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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The purpose of the City of West Branch Drinking Water Revolving Fund Project Plan is to fulfill the project
planning requirements under the States’ Safe Drinking Water Act 399 and to provide the basis for ranking of
the City’s proposed waterworks improvements under a Project Priority List for a low-interest Drinking Water
Revolving Fund Loan.

The scope of the project plan includes a summary of the existing water quality and reliability issues within the
City's service area, projection of the population served within the next 20 years, identification of principal
alternatives to meet the future water needs of the service area, and evaluation of environmental impacts
resulting from completion of a selected alternative in both the long and the short term.

The project plan also presents projected user costs for financing the selected alternative and a review of the
public participation and public comments solicited by the City on the selected alternative.

The format of the report follows the January 2023 project planning guidelines for Drinking Water Revolving
Fund Projects issued by the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ), now referred to as the
Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy (EGLE).
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2.0 PROJECT BACKGROUND

2.1 DELINEATION OF SERVICE AREA

The study and service area includes all of City of West Branch. The City resides in both, West Branch and
Ogemaw Township, Ogemaw County, Michigan. The study and service area can be seen in Appendix E as
the City limits on the Proposed Improvements Map.

The City of West Branch is located at the junction of M-55 and M-30 in Ogemaw County and is the largest city
in the county. 1t is the county seat and encompasses approximately 1.3 square miles. The north edge of City
is bounded by Willow Street, Court Street runs along the western city limits, and Fairview Street along the east.
The southem boundaries are irregular. A detailed of the city is shown below:

2.2 LANDUse

The land uses in City of West Branch are classified into 7 categories for the purposes of chart below. The city
occupies an area of approximately 943 acres. The chart below shows the proportionate land uses currently
allocated in the city. At 27%, Single-family residential is the largest single land use resent in city, followed by
Commercial at 23% and Multi-family residential at 15%. The Existing Zoning Map is shown in Appendix E.

Existing Land Use Table

Land Use oo hocres  Percent
Re5|dent|a| S-l}lg_!;_F;m_ll;f e 208 “2;9%
_Resndential Mutti F_amlly - Sl 117 15.1%
Commercial _ 180 23.3%
indusirial 74 9.6%
Institutional/Governmental Utilty 92 11.9%
Recreational ~ “ ﬂ_ﬁ 29 3.7%
Vacaﬁtluiidevélopeci STy 74 5.6%
Total (not mciudmg“l:lg‘i"l“tsr of way) - 774 --
Right-of-Way 169 -
_ Total (including rlghts—of-way) L 943 100%

2.3 POPULATION PROJECTIONS

City of West Branch population grew dramatically from 1830 to 1940 and since that time it has remained
relatively stable. The graph below shows the overall change in population in city since 1630.
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From year 2010 to 2020 the population increased by 1.7 % from 2,138 to 2,176 as shown on the bar
chart above. In addition, the chart below shows how City of West Branch population trends compares
to the regionai area. In addition, it indicates that the population is projected to increase to 2647 by year
2040,

Ogemaw County Population Projections

{120 2040

OGEMAW COUNTY 22,533 24,138
Townships
Churchill 1,816 2,021
Cumming 701 706
Edwards 1,459 1,549
Foster 873 934
Goodar 394 386
Hill 1,358 1,35C
Horton 940 966
Klacking 628 655
Legan 560 577
Mills 4,554 5,076
Ogemaw ) 1,317 1,506
Richland 658 677
Rose 656 660
West Branch 2,648 2,756
Villages
Prescott 270 278
Cities
Rose City 656 660
\West Branch 2,309 2,647
Source: EMCOG

Method: Linear Trend Extrapolation
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Cultural Resources

The National Historic Preservation Act, as amended, mandates the protection of historic sites, buildings,
structures, districts, and objects of national, state, regional, or local significance listed in the National Register
of Historic Piaces and requires that the effect of a federally assisted project upon properties included in or
eligible for inclusion in the National Register must be taken into account during project planning.

There are no sites within the city that are listed on the National Register of Historic Places.

A letter requesting review with respect to impacts to known historical and archeological sites will be sent to the
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPQ).

Letters requesting review with respect to impacts on tribally important cultural or religious sites will be sent to
all of the Native American tribes associated with Ogemaw County.

The Natural Environment
Climate

Climatological data for the area is based on information from the U.S. Climate Data. The average January
climatic conditions include average minimum temperatures of 8 degrees F and average maximum
temperatures of 27 degrees F. The average July climatic conditions include average minimum temperatures
of 80 degrees F and average maximum temperatures of 56 degrees F. The average annual rainfall is 31
inches, and the average annual snowfall is 50 inches.

These climate conditions, specifically the winter conditions and design frost levels, would have equal design
and construction impacts on all the principal alternatives and equally affect the length of construction seasons
for all alternatives.

Alr Quality

The Clean Air Act requires an analysis of whether air poliutant emissions will result from the construction or
operation of a federally assisted project.

Air quality within the service area complies with Federal Clean Air Act Standards for attainment for all air
quality standards.

The impacts in air quality from dust and emissions in the area due to typical construction operations would be
temporary and similar for all principal alternatives.

Wetlands

Natural features are important to the City for several reasons: their scenic quality, their recreation potential,
and the habitat they provide for fish and wildlife. Perhaps most importantly, however, are the functions
provided by these natural features that are imperative to the health of the community. Wetiands, for example
serve to filter out pollutants from run-off and therefore promote better water quality, as well as provide
valuable habitat for wildlife and waterfowl.

Wetlands serve an important purpose in an ecosystem by providing wildlife habitat, erosion control,
floodwater storage, ground water recharger and water purification. They are also used for recreation purposes
such as hiking, bird watching, photography and hunting. Wetlands that are five acres in size or larger and
wetlands that are contiguous to a water body are protected in Michigan by the Goemaere-Anderson Wetland
Protection Act.

The National Wetland Inventory classifies several areas in the City as wetlands. These areas are designated
on the map below. Most of these wetlands are categorized as Freshwater Forested Shrub and are
predominateiy aiong the riverbanks toward the edges of the City, most notabiy in the southeast, northwest,
and northeast corners. (Note, not all of the river/creek banks in the City are considered to be wetlands.)

4
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Additionally, there are wetlands.} Additionally, there are wetlands close to the southeastern section of the
railroad tracks and a large area just north of Griffin Road bounded by First and Fourth Streets.
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Source: City of West Branch Master Plan

A review of the mapping available from the US Fish and Wildlife indicated that the project does not impact any
state or federally identified wetlands. This map is shown in Appendix E.

