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TIMPANOGOS SPECIAL SERVICE DISTRICT
ADMINISTRATIVE BOARD MEETING MINUTES

July 21, 2016 6:00 p.m. Conference Room
Board Members
Present: Mark Johnson Craig Whitehead Craig White Brian Braithwaite
Mack Straw Dale Goodman Dale Thrke Lynn Walker
*David Bunker *Spencer Kyle
Excused: Tracy Wallace Chris Condie Keith Blake
District
Staff: Jon Adams, District Manager, Shannon Hansen, Human Resource
David Barlow, District Engineer Danette Smith, Board Secretary
Joe Martin, CPA
Others: Ken Spiers, Bowen, Collins & Associates

Craig Carlile, Ray, Quinney & Nebeker

Leland Myers, Central Davis Special Improvement District

Dr. Theron Miller, Jordan River/Farmington Bay Research Group
Brandon L. Heidelberger, Brown and Caldwell

Trevor Lindley, Brown and Caldwell

Call to Order
Mark Johnson, Board Vice-Chair called the meeting to order. 6:02 p.m.

Public Comment
There was no public comment.

Mark asked to move communication item 1 agenda so they do not have to stay through the whole meeting.

Communication
1. Update on the Water Quality Council’s Research Activities

Leland Myers, Central Davis Special Improvement District, and Dr. Theron Miller were present to give an
update on the Water Quality Council Research. Leland Myers said the District is part of Jordan River-Farmington
Bay research group. The group’s goal is to develop sufficient science to give us a firm foundation on the direction
we should take at wastewater treatment plants; whether science dictates that we increase treatment levels, or stay at
the treatment levels we are at, that is what we want to do. As we do that, we have to respond to the concerns the state
brings up. In some cases, those concerns are new regulatory issues; one could be associated with ammonia toxicity.
One of the first projects we started with in the Utah Lake arena was to look at ammonia toxicity. That drives
treatment levels; if the ammonia criteria go in at a lower level, depending upon how your discharge occurs, you will
have to treat to make sure you always meet that ammonia criteria. Leland said we have also been working around the
issues surrounding blue green algal or cyanobacteria. This has been around for centuries. One of the unstated goals is
where to draw the line whether on what we are willing to accept as the state moves forward on this nutrient removal
program. The District has worked hard on is the 1.0 mg/L phosphorous limit.

*Spencer Kyle and David Bunker arrived. 6:06 p.m.
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Leland said in the 2014 blue green algal bloom, of all the toxins measured, only one was significant except
for a couple in very high accumulated locations. All the rest were below the World Health Organization standards
for recreation, and all the open water concentrations were below the drinking water standards for cyanobacteria
toxins in the water. Leland said we thought that 1.0 mg/L phosphorous was a benchmark we would be able to work
with. Now there is a much more substantial bloom; the water is warmer, the levels are lower, and there have been
really calm conditions. This has allowed some of the naturally turbid conditions to flow into the water column, and
more sunlight penetration which equals a big bloom. If you read the newspapers it is all toxic and it is a disaster.

On the state website, a question is if it is mostly the treatment plants that discharge phosphorous, how much
time does 2020 solution of 1.0 mg/L phosphorous buy us? The state’s answer is that the 2020 nutrient control plan is
a modest first step in controlling excessive nutrients. It would establish a 1 mg/L phosphorus limit to dischargers
from the municipal wastewater treatment plants. It also says that a minimalistic step will not likely control future
algal blooms, only help reduce them and that controlling algal blooms would take a much more aggressive approach,
which would be to establish an effluent limit of .1 mg/L for phosphorus and 10 mg/L for nitrogen. Leland said we
have long believed this has been the states’ principal goal. Utah Lake is going to pay the price first; they are going to
push this agenda forward. The District will have to decide how involved they want to get in that process.

