyanide and Total Phenols

antimony arsenic silver nickel

beryllium cadmium chromium zinc

copper lead total phenolic compounds thallium

Volatile Organic Compounds

acrolein acrylonitrile benzene bromoform

carbon tetrachloride chlorobenzene chlorodibromomethane chloroethane
2-chloroethylvinyl ether chloroform dichlorobromomethane 1,1-dichloroethane
1,2-dichloroethane trans-1,2-dichloroethylene 1,1-dichloroethylene 1,2-dichloropropane
1,3-dichloropropylene ethylbenzene methyl bromide methyl chloride

methylene chloride 1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane tetrachloroethylene toluene
1,1,1-trichloroethane 1,1,2-trichloroethane trichloroethylene vinyl chloride
Acid-Extractable Compounds

4-chloro-3-methyiphenol 2-chlorophenol 2,4-dichlorophenol 2,4-dimethylphenol
4,6-dinitro-o-cresol 2,4-dinitrophenol 2-nitrophenol 4-nitrophenol
Pentachlorophenol phenol 2,4,6-trichlorophenol
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Base/Neutral Compounds

acenaphthene acenaphthylene anthracene benzidine
benzo(a)anthracene benzo(a)pyrene 3,4-benzofluoranthene benzo(ghi)perylene
benzo(k)fluoranthene bis(2-chloroethoxy)methane bis(2-chloroethyl)ether bis(2-chloroisopropyl)ether
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 4-bromopheny! phenyl ether  butyl benzyl phthalate 2-chloranaphthalene
4-chlorophenyl phenyl ether chrysene di-n-butyl phthalate di-n-octyl phthalate
dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 1,2-dichlorobenzene 1,3-dichlorobenzene 1,4-dichlorobenzene
3,3'-dichlorobenzidine diethyl phthalate dimethyl phthalate 2,4-dinitrotoluene
2,6-dinitrotoluene 1,2-diphenylhydrazine fluoranthene fluorene
Hexachlorobenzene hexachlorobutadiene hexachlorocyclo-pentadiene  hexachloroethane
indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene isophorone naphthalene nitrobenzene
n-nitrosoadi-n-propylamine n-nitrosodimethylamine n-nitrosodiphenylamine phenanthrene
pyrene 1,2,4-trichlorobenzene

4. Pollutant Minimization Program for Total Mercury

The goal of the Pollutant Minimization Program is to maintain the effluent concentration of total mercury at or
below 1.3 ng/l. The permittee shall continue to implement the Pollutant Minimization Program approved on
June 25, 2004, and modifications thereto, to proceed toward the goal. The Pollutant Minimization Program
includes the following:

a. an annual review and semi-annual monitoring of potential saurces of mercury entering the wastewater
collection system;

b. a program for quarterly monitoring of influent and periodic monitoring of sludge for mercury; and

c. implementation of reasonable cost-effective control measures when sources of mercury are discovered.
Factors to be considered include significance of sources, economic considerations, and technical and
treatability considerations.

On or before March 31 of each vear, the permittee shall submit a status report to the Department for the
previous calendar year that includes 1) the monitoring results for the previous year, 2) an updated list of
potential mercury sources, and 3) a summary of all actions taken to reduce or eliminate identified sources of
mercury.

Any information generated as a result of the Pollutant Minimization Program set forth in this permit may be used
to support a request to modify the approved program or to demonstrate that the Pollutant Minimization Program
requirement has been completed satisfactorily.

A request for modification of the approved program and supporting documentation shall be submitted in writing
to the Department for review and appraval. The Department may approve modifications to the approved
program (approval of a program modification does not recuire a permit modification), including a reduction in the
frequency of the requirements under items a. and b. above.

This permit may be modified in accordance with applicable laws and rules to include additional mercury
conditions and/or limitations as necessary.
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5. Untreated or Partially Treated Sewage Discharge Reporting and
Testing Requirements

In accordance with Section 324.3112a of the NREPA, if untreated or partially treated sewage is directly or
indirectly discharged from a sewer system onto land or into the waters of the state, the permittee shall
immediately, but not more than 24 hours after the discharge begins, notify local health departments, a daily
newspaper of general circulation in the county in which the permittee is located, and a daily newspaper of
general circulation in the county or counties in which the municipalities whose waters may be affected by the
discharge are located, that the discharge is occurring. The permittee shall also notify the Department via its
MiWaters system on the form entitled “Report of Discharge (CSO\SSO\RTB)." The MiWaters website is located
at https://miwaters.deq.state.mi.us. At the conclusion of the discharge, the permittee shall make all such
notifications specified in, and in accordance with, Section 324.3112a of the NREPA, and shall notify the
Department via its MiWaters system on the form entitled “Report of Discharge (CSO\SSO\RTB).”