Great Lakes Shorelands, Coastal Zones, and Coastal Management Areas

No sections of the City of West Branch are located within a Coastal Management Area so there will be no
impact on any coastal zones.

Floodplains and Maijor Surface Waters

A review of the project by the EGLE Land and Management Division has been requested. The fload
insurance rate maps for the city indicate that the project is located outside of the 100-year floodplain, except
for one location. Directional drilling will be used at the Industrial Road looping, and it will not affect the existing
floodpiain. The mains are located outside of the floodpiain and the proposed work does not include earth
moving or ground disrupting activities. This floodplain is regulated under the Floodplain Regulatory Authority
of Part 31, Water Resources, of the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act.

The Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) are not available as shown in Appendix E. The 100-year flood plain
elevation along the rivers and creeks has not been determined.

The river and creeks are banked by Evart sand and are arsas of frequent flooding. According to the Natural
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) “frequent” means that flooding is likely to occur often under normal
weather conditions. This means the chance of floeding is more than 50% in any year but less than 50% in all
months of the year.
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The rest of the areas in the City are not considered to be flood prone. The chance of flooding in these areas is
nearly O percent in any year, with flooding occurring less than once in 500 years. The following map shows
the flood frequency in the city.

o Rating Polygone

oo&

MR _JURE

1
g

Source: Cily of West Branch Master Plan

During design, an application for a joint permit with the EGLE and USACE {United States Army Corp of
Engineers) will be submitted pursuant to state and federal rules and regulations for construction activities in
the land/water interface. The selected alternative will have no impact on flood plains.

National Wild and Scenic Rivers

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act as amended by the Michigan Scenic Rivers Act of 1991, prohibits federal
assistance to a project which will have a direct and adverse effect on the values for which a river segment
listed in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System or designated for study on the National Rivers Inventory
was established.

There are no rivers in the city that are listed on the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System website,
administered by the National Park System, or on the Michigan Natural Rivers System found on the Michigan
Department of Environmental Quality website. Based on this, the selected alternative will have no impact on
natural, wild, or scenic rivers.

Land Use
The proposed project will not cause any long-term impacts on land use in the City.

Agricultural Resources

According to the United States Department of Agriculture’s Web Soil Survey, most of the land in the Township
(approximately 46%;) is considered “not farmland.” Large portions of land are also considered “farmland of

6
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local importance” and “prime farmland if drained” (approximately 32% and 15%, respectively). The remaining
land {approximately 7%) is considered “prime farmland in all areas”. A map showing the USDA's Farmland
Classification for land throughout the Township can be found in Appendix E.

Since the proposed project is entirely within road right-of-ways, easements, and City property, it is not
anticipated to have any impacts on agricultural resources in the City.

Endangered Species

Information provided by Michigan Natural Features Inventory, US EPA Endangered Species Protection
Project and US Fish and Wildlife service revealed the following species in Ogemaw County:

- Kirtland's Warbler: Dendroica kirtlandii (Bird)
More detailed information from the Michigan Natural Features Inventory database is provided in Appendix F.
Contamination Sites

No contaminated sites with immediate risks are located in the project area.

Condition of Source Facilities

The city water supply comes from 2 groundwater weils, each over 180 feet deep. The wells produce an average
of 251,750 gallons per day. With a firm capacity of 704 gpm, the wells have a capability of producing 1,013,780
gallon per day. The only source of drinking water throughout the city are the municipal wells. One of the wells
has been increasing in Arsenic concentration since its origin. The Arsenic levels are approaching the maximum
allowabie levels of 10 ppb. Recent samples indicate Arsenic levels of 9 ppb. A letter from EGLE dated January
20, 2020 supports the need for a new Water Treatment Plant (WTP). The City is drilling a new well in FY 2024
as part of another project. Firm capagcity will remain the same. In addition, a letter dated January 8, 2019 from
DEQ {now EGLE), shows the results of a Water System Sanitary Survey performed on December 20, 2018,
Both letters are in Appendix B.

Current Water Treatment Methods

The water treatment from the weli water consists of chlorine for disinfection, and fluoride treatment. The city
uses LMI pumps for chemical addition to the water system. A new water treatment plant will be built in FY 2024
as part of another project.

Existing Storage Facilities

The city has one water tower with a total storage capacity of 500,000 gallons. An inspection of the existing
tower was done on May 5, 2021. The exterior coating is a urethane system and the wet and dry interior coating
are an epoxy system. it was concluded that the exterior coating, wet interior, and dry interior were in good
condition overall. There were spot failures of coating deterioration for all coatings.

Recommendations included:

= Annually inspecting the roof vent, hatches and any other health or security items on the structure

» Schedule cleanings and inspections every five years

¢ A handrail, pressure vacuum vent, 24” mesh screen, sample tap, threaded coupling, and deflector bars
should be installed

e The overflow bar should be pointed downward

 Remove the perforcated section of wet interior roof hatch neck and reinstall the cover to meet EGLE
requirements
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Other recommendations including more extensive cleanings, repairs, replacements, coatings and installations
were also given for the more distant future.

Condition of Service Lines

The city has total 977 service lines. Ofthe 977 service lines 713 (73%) of those have a material that is currently
unknown. The City is completing a DSMI investigation to verify number of lead service lines. The DSMI will be
completed by the end of FY 2023. Approximately 100 services will be replaced where new watermain will be
instalied.

Existing Distribution and Transmission System

The city water distribution system is composed of cast iron (20%), ductile iron {(78%), and PVC (2%). The
distribution system consists of approximately 86,238 feet of watermain varying in size from 4-inch to 14-inch in
diameter. Approximately 12% of watermain is 4” in diameter and 50% is 6" in diameter. These watermain are
undersized and need to be replaced.

Methods of Residual Handling and Disposal
There are no existing residuals handling and disposal requirements for the City’s water supply system.

Condition of Water Meters
The water meters are in new to good condition. The City has been changing out water meters. There are
approximately 100 meters left to replace.

Operation and Maintenance
As recommended in the EGLE Water System Evaluation in Appendix B, the city DPW routinely exercises valves
throughout the distribution system and conducts regular flushing programs once per year.

The city has decreased the loss of treated water, by making a few minor repairs throughout the distribution
system. The city has been working on a mass meter replacement with new cellular read meters.