The $100,000 the District pays is very expensive, but research is very expensive, and you are not going to get
very long to address this issue. There will be .1 mg/L. phosphorous as a target value the state will be looking at, and
they will address a TMDL (Total Maximum Daily Load) analysis based upon the impairment of Utah Lake to try
achieve a target value for a phosphorous number that is low enough to control cyanobacteria bloom. Utah Lake’s
phosphorous concentration ranges from about .05 to .09; to control cyanobacterial blooms, the phosphorous
concentration would need to get down between to .01 to .02 mg/L. There is plenty of phosphorous from all other
sources to keep it higher than that level. As we go forward, if the listing for Utah Lake for recreational impairment is
maintained, then the District will have a real challenge. The water quality board has $1.3 million set aside that is
going to come available for grant money. The state and the water quality board have already indicated they will put
that money into research on Utah Lake to develop a TMDL. If the District wants to be impacting on that TMDL you
will have to be involved in it. Right now they only have one toxin measured on July 13, microcystine measured at
.23, which is below the drinking water standard. If all the tests come back that low that tells us the cyanobacteria
growing out there is no risk to people or animals.

The measurements from the state tests will be the biggest issue the district will have to address. Deciding
how far to push the issue as whether or not going to a .1 mg/L phosphorous, which now appears to be the state’s goal,
is the right thing to do. Leland said for the District to get to .1 mg/L. phosphorous and 10 mg/L nitrogen means there
would have to be filters at the back of the plant. That would be about $100 million and would mean a lot more
sludge. Brian Braithwaite said if phosphorous is coming from a lot of different sources; how is this discussion and
testing going to impact our delivery into the lake versus all the other sources? Why would we spend $100 million
when there are other sources that are not going to change much? Do the research, testing and actions we would take
help us establish it would not change the lake, and the other sources are pollutants. Leland said the best study is done
by some BYU professors (Dr. Merritt). Leland said it shows sources of the phosphorous to the Utah Lake.
Wastewater treatment plants are 79% of the phosphorous that goes into Utah Lake. TSSD and the Orem wastewater
plants have made significant changes, and have had a reduction by about two-thirds or more. Even with that, it
would still be 60%-75%. Leland said right now, the state has no tools to go after any other phosphorous sources.
They cannot deal with agriculture; and they haven’t got too much on storm water. This is going to need involvement
from a district level but also a political level. Brian asked why agriculture is out of bounds. Leland said the clean
water act does not address agriculture.

Dr. Theron Miller said part of the study that was started last fall is in comparison to the CUP-Central Utah
Project Study; they had 48 sites, except for this plant and Provo’s plant, there were no sample collection sites within
two miles of the shoreline of Utah Lake. One mission of our study now is to try and get those agricultural sources,
in the winter, spring and also the summer low flows. The spring flush is huge; phosphorous is over 2 ppm in some of
those agriculture drains. The issue is it that doesn’t flow all summer long. They are cut off during the irrigation
season, but when they do flow it is big. The TSSD lab director drove by Spanish Fork where is comes into the lake,
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and said the algae on the drain looks like asphalt. This implies it is not just a lake problem and not just a POTW
problem; the agriculture runoffs are likely significant. Dr. Miller said he estimates it is 50% - 50% and does not
believe it is 79% the plants. That is what they will go on unless we have alternative data that shows them otherwise.
That is a key component of our work; to get an accurate nutrient budget for Utah Lake. We will be doing that for the
next two or three years, so we get lots of data and then we will know what it should be.

The state’s website has an area that is entirely associated with the bloom. They have the data for where they
are sampling now around the lake. We are waiting to see if the toxins come back high or low. Leland said the
research that we have been doing so far is focused primarily on the issues associated with ammonia, and phosphorous
in the lake and whether or not phosphorous is an impairment to the lake. The research is significantly complex once
you get into the cyanobacteria. That is where this latest bloom has driven it.

Brian Braithwaite asked if the prominence of the bloom this year, give the state the ability to move up the
time on the limits. Leland said if they get their way it will have an impact on the timing for the TMDL. They have
already decided that Utah Lake is now a high priority targeted water body for coming up with a TMDL. Today they
are saying the real concern is just the matter that those cells exist, not even if they are toxic. Brian asked if the
temperature of the water has an impact, can it be mitigated by dredging the lake to make it deeper and not as hot.
Brian said $100 million may go farther into dredging the lake and may have a bigger impact. Leland said the factors
that really impact on cyanobacteria are temperature and the depth of water is a determinate to temperature. The
turbidity of the water allows for what light can penetrate, so that is another big factor and also the availability of
adequate nutrients. They are saying this is a wastewater treatment plant problem, if they are correct, who’s fault is
that. Leland said the district’s treatment levels come from the very people who are criticizing the plants right now as
being the culprit. We treat to the levels that we are mandated to by the rules of the State of Utah.

