CITY OF CHATTANOOGA

STORMWATER REGULATIONS BOARD

AGENDA FOR MONDAY, DECEMBER 17, 2007

Attendees:

Valerie Maleug – Special Council

Jim Moegling – Neighborhoods Representative/Chairman
Ken DeFoor – Developers Representative
Doug Stein – Contractors Representative/Vice Chairman

Jim Hoff – Industrial/Commercial Representative

Harry Tate – At Large Representative

William C. Payne, City Engineer
Mounir Minkara – Water Quality Program Manager

Carolyn Fisher – Secretary/Water Quality Program
Paul Cate (CTI)

Ed Putman (Aqua Shield)

Board Members Absent:

Clyde Sawyer – At Large Representative/Secretary

Mary “Cissy” May – Education Representative
Milton Jackson – Environmental Interest Representative
I. Call to Order.
Jim Moegling:
Okay, it looks like we aren’t going to get a quorum, so we will go ahead and call the meeting to order and we will forego the approval of the minutes because that does take a quorum. 
II. August 20, 2007, Minutes Approval.
(No approval of minutes – no quorum present.)
Minutes approved late in meeting. Doug Stein – motion to accept and Ken DeFoor second.
III. NPDES Permit Compliance Update
Jim Moegling:
We will jump right on into the NPDES Permit Compliance Update.  Is that you, Mo, or is that Bill?

Mo Minkara:
Yes, sir, that’s me.  Let me just get down those lights.


This is an update for the Board from the NPDES current compliance status.  We still have 2 items under the non-compliance and expired Permit, the State Permit.  Because of violations we have received during State inspections in ’03 and ’04.  Back in ’03 when the State and EPA came and inspected our program, there were 23 violations in our NPDES program. They issued in the Notice of Violation and we reduced the number to 16 and because of the continuing violations, TDEC has issued us a consent order in May ‘05and when the order was issued, we had 10 violations remaining and up to date, we have 2…4 violations remaining and  two permit sections that cover 2 projects that we are pursuing.  These are the two permit sections that we have not complied yet Section 2C 1 (a) is mainly the description of the stormwater drainage structure, the AsFound projects that we have undertaken for the past 3 or 4 years and we are in the last phase of it.  This project should be completed by September ’08 and we are ahead of schedule a couple of months ahead of schedule and other part of the permit section that is not in compliance is section 5C which is to collect data – water shed data, water quality data and to do a priority watershed and conduct modeling – water quality modeling for that watershed and to submit to the state by May ’08, and these are the four tasks to be completed For the AsFound project, we have completed all the major watersheds; South Chick, Friar Branch; Citico Creek watersheds were completed and we are doing the remaining smaller watersheds and we have a contractor for all this work for us and we are doing the QA/QC   To give you an example of what structures we have been collecting – here is a legend here that show you what stormwater structures we are collecting in South Chick basin.  This is completed, We have picked up about 2,000 different structures – the manholes – whatever the structures are -  the catch basins, curb inlets and sinkholes and a lot of different stormwater structures.  Structures that can be a conveyance or they could be non-conveying structures. What is remaining is small watersheds and we are about 95% completed in this project and like I said earlier it should be completed by mid-summer, hopefully and we will be submitting this to the State before the December deadline.  The other section is the Watershed Characterization for priority watersheds and we have completed all the data for that except one and we will be doing that in February, 2008, ecoli in Citico Creek Watershed and we are already started and we have conducted a preliminary modeling and I will  show you the report on the next line and we will be completing this in the coming months, once we finish all the data collection in March of this year.  We have submitted to the State two parts of the final report.  We have submitted a Watershed Characterization which a watershed plan for Citico Creek plan and we have submitted what we call a Simulationing Plan which is a prerequisite for the final report that tells the State how we doing the simulation and how we doing on modeling and the deadline for the complete plan is due in May, ’08.  Here is an example of what kind of analysis we do when we do the watershed plan.  We look in the land use and look at the different types of land usage.  We determine the previous area covered in each sub-basin so we can make ranking on what types of impairment we would expect.  This is Citico Creek divided into different sub-basins.  Each basin has a different percentage of impervious cover.  So Citico Creek is well developed.  It’s mainly residential coverage.  We have very few remaining here that could be developed.  The modeling:  We have concluded modeling to predict what bacteria is present you would expect under different scenarios.  Under existing scenario and under future scenario.  We tested various available model that were developed by EPA, and by TVA and by Virginia Tech.  We compared the results of the three and run the model on land usage and data from our smoke testing, from our sanitary service lines project.  We obtained flow data and we input different water quality parameters into the models and use, of course, rainfall and other data.  Here is our result of the preliminary modeling that shows where we compared observation values with the model value.  We have shown you those of duration. Look back at previous presentation when we gave you the SEP project.  And here is the prediction of these observed values and the other in orange.  And the model has simulated different conditions.  The more data you have the better you can predict the actual observed values.  And this model is very useful to predict what types impact certain land uses will have.  For example, if the area is developed for commercial purposes, the result of the impact is different, the quality is different from a residential development or from heavy industrial.  There is different pollutants that are generated for each land use and these models are depicted to give you a reasonable guess of what pollutant to expect…what are the concentrations of various pollutants.

I will take any questions you have on it.

Jim Moegling:
Does anybody have any questions?


Thank you, Mo.

Mo Minkara:
Thank you.

Jim Moegling:
Go ahead.  Is this yours, Bill?