The city also has been using a computer software (Silversmith) to track information and locate all valves,
hydrants, and meters.

All these actions have increased the operation and maintenance costs for the system.

Design Capacity of Existing Waterworks System
The rated design capacities of the system are outlined above in report Section D1.

In Appendix A, the water usage trends table is an analysis of the annual well pumpage for 2019 and summarizes
the total annual pumpage, the maximum day and annual average day demands, along with the service
population and average per capital water use (gpcd).

Between the years 2017 and 2020 the average annual pumpage was 91.2 million gallons (MG). The maximum
day demand was recorded in 2018 was 1.085 million gallons per day {mgd) and the average day demand for
the four-year reporting period was 0.174 mgd. The average per capita use for the four-year reporting period
was 81.2 gped,

The average peaking factor over the last nine years of the reporting period is 2.4 as calculated in Appendix A.

Based on the service area population projections and the projected needs of commercialfindustrial facilities
over the next 20 years, the projected maximum day demand for the year 2041 is as follows:

2041 Average Day Demand {2,647 x 81.2 gpcd) = 0.215 MGD = 149 GPM
2041 Maximum Day Demand (0.215 x 2.6) = 0.516 MGD = 358 GPM
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Climate Resiliency of System
Changes resulting from Climate factors will not influence this project and are not applicable.

The proposed project consists of:

+ Replacement of approximately 22,700 feet of undersized 4" to 6" watermain with 8” and 12"
watermain,

» Watermain looping in 5 locations within the system. By adding these loops, water reliability and
water quality will be improved.

= Watermain loop connecting the system to Ogemaw Township,

+ Replacement of approximately 100 lead service lines

» Installation of a new 250,000 gallon water tower, which will be used for a regional water system
with Ogemaw Township

Compliance with Drinking Water Standards
The service area for the DWSRF Project Plan includes the entire city limits. The service area was developed
in a meeting with the City of West Branch and Fleis & VandenBrink Engineering, Inc.

The City of West Branch water supply system currently consists of two wells producing an average of 248,747
gallens per day {gpd), with water treatment at the wells consisting of chlorine for disinfection, and fluoride
treatment. The system has one water tower with a total storage capacity of 500,000 gallons, one standby
generator for the wells, over 88,200 feet of watermain ranging from 4-inches 1o 14-inches in diameter, 133 fire
hydrants and valves, and 250 watermain valves. The water system infrastructure supplies water to 977 water
customers in the city. Appendix E shows location of the following:

»  Water Lines Locations

= Water Wells and Pump House Location
= Fire Hydrant Locations

»  Water Storage Tower Location

»  Water Vaive Locations

Of the 977 total service connections, 713 (73%) water service lines have a material that is currently unknown.
The city is concerned that many of these unknown service line materials may or may not contain lead material.

A lefter dated January 22, 2020, from EGLE in Appendix B, shows that a city well has been increasing Arsenic
concentration since its origin. A new WTP will be constructed in FY 2024,

The most recent EGLE site visit of the city water system was conducted December 20, 2018. A foiiow up letier
dated January 8, 2019, from the DEQ (now EGLE), shows the resuits of the Water System Sanitary Survey as
shown in Appendix B.

Orders / Enforcement Actions
There are no orders or enforcement actions in place.

Drinking Water Quality

The susceptibility rating assessment by the State of Michigan on source water supply is on a seven-tiered scale
from "very-low” to "very-high" based on geologic sensitivity, well construction, water chemistry and
contamination sources. The susceptibility of city water supply source can be obtained at West Branch City Hall.
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Based on the 2021 Water Quality Report for the City of West Branch, there are no significant sources of
contamination in the water supply.

The annual Water Quality Report for the city public water system for 2021 is included in Appendix G. As stated
in the annual report, there were no significant sources of contamination in the water supply.

In 2021, there was a violation for levels of arsenic in the water. This is currently being addressed with the WTP
that will be constructed in FY 2024 as part of another project.

The City of West Branch includes an estimated 1,393 Residential Equivalent Units (REUs). With an estimated
250 gallons of flow per day per REU the projected maximum daily flow this project will be 348,250 gallons per
day. Future increase from Ogemaw Township could be up to 50,000 to 60,000 gallons per day.
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3.0 ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

The EGLE Project Plan preparation guidance document requires that the alternatives evaluation process
examine the objectives of the project, including the needs, technical constraints and applicable drinking water
standard requirements to be met. The widest variety of potential alternatives for both the entire system and the
various functional subsystems must be identified, evaluated, and screened. All the alternatives evaluated must
serve the same service area population with demonstrated drinking water needs. The rationale for rejecting any
of these alternatives must be provided in the Plan. In-depth analysis will only be performed for the principal
alternatives. The in-depth analysis must be based on a cost-effective analysis, potential environmental impacts,
implement ability, and technical issues.

The following alternatives were considered for the City DWSRF Project and service area;

» Alternative 1 — No Action

» Alternative 2 — Qptimum Performance of Existing Facilities
* Alternative 3 — Regionalization

» Alternative 4 — Water System Improvements

3.1 ALTERNATIVE 1 - NO ACTION

In this alternative, there would be continued use of undersized and leaking cast iron watermain. Lead water
services connected to these mains have excessive intericr corrosion causing excessive water loss and poor
water quality. The mains were installed over 75 years ago. The system would continue to age, causing
increased water loss, increased frequency of watermain and service breaks. These upgrades are needed to
maintain compliance with Safe Drinking Water Standards. This work is included in the Water AMP issued in
2022.

The aging water meters and water tower will not be replaced. The lead service lines would continue o be used
by potentially approximately 100 users. These service lines are aging, and the material can lead to water quality
issues.

This alternative will not be further evaluated as a principal alternative.

From a performance-based viewpoint, the watermain system is typically meeting the demands put on it by
users. The current issues are the physical condition and size of certain components rather than the performance
of them. Allimprovements made to the system will involve using updated materials and equipment that will help
the facilties run more efficiently and effectively. Due to the nature of the issues the system experiences,
optimization of the facilities alone will not meet the City's needs; upgrading and replacement of the aging
infrastructure is necessary. Therefore, Alternative 2 will not be evaluated further as a principal alternative.

There is no major municipal systems near West Branch. The closest municipal water system is in Rose City,
which is approximately 13 miles away. Rose City currently does not have the capacity to supply their own
needs, therefore this option is not feasible. The next closest is the City of Tawas City. This is over 35 miles
away and is not feasible.