The permittee shall also annually contact municipalities, including the superintendent of a public drinking water
supply with potentially affected intakes, whose waters may be affected by the permittee's discharge of untreated
or partially treated sewage, and if those municipalities wish to be notified in the same manner as specified
above, the permittee shall provide such notification.

Additionally, in accordance with Section 324.3112a of the NREPA, each time a discharge of untreated or
partially treated sewage occurs, the permittee shall test the affected waters for Escherichia coli to assess the
risk to the public health as a result of the discharge and shall provide the test results to the affected local county
health departments and to the Department. The results of this testing shall be submitted to the Department via
MiWaters as part of the natification specified above, or, if the results are not yet available, submitted as soon as
they become available. This testing is not required if it has been waived by the local health department, or if the
discharge(s) did not affect surface waters. The testing shall be done at locations specified by each affected
local county health department but shall not exceed 10 tests for each separate discharge event. The affected
local county health department may waive this testing requirement if it determines that such testing is not
needed to assess the risk to the public health as a result of the discharge event.

Permittees accepting sanitary or municipal sewage from other sewage collection systems are encouraged to
notify the owners of those systems of the above reporting and testing requirements.
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PERMIT NO. MI0023680 Page 11 of 37
PARTI

Section A. Limitations and Monitoring Requirements

6. Facility Contact

The “Facility Contact” was specified in the application. The permittee may replace the facility contact at any
time, and shall notify the Department in writing within 10 days after replacement (including the name, address
and telephone number of the new facility contact).

a. The facility contact shall be (or a duly authorized representative of this person):

e for a corporation, a principal executive officer of at least the level of vice president; or a designated
representative if the representative is responsible for the overall operation of the facility from which
the discharge originates, as described in the permit application or other NPDES form,

+ for a partnership, a general partner,

o for a sole proprietorship, the proprietor, or

e for a municipal, state, or other public facility, either a principal executive officer, the mayor, village
president, city or village manager or other duly authorized employee.

b. A person is a duly authorized representative only if:
o the authorization is made in writing to the Department by a person described in paragraph a. of this
section; and

» the authorization specifies either an individual or a position having responsibility for the overall
operation of the regulated facility or activity such as the position of plant manager, operator of a well
or a well field, superintendent, position of equivalent responsibility, or an individual or position
having overall responsibility for environmental matters for the facility (a duly authorized
representative may thus be either a named individual or any individual occupying a named position).

Nothing in this section releases the permittee from properly submitting reports and forms as required by law.

7. Monthly Operating Reports

Part 41 of Act 451 of 1994 as amended, specifically Section 324.4106 and associated R 299.2953, requires that
the permittee file with the Department, on forms prescribed by the Department, operating reports showing the
effectiveness of the treatment facility operation and the quantity and quality of liquid wastes discharged into
waters of the state.

Within 30 days of the effective date of this permit, the permittee shall submit to the Department a revised
treatment facility monitoring program to address monitoring requirement changes reflected in this permit, or
submit justification explaining why monitoring requirement changes reflected in this permit do not necessitate
revisions to the treatment facility monitoring program. The permittee shall implement the revised treatment
facility monitoring program upon approval from the Department. Applicable forms and guidance are available on
the Department’s web site at https:/www.michigan.gov/egle/0,9429,7-135-3313_71618_44117---,00.html. The
permittee may use alternate forms if they are consistent with the approved treatment facility monitoring program.
Unless the Department provides written notification to the permittee that monthly submittal of operating reports
is required, operating reports that result from implementation of the approved treatment facility monitoring
program shall be maintained on site for a minimum of three (3) years and shall be made available to the
Department for review upon request.
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PERMIT NO. MI0023680 Page 120f 37
PART I

Section A. Limitations and Monitoring Requirements

8. Asset Management

The permittee shall at all times properly operate and maintain all facilities (i.e., the sewer system and treatment
works as defined in Part 41 of the NREPA), and control systems installed or used by the permittee to operate
the sewer system and treatment works and achieve and maintain compliance with the conditions of this permit
(also see Part 11.D.3 of this permit). The requirements of an Asset Management Program function to achieve the
goals of effective performance, adequate funding, and adequate operator staffing and training. Asset
management is a planning process for ensuring that optimum value is gained for each asset and that financial
resources are available to rehabilitate and replace those assets when necessary. Asset management is
centered on a framework of five (5) core elements: the current state of the assets; the required sustainable level
of service; the assets critical to sustained performance; the minimum life-cycle costs; and the best long-term
funding strategy.