Leland said when they do the TMDL the target will not be 1 mg/L of phosphorous because it will not get it
low enough. Dr. Theron Miller said .1 mg/L probably will not even get it. You have to go so low to stop the
blue/green algae dominance that it is basically unreachable. They can be dominant at very low concentrations. They
will go as far as they can take it until we can get the science to show otherwise. Dr. Miller does not think you can see
an improvement at the 1 mg/L and even at the .1 mg/L, there may not be an improvement. We are finding out that
you can reduce all the phosphorous from sources now and you would have decades of phosphorous leaching out of
these pores out of the sediment.

Leland said there was a study by the state done to look at a core of the lakes and say how many fossils do we
see and at what time. The core of Farmington Bay that shows back in the 1800°s there were a certain number of
fossils, by the mid 1900’s it went way up and today the fossil levels are down. There are a lot of guesses as to why,
but we do know that Farmington Bay is loaded with phosphorous. Brian asked if it would be valuable to do a core
study here on Utah Lake. Leland said it would be more valuable if you can date it, but that is more expensive.
Having the cores and knowing what has always been coming in, helps you determine whether or not currently you
creating a new mess or whether it has always been there. Leland said we look at it with three options. The first is to
throw in the towel, increase rates, put filters in and treat with more chemicals. The second is to go out and fight, hire
PR people, hire lobbyists to go after legislators to see how far you can push. The third is to help fund the research on
the lake and get enough science where we are comfortable with the end points and buy some time so if new
technologies come along that make it easier and cheaper we can take advantage of those.

Jon said we have some good people doing the research. He wanted the board to get a feel for the research
being done and what we are getting for being a member of the group. This presentation was planned before the
bloom, it just changed the tone some. Mark thanked Leland Myers and Dr. Miller for their presentation.

Public Hearing
1. Hearing on the 2016 Proposed Amended Operations and Maintenance & 2016 Proposed Amended
Capital Budgets

Mark Johnson opened the public hearing on the 2016 Proposed Amended Operations and
Maintenance and the 2016 Proposed Amended Capital Budgets.

There was no public comment.
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Approval of Minutes
1. Approval of the May 19, 2016 Administrative Board Meeting Minutes

Craig White made a motion to approve the minutes from the May 19, 2016 Administrative Board
Meeting. Brian Braithwaite seconded the motion. Those voting “Aye” — Mark Johnson, Mack Straw,
Spencer Kyle, Brian Braithwaite, Lynn Walker, David Bunker, Craig White, Dale Thrke, Dale Goodman, and
Craig Whitehead. The motion passed unanimously.

Consent Calendar

1. Pay Request No. 4 Van Con Construction — Compost Access Project

2. Pay Request No. 4 Van Con Construction — 2015 Miscellaneous Plant Improvements Project

3. Pay Request No. 10 (Final) Whitaker Construction — Alpine Highland Outfall Segment III

4. Change Order No. 3 Van Con Construction — Compost Access Project

5. Change Order No. 2 Van Con Construction — 2015 Miscellaneous Plant Improvements Project

6. Pay Request No. 3 Van Con Construction — Compost Access Project (Ratified)

7 Pay Request No. 3 Van Con Construction — 2015 Miscellaneous Plant Improvements Project
(Ratified)

8. Change Order No. 2 Van Con Construction — Compost Access Project (Ratified)

Jon reminded the board that because we cancelled the June meeting, the last three items on the consent
calendar Pay Request No. 3 Van Con Construction — Compost Access Project, Pay Request No. 3 Van Con
Construction — 2015 Miscellaneous Plant Improvements Project, and Change Order No. 2 Van Con Construction —
Compost Access Project have already been approved by the board, and payments have been made. They need to be
ratified by the board. The final pay request was received from Whitaker and because the work is done we would
release retainage too. Jon said these have been reviewed by staff and consultants and we feel they should be paid.