In this alternative, approximately 22,700 feet of existing watermain would be replaced. These sections of
watermain are undersized and old. The watermain being replaced is approximately 65 to 80 years old. These
sections are subject to frequent breaks and lsaking. Many of the sections are 4" and 6. Increasing the size
will help system reliability, water quality, and improved water pressure throughout the system,
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There will also be approximately 3,900 feet of looping that will be added to the existing watermain system.
This will help water quality by eliminating dead ends that result in stagnant water. In the future, there will be
less of an impact if sections of watermain need to be shut off because these areas can now receive water
from both directions. This increases the system'’s reliability.

A watermain loop will be installed that will connect the City of West Branch to Ogemaw Township. This will
allow both communities to use the WTP soon to be constructed in the City of West Branch. This connection is
currently being negotiated between the two communities.

Under this alternative, approximately 100 service lines may be replaced after determination of line material is
completed. The project will replace the existing lead services lines where the watermain is being replaced.
The new service line will go all the way into the home.

The City would receive a new water tower. The new and existing water storage tower will receive a mixing
system to prevent stagnation of water in the tower,

The City of West Branch also serves as a backup supply source to the West Branch Township. The master
meter for this connection would also be replaced as part of this project.

The City has two water main construction method alternatives to evaluate for water main replacement and
looping.

Construction Method Alternative #1: Open Cut

The open-cut trench method involves excavating a trench down to the appropriate line and grade and placing
the pipe. The trench is then backfilled with appropriate material, and a paving course is placed on the surface.
Driveways will need to be replaced. Ditches and pavement will have to be restored.

Construction Method Alternative #2: Directional Drilling

Directional drilling (commeonly referred to simply as driffing) is the process of using a small, steer-able steel pipe
that is guided under the soil to create a pilot hole. The pipe is guided by above-grade monitoring equipment
that tracks the depth and location. Once the guided head reaches its location, the host pipe is attached and
pulled back through the pilot hole. This alternative eliminates costly restoration for driveways, ditches, and lawn
areas that is required for the open cut method.

The City has reviewed various methods for delivering the construction of their project. EGLE has published the
State Revolving Fund and Drinking Water Revolving Fund Project Delivery Methods Guidance Document in
March 2015. The various delivery methods allowed include Design Bid Build {DBB), Construction Management
at Risk (CMAR), Fixed-Price Design-Build (FPDB), and Progressive Design-Build (PDB).

The City has reviewed all four methods. Summarized comparisons of these methods are outlined below.

Design-Bid-Build (DBB)
Many public infrastructure projects are delivered using the DBB method. in the DBB method, an engineer works

closely with the City and prepares the project bidding documents, including the construction drawings and
specifications.

General contractors submit bids based on the plans and specifications, and the lowest, responsible bidder is
awarded the project. The general contractor pricing includes their subcontractors, or trade contractors, to
perform specialized work such as electrical/controls, mechanical work, concrete work, etc. Typically, the
engineering firm that developed the design provides construction observation and construction administration
services during the construction phase. In this alternative, there are three parties: the Owner, the engineer, and
the general contractor.,
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The DBB methed offers the following advantages:
=  Well understood and accepted.
= Independent oversight of Builder.
= Open to Owner involvement during design.

On the other hand, the DEB method has the following disadvantages:
«  Pricing is not known until the design process is complete.
= Contractor selected based on low bid not on value, knowledge, and experience brought to the team.

Construction Management At-Risk (CMAR)

CMAR is similar to DBB in that the engineering/design contract is separate from the construction contract.
However, in the CMAR method, a construction management firm (CM) is hired independently by the City before
or early on in the design process. An engineer works closely with the City and the CM during the entire design
process. The CM provides input to the engineer and Owner through the entire design process. The engineer
prepares the construction drawings and specifications while the CM prepares the bidding documents and
obtains pricing from their subcontractors and suppliers.

The CM develops a Guaranteed Maximum Price (GMP). In this alternative, there are three parties: the Owner,
the engineer, and the independentty contracted CM firm.

The CMAR method offers the following advantages:
= Open to Owner involvement during design.
= Early integration of Builder.
= Provides early and continuous constructability review.
=  Provides early certainty of costs.
=  Pricing and design may be conducted in parallel.
= Reduced likelihood of claims compared to the DBB alternative.
»  Project can be ready for construction quickly.

On the other hand, the CMAR method has the following disadvantages:
= Not a single source of responsibility.
= No legal obligation linking Designer to Builder.
= Potential for disputes, claims and change orders.

Fixed Price Design Build (FPDB)

FPDB is a delivery method where the Cwner designates one firm, a design-builder {DB}, under ene centract for
the design and construction of the project. The DB provides a fixed price based on a defined scope,
requirements, and schedule but before complete preparation of detailed design documents.

Owner involvement during the design process is typically very limited after the fixed price is accepted. The
“book is closed” on pricing around the 30% mark of the design process.

This City is increasing rates dramatically for this project and has indicated they want to be heavily involved in
the design process fo provide direction on design options to reduce overall cost. They will be involved
throughout the entire design and construction process. Therefore, FPDB was not considered further for this
project.

Progressive Design Build (PDB)

The PDB delivery method is similar to the CMAR method but with one major distinction — the design-builder
{DB) is under one contract for design and construction of the project. Therefore, the City has one single firm
responsible for the design, schedule, construction, and warrantee of the project. If issues arise during or after
construction, the City only has one entity it would need to address them with.
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During the latter part of the design phase, the DB prepares the bidding documents and obtains pricing from its
subcontractors and suppliers on an open-book basis.

If an agreement is reached on the pricing, the City will move forward collaboratively to construction. With such
flexibility, the PDB method allows the Owner to improve the project outcome by participating directly in design
decisions. In this alternative, there are two parties: the Owner and the DB firm.

The PBD delivery method offers the following advantages:
= The Owner can transfer more risk to the DB, since there is a single point of responsibility for the design,
permitting, construction, and performance warrantee of the project.
= Owner is involved during the entire design and construction.
= Early integration of Builder.
= Provides early and continuous constructability review.
= Provides early certainty of costs.
= Pricing and design may be conducted in parallel.
*  Project can be ready for construction quickly.
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4.0 PRINCIPAL ALTERNATIVES

The principal alternatives to be evaluated address the improvement needs of the system through the
construction of new assets or the replacement of existing assets. As presented above, the no action, optimum
performance and regionalization alternatives are not considered reasonable as they do not fully address the
needs of the system and objectives of the project. The regional alternative is not feasible due to the distance
and lack of capacity of the regional system. To address the critical needs of the water system, principal
alternatives for replacement and new construction will need to be evaluated.

