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From Busch, Stephen (DEQ) o

Bandy Tussday, March 28, 2073 345 PR

T Bonzle, Richard (DEQ); Donaldson, Krigling (DEQ), Bleemier, Jon (BEQ)
Get Shekter Smith, Liave (DEQ)

Subisch Fy: Flint Oraft Responss

A8 130 today dike Prysby and | attended ap unplanned confarance call between Director Want and Treasurer Billon. Friorto

There was follow up discussion with the Director following the call and in addition © the rasponse below he would fike Ustoe be
prepiied b dittuss the following polnts: '

Car we say 1o Troasury thst BWA & 3 cost effective aplion?

Can we awy to Tragsury that DWSD s 4 cost offective oplion?

Regulatory authoity 10 ot/ prevent water system braakups and local v, state dechsions about agstviated costs

& Begidss Benton Township and Norton Shores/Fruitport what other systems have pulisd out of 2 regions! system

anil whiat were the DW regulatory considérations?

4. How doftan we gsess the dollar value an the benefits of & DWSED Regiona! water System ws. the cost differential?
8. Iy the YT seport, the status gue option for Filnt with DWSD vs, KWA cos) estimete differential B 5172 milien,

5. What unangwersd guestions do we have sbout the DVWED options in the TYIT repon®

8. 8712 Blengd

. 1278 Bleng

additiongl cosiments befors § provide o fingl vesponse to the Director Wednesday afternoos it preparsiion for Thursday
mesting.

Calt roeif you Bave eny questions.

Btephen Busch, P.E

Lansing snd Jackeoh Distiict Bugesvisor

Orffics of Drinidng Waler and Runidipa! Assigtancs
MDEQ
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Frose: Busch, Stephen (DB

Sent; Tusgday, March 26, 2013 1,37 P

Ta: Wiant, Dan (DROY; Thelan, Mary Beth (DEQ); Svge, Jim (DEQ)
Lo Willand, Yeronios (DEQ); Shekigr Smith, Liane (DEQ)

Eiibiechy Hint Draft Responss

Direchor Wyant,

I prepavation Tor our call foday with Treasurer Dilaw's offics, ODWMA hax develeped the following for consideration. We cab
provide any additionat info you reguire during the meeting.

CDWMA has reviewad the materials developed by theconsultant Tucker, Young, lacksan, Tull, Ine. {TYIT) for Treasury regarding
the Chty of Flint and potential alternativesfor public water supply. Bazed on aur revisws, we have developed the following
sormrmants to this polnt v our analysis

1. The TYIT veport does not contain the Tull scope of the Kavegnond! Water Sethority [0WA) rifw wator supply system. THT

concerns over raw water supply redundanoy-and reliohility are addressed 1o the satisfaction of QBWMS under the Al
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KWa proposal. Please note some portions of the overall project are being financed independently by the Genesee
County Drain Commission.

There are significant differences in contract language between WA and Detroit Water and Sewerage Department
{DWSD) with respact to the contracted maximum day demand capacity.

a. Under a KWA contract, a “maximam day” capacity of 18 million gallons per day (MGD) would fully satisfy current
demands of the City of Flint, without the need to supplement raw water capacity using the Flint River. {18 MGD,
average over 3 30 day periodl.

b, Under a DWSD model contract, a “maxdmum day” capacity, even at 18 MGD, would not satisfy the current
demands for the City of Flint. {18 MGD, over any 24 hour period).

Restrictions in contracted capacity that would pravent the City of Flint from meeting peak demand requirements
present potential imits to economic development within the City of Flint, including possible connection bans and water
system extension bans. This information was previcusly conveyed to the City of Flint by GDWMA staff,

Al contract options with DWSD that are cansidered semi- coa‘npetztwe with the KWA confract do not fully supply the City
of F!snt zmd wos;id requice i ater demands by treating water

Huron source water}

¢. Trigger additional reguiatory requirements under the Michigan Safe Drinking Water Act (LT2ESWTR)

d. Regquire significant enhancements to treatment at the Flint WTP, beyond those identified in the TYIT report {see
itern X below.

e. Water Resource Division is evaluating potential impacts to NPDES wastewater discharge permits in downstream

segrments of the Fiint River,

The TYIT report does not adequately address increased requirements and costs associated with using the Flint River as a
s;gnaﬁcant saurce fer the Fi;nt WTP, which are not necessary under a Lake Huron source water scenario. This includes:

b..
T. 5 Binfe
d Addft;onai' Backup power, igre pﬁWﬁEf‘ redguired for Fiint River operation

The Fiint WTP must operate at some minimum level and within a range of flow rates to maintain treatment

effectiveness. Currently that minimum level is 8 MGD. This level may be reduced with additional capital costs to modify
the WTP, not addressed in the TYIT report.

Allowing Flint WTP to blend water with DWSD sets a new precedent that could pose future consequences with other
DWSD customers.

Costs impacts to remaining DWSD customers would be similar under the proposed scenarios, only retaining 8 MGD of
30+ MGD total Flint/Genesee Co. demands, based on the following:
2. Genesee County distribution systerm demands are pulling out of DWSD regardless of the decisions by Flint WTP
b. Flint's need to utilize the Flint River as a source

ODWMA anticipates cost savings under the KWA proposal will be leveraged to provide additional improvements to the
City of Flint water distribution system, improving efficiency and providing additional cost benefits,

10. Maior cost discrepancies in TYIT analysis

2. Enginsering, Legal, Administration, Contingency — TYIT appears to have effectively double charged for these
costs in thelr KWA estimates without adequate justification
b. Pumping facilities — TYJT cost estimate methodology does not appear to address Jocalized market costs and does
not distinguish fixed and variable costs in its comparison analysis.
2