Brian Braithwaite made a motion to approve the Consent Calendar as presented. Craig White
seconded the motion. Those voting “Aye” — Mark Johnson, Mack Straw, Spencer Kyle, Brian Braithwaite,
Lynn Walker, David Bunker, Craig White, Dale Thrke, Dale Goodman, and Craig Whitehead. The motion
passed unanimously.

Finance
1. Financial Report

Joe Martin explained how financials are done for the newest board members, Dale Goodman and Lynn
Walker. Brian Braithwaite asked about administration wages, benefits and payroll taxes. Brian said we know what
the benefits and taxes are, why would they not align. There is 43% of budget year used on regular wages, but for
benefits it is 32%, which is a significant difference. Brian said we know what they are, how are we getting off on
some of these. Joe said the benefits gets off because of how the insurance works, when payroll runs within the
Caselle system. Every employee has a certain package, either family or single coverage and sometimes that can
change. The way payroll runs and hits an expense in Caselle, it is not just a matter of knowing what benefits are
going to cost. Joe said he could look and see why it is off that much and see if it is related to how employees are set
up and what is hitting expense from payroll. Brian said he would like him to look into the benefits and taxes,
sometimes they are inline and sometimes they are off. Spencer asked how health insurance is budgeted for, is every
position budgeted for a family plan and then it is savings if someone has less than that. Joe said yes. Spencer said
that could explain why the budgeted amount is less, but it would stay relatively constant from month to month.

Action Items
1. Adopt the 2016 Amended Operations & Maintenance and 2016 Amended Capital Budgets
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Jon said there were some adjustments made in the capital budget. There is only one addition; $4 million for
the blower purchase the board has discussed. One-line item was reduced and added to another; $30,000 was added to
equipment replacement due to the flooding, and $30,000 was taken out of the Suncrest Lift Station Rehab. There
were some change orders that caused the Headworks Dumpster Project to go over, so money was taken out of the
Vac Truck Unloading Station Project, where there was enough, because of the bid price we received. There was
$40,000 added to the Fuel System upgrade and $40,000 taken out of the plant expansion budget. When we made the
settlement with the contractor there were some things we accepted as they are; the fuel system upgrade were items
that were not completed by the contractor.

Jon said most of the operating and maintenance budget increases are related to flood costs. There is a claim
that was submitted months ago. The claim is for $§173,000.00, and we could get up to that amount or a portion of that
back. It is being reviewed and it will come back and be added in revenue. Because we have expended money in
some of our repair accounts and parts, we are making that adjustment.

Green waste income is down so we dropped that $10,000. In personnel, salaries and benefits, all work
groups were increased. Most of that is for overtime and part time money that was spent. We had part time expense
that we do not normally have due to the construction. In the electrical department, we had to add $15,000 because of
the overtime, as those employees almost lived here. Most of the operating expense increases were related to
expenditures to replace equipment, and to do programming. Because of settling the odor lawsuit, we reduced
professional services account $210,000. Brian Braithwaite asked if there was a summary report of the total impact of
flood. Jon said yes, David Barlow has created a spreadsheet on the flood costs. Dale Thrke said there were some
recommendations that came out to prevent the flood from happening again. Jon said yes, that is how we found the
fuel system did not work correctly and there may be an influent pump project we do out of this year’s budget. Jon
said biosolids had to be hauled while we were down with the flood. As we stored flow in our empty basins, we
produced more solids, so the solids handling costs have increased. With our agreement on the odor case, we can only
compost so much and haul so much.

Overall, our transfers went down because we took some other things out. Mainly it was because we adjusted
the impact fees. As we started to see those come in, some of the cities were well ahead of what was projected, and
we updated those numbers. Jon said interest income and impact fees will be different than what it shows on the
summary. Interest income will be closer to $300,00 than $200,000. Impact fees are a little hard to predict, but Jon
said they would be bumped up to $5.4 million. Jon said the Finance Committee met and discussed and had a
recommendation to increase wastewater treatment revenue $1.5 million. Jon said revenues had been understated by
$1.5 million, with $500,000 being put in the asset management line that was created and $1 million was committed to
drop rates. We know we are going to receive that money and it should be reflected in the budget. Therefore,
wastewater treatment income was increased from $14 million to $15.5 million; the original budget estimate before
the decision to take that out.