4.1 MONETARY EVALUATION

A monetary evaluation includes a present worth analysis. This analysis does not identify the source of funds
but compares cost uniformly for each alternative over the 20-year planning period. The present worth is the
sum which, if invested now at a given interest rate, would provide the equivalent amount of funding required to
pay all present and future costs. The total present worth, used to compare the principal altematives, is the sum
of the initial capital cost, plus the present worth of operation, maintenance, and replacement (OM&R) costs,
minus the present worth of the salvage value at the end of the 20-year planning period. The discount rate used
in computing the present worth cost is established by EGLE and has not yet been set for FY2024 SRF Projects.
The discount rate of 2.0%, obtained from OMB Circular No. A-84 per SRF guidance, was used for the financial
calculations.

The salvage value is caiculated at the end of 20 years where poitions of the project structures or equipment
may have a salvage value, which is determined by using a straight-line depreciation. The present worth of the
20-year salvage value is then computed using the discount rate of 2.0%, The EGLE guidance document
establishes the estimated fife for the project structures and equipment to assess salvage values at the 20-year
planning period.

The cost of labor, equipment and materials is not escalated over the 20-year iife since it assumes any increase
in these costs will apply equally to all alternatives. Energy prices, however, are escalated at a uniform rate of
3% per year over the 20-year planning period with O&M costs.

Since the total estimated construction costs are similar between the principal aiternatives, the interest charge
during construction (capitalized interest) would not influence the comparison of alternatives and was not
included in the cost-effective analysis.

To ensure uniformity of the cost comparisons, the EGLE guidance indicates that the following cost comparison
details should be specifically addressed and were applied in the present worth analysis:

s Capital costs were included for all identified improvements.

= Sunk costs were excluded from the present worth cost. Sunk costs for the project include
existing land, existing waterworks facilities, and outstanding bond indebtedness.

¢ Operations, maintenance, and replacement, (OM&R} costs were included in the present
worth cost.

e The economic comparison is based on a 20-year project planning period in accordance
with EGLE guidance and a discount interest rate of 2.0%

» Salvage values were included in the present worth cost.

e Escalation of energy values was applicable to the principal alternatives, but the cost
differences between alternatives were limited.

= Land purchasefacquisition costs were not applicable to the principal alternatives.
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e Mitigation costs are included in the project costs, which was included in the present worth
cost.

o Total existing and projected user costs for the project are presented.

» Equivalent alternatives were compared, where no principal alternative was substantially
more effective in terms of population served, design life of facilities and level of service
provided.

For the purposes of this report, no comparison of monetary value and present worth was performed. This is
because there was only one alternative that was feasible and met the project objectives.

An analysis of the potential environmental and public health impacts of the principal alternatives is also an
important part of the Project Plan analysis.

The foliowing aspects of the environmental setting along with appropriate narrative discussion and maps are
presented as follows:

Cultural Resources
None of the alternatives discussed are expected to have any impact upon historical or archeological sites.

The Natural Environment

None of the alternatives are expected to have a significant impact on wetlands, flood plains, surface water,
prime farmiands, air quality and plant / animal communities. No alternative will impact wild or scenic rivers
designated by the Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy (EGLE).

Alternative 4 could include some road replacement as required to install the watermain. During construction,
the potential would exist for site runoff and soil erosion, however soil erosicn control measures will be
enforced. No trees are proposed to be removed due to this alternative.

The primary potential environmental impacts identified for this project (regardiess of the selected construction
method alternative) include temporary decreased air quality due to dust from construction sites, temporary
noise from construction activities, temporary traffic flow restrictions, and close proximity to designated
wetlands and floodplains (but without any anticipated impacts on them).

The open cut construction method alternative would have much more of an environmental impact than the
drilling method would. The open cut method would involve digging trenches over the entire new watermain
length, while the drilling method would involve excavating holes in the ground at long intervals from each
other, then drilling new watermain between each hole.

The significantly larger amount of excavation required for the open cut method than excavation required for
the drilling method is the primary reason for the open cut method’s larger potential environmental impact. The
open cut method would produce larger amounts of dust, as excavation would occur over the entire new
watermain length, rather than at comparatively small, isolated sites. Similarly, the open cut method would
create more noise, as construction activities would occur over the entire new watermain length, rather than at
individual work sites spaced far apart. The open cut method would require more disruption to traffic flow, as
long lengths of road, possibly covering both traffic directions, would need to be closed, rather than short
lengths of road with closures for only one side of the road. The open cut method has a higher potential to
impact adjacent wetlands and floodplains, as it would produce larger amounts of excess dirt that, if not
contained properly, could enter the wetlands or create obstructions te floodplains (e.g. by gefting blown
around by the wind).
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The primary technical considerations for this project include system reliability, especiaily for average-flow and
fire-flow conditions, safety of distributed water for drinking, minimizing watermain breaks, project cost, project
implementability, environmental impact, and maintaining compliance with worker safety regulations.

System Reliability

The principal alternatives evaluated would meet the engineering principles and comply with the reliability
requirements of the Michigan Safe Drinking Act, Act 399.

Residuals
No residuals will be generated in any of the alternatives.

Industrial/Commercial/institutional Usage
There are currently 191 commercial, 14 industrial and 31 institutional users.

Growth Capacity
The proposed alternatives meet the needed capacity for the year 2043.
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5.0 SELECTED ALTERNATIVES
The objectives of the drinking water system improvements project are identified as:

= Establish reliable treated drinking water service to the customers.

= Rehabilitate/repair high priority areas of existing watermain infrastructure

= Provide facilities capable of providing consistent compliance with regulatory and permit requirements.
=  Minimize financial overburden to the water system users.

= Minimize environmental impact during construction of the improvements project.

One alternative met the project objectives and was reviewed for effectiveness, reliability, implementability,
environmental impacts, and cost effectiveness.

Alternative 4 was chosen because it was the only alternative that meet the project needs.
Additional discussion of Selected Alternative presented below.

Water System Improvement Alternatives

The watermain being replaced and sections of looping can be seen in the Proposed Improvements Map in
Appendix E. New watermain will be 8” and 12” in diameter. The water tower will be 250,000 gallons.