a. Asset Management Program Requirements
The permittee shall continue to implement the Asset Management Plan approved on July 29, 2016, and
approved modifications thereto. The Asset Management Plan contains a schedule for the development
and implementation of an Asset Management Program that meets the requirements outlined below in
1) —4):

1) Maintenance Staff. The permittee shall provide an adequate staff to carry out the operation,
maintenance, repair, and testing functions required to ensure compliance with the terms and conditions
of this permit. The level of staffing needed shall be determined by taking into account the work involved
in operating the sewer system and treatment works, planning for and conducting maintenance, and
complying with this permit.

2) Collection System Map. The permittee shall complete a map of the sewer collection system it
owns and operates. The map shall be of sufficient detail and at a scale to allow easy interpretation.
The collection system information shown on the map shall be based on current conditions and shall be
kept up-to-date and available for review by the Department. Note: ltems below referencing
combined sewer systems are not applicable to separate sewer systems. Such map(s) shall
include but not be limited to the following:

a) all sanitary sewer lines and related manholes;
b) all combined sewer lines, related manholes, catch basins and CSO regulators;
c) all known or suspected connections between the sanitary sewer or combined sewer and storm

drain systems;

d) all outfalls, including the treatment plant outfall(s), combined sewer treatment facility outfalls,
untreated CSOs, and any known SSOs;

€) all pump stations and force mains;

f) the wastewater treatment facility(ies), including all treatment processes;

g) all surface waters (labeled);

h) other major appurtenances such as inverted siphons and air release valves;

i) a numbering system which uniquely identifies manholes, catch basins, overflow points,
regulators and outfalls;

j) the scale and a north arrow;

k) the pipe diameter, date of installation, type of material, distance between manholes, and the

direction of flow; and
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PERMIT NO. MI0023680 Page 13 of 37
PARTI

Section A. Limitations and Monitoring Requirements
)] the manhole interior material, rim elevation (optional), and invert elevations.
3) Inventory and assessment of fixed assets. The permittee shall complete an inventory and
assessment of operations-related fixed assets including portions of the collection system owned and
operated by the permittee. Fixed assets are assets that are normally stationary (e.g., pumps, blowers,
buildings, manholes, and sewer lines). The inventory and assessment shall be based on current
conditions and shall be kept up-to-date and available for review by the Department.
a) The fixed asset inventory shall include the following:

(1) a brief description of the fixed asset, its design capacity (e.g., pump: 120 gallons per
minute), its level of redundancy, and its tag number if applicable;

(2) the location of the fixed asset;
3) the year the fixed asset was installed;
4) the present condition of the fixed asset (e.g., excellent, good, fair, poor); and

(5) the current fixed asset (replacement) cost in dollars for year specified in accordance
with approved schedules;

b) The fixed asset assessment shall include a “Business Risk Evaluation” that combines the
probability of failure of the fixed asset and the criticality of the fixed asset, as follows:

(1) Rate the probability of failure of the fixed asset on a scale of 1-5 (low to high) using
criteria such as maintenance history, failure history, and remaining percentage of useful life (or
years remaining);

2) Rate the criticality of the fixed asset on a scale of 1-5 (low to high) based on the
consequence of failure versus the desired level of service for the facility; and

(3) Compute the Business Risk Factor of the fixed asset by multiplying the failure rating
from (1) by the criticality rating from (2).

4) Operation, Maintenance & Replacement (OM&R) Budget and Rate Sufficiency for the Sewer
System and Treatment Works. The permittee shall complete an assessment of its user rates and
replacement fund, including the following:

a) beginning and end dates of fiscal year,

b) name of the department, committee, board, or other organization that sets rates for the
operation of the sewer system and treatment works;

c) amount in the permittee’s replacement fund in dollars for year specified in accordance with
approved schedules;

d) replacement fund strategy of all assets with a useful life of 20 years or less;

e) expenditures for maintenance, corrective action and capital improvement taken during the fiscal
year,

f) OM&R budget for the fiscal year; and
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9.