Craig White said the biggest decision made was in the capital budget. We have to cover a $4 million
expense for blowers, so we might as well show what the revenue is going to be. We are going to be in a net loss of
$8 million this year, which will be taken out of reserves to balance the budget. Dale Ihrke asked where we are at on
the blowers. Jon said we went from having one vendor to four. The RFP became much more technical, and
complicated when one blower manufacturer came in and made a presentation. That presentation is public, then
others came in who were interested. According to law we posted a notice that said we were going to buy this
equipment from this company and anyone who could meet it would have to respond by a certain time. We had two
that responded in time and one that came in right afterwards. Now that they put everything out and it is public
knowledge, we have to make sure the playing field is level; we are reviewing to make sure the auditor’s office is
happy. Jon said he would almost bet the auditor’s office will allow the third vendor to come in. The manufacturers
are Neuros, who did the presentation and then Aerzon, NTT, and Sulzer ABS. They all have different electrical, and
controls and for us to try to standardize that to be compatible with what we have is a bigger deal than when it was
just Neuros. Brian Braithwaite asked the timing on getting the bids out. Jon said he is hoping within the next two to
three weeks, depending on their schedules and when they can meet.
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Brian Braithwaite made a motion to adopt the 2016 Proposed Amended Operations and Maintenance
and 2016 Proposed Amended Capital Budgets as the 2016 Amended Operations and Maintenance and 2016
Amended Capital Budget for Timpanogos Special Service District, with two changes on the operations and
maintenance budget, with an additional $100,000 in interest income for a total of $300,000 and for impact fees
to be increased to a total of $5,429,500. Lynn Walker seconded the motion. Those voting “Aye” — Mark
Johnson, Mack Straw, Spencer Kyle, Brian Braithwaite, Lynn Walker, Craig White, Dale IThrke, Dale
Goodman, and Craig Whitehead. Those voting “Nay” — David Bunker. The motion passed with a majority
vote.

2. Approval to purchase (8) eight new replacement composting covers

Jon said this has been budgeted. We have 24 covers, there were warranty issues with the first round, but
Gore gave us the credit and we stayed with them. Last year, as we started the replacement process, MOR (Managed
Organic Recycling) was the successful vendor and we purchased covers from them. There are limited places to get
these covers, both responded with a quote. Gore dropped their price a little from last year and extended their
warranty to match MOR. We have been happy with the MOR covers, they seem to lay on the piles better and are a
little heavier. Jon said he would recommend accepting the MOR bid and purchasing the eight (8) additional covers
from them. They are here in the United States, with a good response time and delivery, and GORE are made in
Germany and take longer to get here. We can see some advantage in staying with MOR right now. Next year would
be the last time to buy replacement covers, and we may not need eight. We will try to keep that at a minimum.
Spencer Kyle asked the life of the covers. Jon said the warranty is five years, and we have had reports that the MOR
covers have gone 7-8 years. The Gore covers were starting to fail at 3 - 3.5 years. Gore did come in and give us a
credit and give us “x” amount of covers. Spencer said these will probably last longer than we have need for them.
Dale Ihrke asked if this price is a little lower than last time. Jon said it is $1000 higher per cover. If the Board
decides to accept this, we would want to accept the payment terms so we could get the order coming.

Brian Braithwaite made a motion to approve the purchase of (8) eight new compost covers from
Managed Organic Recycling Inc. for an amount not to exceed $555,200.00 and to accept the payment terms
identified on their quote. David Bunker seconded the motion. Those voting “Aye” — Mark Johnson, Mack
Straw, Spencer Kyle, Brian Braithwaite, Lynn Walker, David Bunker, Craig White, Dale Thrke, Dale
Goodman, and Craig Whitehead. The motion passed unanimously.