Water Main Construction
A combination of both methods of construction will be used as part of this project.

Delivery Method

The City and engineering firm that developed the Project Plan had discussions regarding the available project
delivery methods and advantages and disadvantages offered by each methed to develop the preferred method
for presentation at the Public Hearing.

For the current improvements, the City and engineer will discuss which delivery method is most appropriate for
this project and will be determined prior to the commencement of construction.

The useful iife of residential and small commercial meters is 15 years. Meter boxes have a useful life of 25
years. It is anticipated that hydrants & blow offs last 30 years. The useful life of the watermain is 50 years.
The useful life of tha water tower is 100 vears.

The water piping will be sized to keep velocities to a minimum, thus keeping the horsepower required to
pressurize the system to a minimum. Repumping of the water is not necessary which saves on capital and
operation expenses.

The table below presents the proposed project schedule, which follows the DWSRF FY2023 Quarter 4
milestone schedule, assuming that funds will be available in FY2024. Dates are subject to change pending the
final DWSRF milestone schedule.
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Hold Public Hearing May 2023
Submit Final Project Plan to EGLE June 1, 2023
Receive approval of Project August 2023
Environmental Assessment Published April 2024
Part | and Part Il Application Due May 2024
Bid Advertisement May 2024
Part lll application Due July 2024
EGLE Order of Approval Issued August 2024
MFA Closing August 2024
Notice to Proceed October 2024
Construction Complete Decemnber 2025

O&M Manual, Startup Assistance, and Record Drawings _ February 2026

5.6 CoST ESTIMATES

Cost estimates for the proposed improvements are provided in Appendix A. The project costs include
construction costs, construction contingencies, and professional services for legal, administrative, and project
engineering costs. The total cost for this project is estimated at $18.0 million.

5.7 UserCosTs

User costs from this project were analyzed. The Township will fund water supply and treatment operations
through user fees billed to the customer communities based on the total REUs for each community. The
customer communities then distribute these charges to individual water users.

Using an interest rate of 2.75% annually over 20 years, the estimated annua! debt service for Selected
Alternative is $1,182,091.

Using an interast rate of 2.75% annually over 30 years, the estimated annual debt service for Selected
Alternative is $888,820.

The average cost to users to finance the proposed drinking water system improvements entirely through the
CWSRF Program is estimated at $71.00 to $54.00 per month per Residential Equivalent Unit (REU) based on
a 30-year to 20-year ioan respectively.

Actual monthly costs will vary depending on the final DWSRF loan amount, potential ARP Grant funding,
potential principal forgiveness, finance terms, interest rates and other potential Federal or State Grants. Actual
principal forgiveness eligibility will not be determined by EGLE until later in the project scoping stages.

The exact increase in a customer’s water bill will depend on REU variability and the customer community's
existing rate structure. A Municipal Financial Advisor should be consulted to confirm and refine these rates.

5.8 OVERBURDENED COMMUNITY

Part 53, of the NREPA, provides for several benefits to municipalities who meet the state’s criteria for
overburdened community status. Those benefits include additional priority points and extended loan terms. The
Overburdened Community Status Determination Worksheet from SRF is included in Appendix C. Because the
City of West Branch wiil most likely qualify for Significantly Overburdened Community Status, the potential raise
in user costs could have serious repercussions. Principal loan forgiveness or grants from EGLE would heip
mitigate some of these repercussions.

5.9 ABILITY TO IMPLEMENT THE SELECTED ALTERNATIVE

Implementation of a selected alternative is the responsibility of the City of West Branch. The City will own,
operate, and finance the drinking water system.
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The City Council selected an alternative at the May 15%, 2023 Public Hearing. A copy of the resolution is
included in Appendix D.
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6.0 ENVIRONMENTAL AND PUBLIC HEALTH IMPACTS

The potential environmental impacts of the Selected Alternative are evaluated in this section of the project plan.
The analyses of impacts are divided into direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts. Direct environmental impacts
are those that are directly attributable to the construction and operation of the project. Indirect impacts are
caused by the project but are removed in time and/or distance and are often considered secondary in nature.
Cumulative impacts are those impacts that increase in magnitude over time, or result from individually minor,
but collectively significant actions.

Beneficial and Adverse Impacts

A discussion of the full range of potential impacts (i.e., direct, indirect and cumulative) must identify the nature
of the impacts in terms of both beneficial and adverse impacts. The following section will describe the impacts
resulting from the Selected Alternative with special emphasis on cultural or environmentally sensitive resources.

Short-Term and Long-Term Impacts
The analysis includes trade-offs between short-term uses and the maintenance enhancement of long-term
productivity and vice versa.

Irreversible or Irretrievable Resources
The analysis of the environmental impacts also includes any irreversibie commitments or use of irretrievable
resources, such as the commitment of construction materials, energy, and jand to the proposed project.

Direct impacts are the social and environmental impacts directly attributive to the construction and operation of
the project. The effects of the proposed project are considered for each of the following factors:

Construction impacts
Natural and Man-made Features

Because construction is confined to the road ROW's, easements, and City property, impacts during construction
to both natural features should be kept to a minimum. For man-made features, any impact to existing roads or
other structures will be handled in a timely manner following the completion of construction in that area.

Natural Setting and Sensitive Ecosystems

The Selected Alternative is not anticipated to impact any sensitive ecosystems. Fioodplains, wetlands, stream
crossings, sherelands, and primefunique agricultural lands are not anticipated to be disturbed.

Construction Methods

Directionally drilling and open cut will be used for this project. Drilling will keep disturbance to the surrounding
areas to a minimum. When open cut is used, any existing features that are damaged will be replaced following
the installation of the watermain.

Species

No direct impact to rare, threatened or endangered species is anticipated. A list of the threatened and
endangered species near the project area can be found in Appendix F.

Historic, Archaeological, Geological, Cultural or Recreational

An application for a Section 106 Review will be sent to the Environmental Review Coordinator at the State
Historic Preservation Office.
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Typically, on a project not affecting historically significant structures themselves, the SHPO focuses on
disturbance to the surrounding landscape. Removal of mature trees and significant alterations of the existing
landscape may affect a property’s overall aesthetic value and therefore its ability to be listed on the federal
register.

The proposed project construction will be within road ROW's, easements and City property, therefore minimal
disturbances to the surrounding landscape is anticipated.