Bill Payne:
Yes, sir.
IV. LOS/COS Study – Executive Summary 

Bill Payne:
When we last met, we had talked about our financial rate study that we were having performed by consultants in June of this year.  This is essentially an update informational briefing for the Board..

In June of this year, we did have an amendment to their contract passed by City Council for them to establish some revenue funding options and develop some different scenarios for how to proceed with those implementations I mean with those recommendations, the Board, as you recall last year had recommended increasing the revenues for the program to cover the things that we need in the future for NPDES Permit violations as well as some drainage issues.  We have gotten some input from the administration primarily from the financial department so that they could – they recommended maintaining the existing funding distribution where it is and only look at how to make up the difference.  And so that was the direction that was given to (ERC) Environmental Rate Consultants.  They have developed some scenarios and we have reviewed those at the staff level.  Once we have the entire report completed and submitted then we will be able to go over that with the Board in future time.  We have seen a draft to that.  But most of those are rate increases that would come in over a multi-year period.  Their scenarios ranged anywhere from a three year implementation to a five year implementation and I think the one that seems most reasonable is probably the four year implementation plan because it sort of gets it all in and sort of allows us to move on at a fairly reasonable increments.  But, like I say, we will talk more about it as which scenarios may be recommended as that moves forward.  The other piece of that was converting from our current method of using land use as an estimated way of determining impervious areas and converting into an impervious method using actual aerial photography in the GIS with the conclusions in the draft report due or in now for the revenue funding options.  We’ve gone ahead and released the request for proposals that’s out now.  The proposals will be due in in January of this year, or I’m sorry, it’s out now and that one closes on Thursday on December the 20th.  So once we have those in, we will be able to evaluate those and we will be able to go back to City Council.  We do also have funding in the current fiscal year Capital Budget for making that conversion.  We have budgeted an amount of about $400,000 total.  We are hoping that we can do it for less utilizing existing staff that we have, but that is a budgetary number that we have at this point.  So we expect that we’ll star with that work sometime after the first of the year, probably in late January and have results back by the end of the year for implementation not with the next tax bill cycle but it would be something that we would have the results back and have ample time for public education meetings with manufacturers association, chamber of commerce, homebuilders, developers and everybody else will have essentially the bulk of the next year in order to get that because educational and public relations piece? is completed before the bills go out in the fall of ’09.  So that’s the current schedule to allow for the ____struction conversion with the bulk of the work to take place in ’08 and we have an educational component in the early part of ’09 and bills would go out in September of ’09.   There is some discussion that there may be a billing change as well that we may also pursue options to convert to a monthly billing instead of an annual billing.  If we did that, then that would make it effective in July first instead of in September.  So that is one reason why we wanted to get everything finished in December of ’08 so that we have a good six-month time period for making sure we have got ways to let people know how we are going to do that.  We will certainly have – as we have those discussions we will be meeting with folks from the Chamber and other groups as we proceed.  So that is sort of an update on that process and where we are but I will be glad to answer any questions related to that.
Jim Moegling:
One of the things on the billing – just the Stormwater Fee, or?

Bill Payne:
We are pursuing essentially having it combined with another monthly bill.  Either having it placed on an electric bill or having it placed on the water bill.  Those are both options that we would pursue – either one or the other and we essentially would look at the costs each – currently the sewer fees for example are billed on the water bill but there is an overhead and administrative charge that is collected by the water companies for their effort in including it on their bill and sending it in.  So it would be something we would want to talk to both, I think, to try to determine the best way.  A lot of places, Nashville, for example, currently already has water and sewer on one bill.  They are considering a water quality fee stormwater fee depending on what terminology used and they would have theirs all on one bill so all their water was on the single bill.  But there are other municipalities that have all their water on one  place but I think that we would make that on a cost basis since ours is not – sewer is tied directly to water usage so it makes sense for sewer to be with the water bill but we would certainly choose the least cost of the two options.

Jim Moegling:
Any questions? Comments?


The only other one that I have is I hope the City Council is well aware of the increase we heard about.

Bill Payne:
Yes, they have been and we have been briefing them along the way so that they are aware of what is going to be required in order to move ahead.  The exact implementation is what is going to come out of this in terms of when do we start and when do we end.  Do we load up early – in the beginning – do we start out thin and get bigger as we go?  Do we just level it out even and across all the years?  Those are the type scenarios that will be available for selection, so, but like I say, we are looking at one that isn’t too much one way or the other.  It does have larger increases at the back on the back end but it does allow for sort of some phasing which I know City Council has expressed their concern that whatever we look at would be a phased in implementation.  They are aware that we have not made a formal presentation to them, but we have been briefing all the Council members.  
Jim Moegling:
Anybody else have any questions? Comments?


Thank you, Bill.

Bill Payne:
Alright, thank you.

Jim Moegling:
Let’s go back since we have a quorum now and pick up the approval of the minutes and get that off out agenda next time.

Doug Stein:
I move for their approval.

Ken DeFoor:
I second it.

Jim Moegling:
We have got a motion to approve and a second.  Everybody in favor, say aye.

(ayes heard on the recording)

Jim Moegling:
Opposed?


I didn’t hear any.  Well, that took care of that.

V. Recognition of Persons Wishing to Address the Board on Non-Agenda Matters.

Jim Moegling:
Well, the last thing we have is recognition of people wishing to address the Board  on non-agenda items.  Do we have anybody that would like to do that?


Then I will take the motion that we adjourn.
VI. Adjournment.  
Harry Tate:
I so move.
Ken DeFoor:
Second.

Jim Moegling:
Motion made and seconded.
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