Q) rate calculation demonstrating sufficient revenues to cover OM&R expenses. |f the rate
calculation shows there are insufficient revenues to cover OM&R expenses, the permittee shall
document, within three (3) fiscal years after submittal of the Asset Management Plan, that there
is at least one rate adjustment that reduces the revenue gap by at least 10 percent. The
permittee may prepare and submit an alternate plan, subject to Department approval, for
addressing the revenue gap. The ultimate goal of the Asset Management Program is to ensure
sufficient revenues to cover OM&R expenses.

Annual Reporting

The permittee shall develop a written report that summarizes asset management activities completed
during the previous year and planned for the upcoming year. The written report shall be submitted to
the Department on or before July 31 of each vear. The written report shall include:

1) a description of the staffing levels maintained during the year;

2) a description of inspections and maintenance activities conducted and corrective actions taken
during the previous year;

3) expenditures for collection system maintenance activities, treatment works maintenance
activities, corrective actions, and capital improvement during the previous year;

4) a summary of assets/areas identified for inspection/action (including capital improvement) in the
upcoming year based on the five (5) core elements and the Business Risk Factors computed in
accordance with condition a.3)b)(3) above;

5) a maintenance budget and capital improvement budget for the upcoming year that take into
account implementation of an effective Asset Management Program that meets the five (5) core
elements,

6) an updated asset inventory based on the original submission; and

7) an updated OM&R budget with an updated rate schedule that includes the amount of
insufficient revenues, if any.

Continuous Monitoring

If continuous monitoring equipment is used and becomes temporarily inoperable, the permittee shall manually
obtain a minimum of three (3) equally spaced grab samples/readings within each 24-hour pericd for the affected
parameter(s). On such days, in the comment field on the Daily tab of the DMR, the permittee shall indicate
“continuous monitoring system inoperable,” the date on which the system is expected to become operable
again, and the number of samples/readings obtained during each 24-hour period.
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10. Discharge Monitoring Report — Quality Assurance Study Program

The permittee shall participate in the Discharge Monitoring Report — Quality Assurance (DMR-QA) Study
Program. The purpose of the DMR-QA Study Program is to annually evaluate the proficiency of all in-house
and/or contract laboratory(ies) that perform, on behalf of the facility authorized to discharge under this permit,
the analytical testing required under this permit. In accordance with Section 308 of the Clean Water Act (33
U.8.C. § 1318); and R 323.2138 and R 323.2154 of Part 21, Wastewater Discharge Permits, promulgated under
Part 31 of the NREPA, participation in the DMR-QA Study Program is required for all major facilities, and for
minor facilities selected for participation by the Department.

Annually and in accordance with DMR-QA Study Program requirements and submittal due dates, the permittee
shall submit to the Michigan DMR-QA Study Program state coordinator all documentation required by the DMR-
QA Study. DMR-QA Study Program participation is required only for the analytes required under this permit and
only when those analytes are also identified in the DMR-QA Study.

If the permitted facility's status as a major facility should change, participation in the DMR-QA Study Program
may be reevaluated. Questions concerning participation in the DMR-QA Study Program should be directed to
the Michigan DMR-QA Study Program state coordinator.

All forms and instructions required for participation in the DMR-QA Study Program, including submittal due

dates and state coordinator contact information, can be found at
http://www.epa.gov/compliance/discharge-monitoring-report-quality-assurance-study-program.
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Section B. Storm Water Pollution Prevention

Section B. Storm Water Pollution Prevention is not required for this permit.
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Bill Bade

From: MiWaters Support <EGLE-WRD-MiWaters@michigan.gov>

Sent: Monday, March 8, 2021 9:31 AM

To: Bill Bade

Subject: DMR Receipt Naotification - MI0023680, Period 02/01/2021 - 02/28/2021
Attachments: MI0023680_2021-02-01_to_2021-02-28_1_DMR.pdf

MiWaters User,

This notification is to inform you that Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy
has received the following DMR:

Site Name: New Baltimore WWTP

Permit Number; MI0023680

DMR Period: 02/01/2021 - 02/28/2021

DMR Submission Identifier: DMR-MI0023680-20210228-1
Submitted By: William Bade City of New Baltimore
Submitted Date: 3/8/2021 9:15 AM

This is an automated email sent by MiWaters.
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Appendix F (cont.)- NPDES Permit and New Baltimore’s Water

Treatment Plant Report
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Appendix F (cont.)- NPDES Permit and New Baltimore’s Water

Treatment Plant Report
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