Traffic Impacts

A minor impact on local traffic may occur during the construction of the proposed project, including potential
delays.

Existing and Future Quality of Surface Water and Groundwater

A primary goal of the project is to provide reliable water supply to the system’s users. The proposed project is
not anticipated to cause changes to the quality of nearby surface or groundwater. It is anticipated dewatering
will not be required during this project. If encountered, it will be local to wherever the connections of directionally
drilled pipe are located. The dewatering will be kept to a minimum and will not have an impact on any nearby
wells or wetlands nearby.

Consumption of Materials, Land, Energy

Construction materials, public funds, energy and manpower will be consumed to construct the proposed
improvements. No known shortage of these items exists, nor is it expected that a shortage of these items will
result from implementing this project.

The only chemicals used during the construction would be fertilizers used after the seeding and mulching of
disturbed areas from the construction operations.

Energy (both electrical and fossil fuels} will be used during the construction of the improvements.

Air Quality and Noise Impacts

During construction, equipment will increase local noise and dust levels during operations. There will be a short-
term adverse impact on air quality during the construction phase due to dust and construction equipment
emissions generated during the minimal excavation operations.

Operational Impacts

Public Funds, energy and manpower will be consumed to operate the proposed improvements. No known
shortage of these items exists, nor is it expected that a shortage of these items will result from implementing
this project.

No residential areas will be impacted by the operation of this project. No other operational impacts such as
odors, noise, traffic or accidents should occur either.

Social Impacts
There will be no dislocation of people during the construction. Minimal impact to residents is anticipated because
the construction work would occur within the road ROW's, easements and City property.

Employment of some residents by the contractor(s) is a possibility for certain construction operations.

Overall, the proposed project is anticipated to have positive social and economic impacts on the City. The
project will address portions of the system that are aging and undersized, creating a more reliable system.
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Pursuing this project will increase water rates for existing water customers. The burden of the water rate
increases on existing customers can be diminished if the City receives a loan or grant for the proposed project.
The larger the loan or grant, the less of a water rate increase that will be needed.

6.3 INDIRECT IMPACTS

Indirect impacts are those caused by the proposed project but removed in time and/or distance. Indirect impacts
are often secondary in nature and are generally caused by residential and/or commercial development made
possible by the project.

Examples of indirect impacts include undirected growth including additional traffic, over-extended police and
fire protection, or heavy financial burden on existing and future residents for the cost of the drinking water
system facilities. It is not expected that the proposed project would cause any significant undirected growth that
would result in changes to zoning, population density, or types of developments found throughout the City of
West Branch including residential, commercial and industrial areas.

Transportation and infrastructure is already in place within the service area, and the proposed project will only
serve to enhance the existing infrastructure.

The proposed project will not result in any changes in anticipated land use.

There are no anticipated indirect impacts due to changes to the natural setting or sensitive ecosystems or
jeopardy to any endangered species resulting from potential secondary growth.

There are no anticipated changes in air or water quality stemming from any primary or potential secondary
development as a result of the improvements since any additional commercial/industrial development would be
subject to the individual communities’ existing zoning requirements.

No impacts on the aesthetic of the area are anticipated. Impacts resulting from the resource consumption over
the life of the project are not anticipated.

6.4 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
There are no anticipated cumulative impacts that would increase in magnitude over time or result from
individually minor, but collectively significant actions of the project.
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7.0 MITIGATION OF IMPACTS

Structural and non-structural measures that aveoid, eliminate, or mitigate adverse impacts on the
environment need to be identified in the project plan. Structural measures involve the specific design and
construction of the improvements, while non-structural measures involve regulatory, institutional,
governmental, or private plans, policies, or regulations of the City. Mitigation of short-term, long-term, and
indirect impacts must be considered in the project plan.

7.2 SHORT-TERM IMPACT MITIGATION

Traffic and Safety Hazard Control

Because this project includes work within road RCW's, it is anticipated that traffic control measures will be
required. Traffic control and maintaining access to homes and businesses will be the responsibility of the
Contractor. However, access to all homes and businesses will be maintained and emergency vehicle
access will be ensured throughout construction. Residents will be notified when construction werk is
scheduled in their area. Traffic detour signs and flag control will be incorporated to provide non-local traffic
with the information they need to navigate the construction site and to travel safely.

Construction site safety is the responsibility of the contractor. The contractor will be required to have only
trained persons performing all phases of the work. The contractor will also be required to comply with the
Occupational Safety & Health Act {OSHA), including using back up alarms on all eqguipment, having
employees trained in hazard control, and maintaining materials safety data sheets (MSDS) for materials
that may be used or handled by construction personnel.

Dust Control

Construction activities will result in increased dust in the vicinity of the construction sites during the length
of the proposed construction. Mitigation measures to minimize the negative effect of dust on residents and
construction workers will be defined in the project specifications. It is anticipated that dust control will be
provided by the application of water and/or dust palliative during dry and dusty perieds. The Contractor will
be required to control dust in accordance with methods described in the project specifications.

Noise Control

Noise levels will increase temporarily during construction of the proposed project. Construction activities
will only be allowed during the hours approved by the City and would be subject to all local noise control
ordinances. Construction workers and site visitors may be required to wear earplugs to minimize the effects
of long-term noise during the construction operations.

Soil Erosion/Sedimentation Control

The Contractor will be required to obtain a soil erosion and sedimentation control permit from the local
agency prior to the start of the work. It is anticipated that utilized mitigation measures may include siit fence,
straw bales, rip rap, geotextile fabric, and other such methods, as appropriate.

Tree Protection
There will be no impact to trees as the project is staying within the road row, easements and City property
and will be avoiding trees.

Disposal of Construction Spoils
Disposal of construction spoils will be at an approved upland location and any contaminated soils will be
taken to a licensed landfill facility.
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Restoration of Disturbed Areas
Construction will generally be confined to within road right-of-ways. Disturbed areas will be restored in a
timely fashion and in accordance with the project specifications.

Water System Operational Impacts

While they are being constructed, new watermains will be disconnected from existing ones. However, when
new watermains get connected to the existing system, small, localized areas of the existing system may
need to be temporarily shut off as part of flushing out the new mains of sediment and other materials that
should not be in domestic water supply.

7.3 MITIGATION OF LONG-TERM IMPACTS

General Construction

Mitigation measures would be developed to ensure that sensitive environments do not suffer permanent
damage. Every effort will be made to avoid potential long-term or irreversible adverse impacts during the
construction of the drinking water system improvements.