Communication

2. Manager’s Report

Jon said some of the seeding done by the contractor did not take because it is too hot. It will be handled as a
warranty item and that is in writing from Whitaker Construction. Jon said while we have been talking about
phosphorous, we have seen our influent loading phosphorous increasing. We think we know where that is coming
from so we are dealing with that. This has huge impacts on us, whatever the end result, we will be forced to put local
limits on phosphorous. It is going to be a big deal and a huge expense to some of the big industries in the district.
Spencer Kyle asked what kind of industries. Jon said those that make computer parts, and circuitry. Domestic
wastewater is between 3 mg/L and 5 mg/L, this month is 8.4 mg/L. and last month was 7 mg/L. We will see if that
trend continues. We got hit with some ammonia toxicity, and as we try to knock that down we compromise our
ability to treat phosphorous. Effluent phosphorous is at 4 mg/L; we have seen that at 1 mg/L, and 1.2 mg/L, but the
last couple of months it has varied. We are not in violation of anything, but we see some good amounts of
phosphorous coming in. The state has told us 1 mg/L would be the limit, and Jon thinks our plant could do that.
They have also told us 1 mg/L would be our yearly average, so when we have .6 - .7 mg/L. some months and 1.1
mg/L some months, we were comfortable we could fine tune that and stay within that 1 mg/L yearly average. If they
do not make it a yearly average, we may be looking at doing something to ensure we are always at 1mg/L or below.
We could put a structure in and add some chemicals and knock it down. There would be a little bit of a chemical

-6-



(=T« B e B A O

AL A DS DD DD DWW WWWWWWWWNNNRNRNNNNNNRRRRRRRRRP R
oA DE WNRBE O OO-NOn R WRNREOWVORNIOGOURE WRNREOWDD~NO WA WNRE O

sludge, and when you put filters in you have more sludge to deal with. We would have some time to do it and it
would not be near the expense.

Jon said Provo has joined the research study group, but we have not gotten Orem into the group yet. Jon
thinks we will have to increase efforts, and get political. Mark Johnson asked what Orem’s reason was for holding
out. Brian suggested we talk to them now that this has happened with the Lake. Jon said we even gave them the
option to take a project they felt comfortable with and their portion of the funding could go for that. They acted like
they might; right now, they have an attorney that wants veto rights and they want to direct the research. They would
be giving one of the smallest donations. Jon said he hoped the board realized we are bigger than Provo and Orem put
together. Orem would put $40-$45 thousand in, Provo $50 thousand; we put in $100 thousand. There are plants up
north that put in more than us. Jon said he had two conversations with NACWA (National Association of Clean
Water Agencies), and they are willing to come out and participate and it would give a national presence. Itisa
legislative group; they are the best ones to work through. They can be fairly effective and have legal and technical
resources. Their CEQ, Adam Krantz, has offered to come out and meet with us.

Dale Thrke said he would like to recommend that the Administrative Committee or the Engineering
Committee look into this issue. Jon said the research group meet the first Tuesday of every month and the board
members are welcome to attend those meetings. Spencer said he is a believer in science, and he wants to see what
the science says, however, he understands you can hire people to go out and look for the results you want. Spencer
felt the presentation by Leland and Dr. Miller was not coming from an unbiased situation. If it comes across as we
are against this and we are going to find the data why we shouldn’t do this, that will not hold up. Spencer wants to
see the actual science. Jon said the science is excellent and how we portray that has to be in a different light. Leland
comes in with the attitude that we have joined the group, and the reason we exist is that we do not believe the state is
not taking the right approach. He did say, if science dictates we do a certain thing, we will do it. What we are
seeing, based on the studies that have been done, is that there is still enough naturally occurring phosphorous, and we
are going to lead rate payers to believe they are going to see a difference, and they are not. Mark said it is more than
just the science it is how you promote the science. We have to find the right way to promote it. Jon said scare tactics
are very effective and if you talk to people, most say they something needs to be done with the lake. We agree
something needs to be done with the lake, we agree they should have closed the lake. Error on the side of caution.
But the long term approach, do the science and let’s come up with something feasible. Spencer said coming in and
saying “this is going to cost you $100 million, you need to find a way to make that not happen” sounds like a scare
tactic. Jon said the same people who have been convinced by what they have heard in the last two weeks, how do we
present this to them from our side so it does not have that impact on them.

3. Compost Access Project Construction Progress Report No. 4
The board reviewed the report.

4, 2015 Miscellaneous Plant Improvement Project Construction Progress Report No. 4
The board reviewed the report.

Closed Session
There was no closed session.

Adjourn:
David Bunker made a motion to adjourn. Lynn Walker seconded the motion. All present “Aye”.
Meeting adjourned. 7:45 p.m.