The construction work will incorporate “best management practice” methods for installing pipelines or
disturbing the earth. Wetland, flocdplain, and inland stream mitigation would be handled through the permit
process. If impacts cannot be avoided, wetland mitigation measures will be used, although this is not
anticipated as part of this Project. The design and project specifications will include the proper use of
physical measures to reduce soil ercsion to a manageable level and any disturbed slope areas will be
immediately seeded, mulched and/or sodded to prevent soil erosion and/or sedimentation.

Site and Routing Decisions

The proposed watermain looping routes and location of new water tower will have ne major impact on the
existing environment. The rest of the work will be in the same general location of the existing watermain
system.

Operational Impacts
There are no anticipated changes in operational impacts to the environment.

7.4 NMNITIGATION OF INDIRECT IMPACTS

Master Plan and Zoning

The most effective way of mitigating unrestricted growth in any community is proactive creation of zoning
districts and effective enforcement of that zoning. It is anticipated that 15% growth could occur, however,
unrestricted growth in these areas is not anticipated with or without the proposed project.

Ordinances
In the event that growth in the community occurs, future action will be taken in order to minimize potential
increases in stormwater generated from the new construction.

Increased noise, odors, air pollution and general combustion sources will also be addressed if future growth
happens from the proposed project.

Staging Construction
It is not anticipated that this project will need to be broken into multiple stages/segments.

Mitigation measures would be developed to ensure that sensitive environments do not suffer permanent
damage. Every effort will be made to avoid potential long-term or irreversible adverse impacts during the
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construction of the water distribution system improvements. Watermain construction work will incorporate
“best management practice” methods for installing pipefines and disturbing the earth.

Wetland, floodplain, and inland stream mitigation would be handled through the permit process. Although
wetland, floodplain, inland stream, and other water resource impacts are not anticipated as part of this
project, mitigation measures will be employed if these impacts cannot be avoided and/or the need for them
arises.

The design and project specifications will include the proper use of physical measures to reduce soil erosion
to a manageable level. Any disturbed slope areas will be immediately seeded, mulched, and/or sodded to
prevent soil erosion and/or sedimentation.

7.6 INDIRECT IMPACT MITIGATION

The most effective way of mitigating unrestricted growth in any community is proactive creation of zoning
districts and effective enforcement of that zoning. Unrestricted growth in the City water distribution system
service area is not anticipated, with or without the proposed project.
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8.0 PuBLIC PARTICIPATION

8.1 FORMAL PuBLIc HEARING

A formal public hearing on project alternatives and user costs was held on May 15th, 2023 at the West
Branch City Hall.

8.2 PuBLIC HEARING ADVERTISEMENT

The public hearing was advertised on the City website. A copy of the public hearing notice is included in
Appendix D.

A copy of the Draft Project Plan was made available to the public for a 10-day period at the West Branch
City Hall and on the City's website as stated in the public hearing notice.

8.3 PuBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPT
A recording of the Public Hearing is available for review.

8.4 PuBLIC HEARING CONTENTS
The following items were discussed at the public hearing:

Project background.

A description of the drinking water treatment needs and problem areas.

A description of the principal altematives considered.

Proposed method of financing.

Comparisen of environmental impacts for the principal alternatives.

Recommended Alternative.

Proposed monthly user costs for the implementation of the Recommended Alternative for the
average residential customer.

= Proposed timeline schedule.

= Estimate of project cost for the selected alternative.

8.5 PuBLIC HEARING COMMENTS AND ANSWERS

No written comments from the public were received before, during or subsequent to the Public Hearing.
Questions and comments received during the Public Hearing were addressed as a part of the Question and
Answer portion of the presentation.

8.6 ADOPTION OF THE PROJECT PLAN

The official period for receiving comments was ended at the close of the formal public hearing. After the
close of the public comment period, the Recommended Alternative was selected for implementation by the
City Council. A copy of the City's resolution to adopt the Project Plan and to implement the selected
alternative is included in Appendix D.
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APPENDIX A

TABLES

e OPINION OF PROBABLE COSTS — SELECTED ALTERNATIVE
e WATER WELL DATA
o WATER LOSS TRENDS
¢ WATER USAGE TRENDS



City of West Branch
DWSRF Improvements

,

5/1/2023 FV
Opinion of Probable Cost
Item No. Description Amount
1 Replace Watermain $  9,080,000.00
2 New Watermain Loop s 1,365,000.00
3 Ogemaw Township Watermain Loop S 625,000.00
4 Lead Service Line Replacement S 500,000.00
5 New Water Tower S 2,200,000.00
6 New Master Meter S 75,000.00
Construction Total S 13,845,000.00
Engineering/contingencies $  4,155,000.00
Total Project Cost S 18,000,000.00




TABLE 1
CITY OF WEST BRANCH
DWSRF PROJECT PLAN
EXISTING MUNICIPAL WELL DATA

Total Rated
Well #1 Well #2 Flow (gpm)
Well Casing Diameter (in) 12 12
Casing Depth (ft) 155 155
Screen Diameter (in) 12 12
Screen Length (ft) 30 22
Total Well Depth 185 180
Year Drilled 2009 2009
|Rated Capacity (gpm)* 600 300 200
| @ TDH (ft) 135 135
ICurrent Capacity (gpm)* 731 704 1,435
| @ TDH (ft) 144 158
Latest inspection 2020 2020
Latest Pump Maintenance 2020 2020
lLatest Well Cleaning 2009 2009
FIRM PUMP CAPACITY (GPM) 704
FLEISEVANDENBRINK

BESIGN. BUILD. OFERATE.




TABLE 2
CITY OF WEST BRANCH
DWSRF PROJECT PLAN

WATER LOSS TRENDS

Actual Trend*

Water Pumped |Water Billed (1,000} WaterLoss
Year {1,000 gal) gal) (1,000 gal) % Loss
2017 105,166 65,598 39,568 38%
2018 94,414 64,814 29,500 31%
2019 82,387 62,612 20,225 25%
2020 82,666 60,311 22,355 27%

Market Value of Lost Water Assuming Normal Losses of 10%**

Actual Water Loss |Normal Water Loss| Value of Water
Year {1,000 gal) {1,000 gal) Losses over 10%
2017 39,568 8,560 | $ 172,632.89
2018 28,500 649118 120,334.98
2019 20,225 6,2811% 73,030.67
2020 22,355 6,0311 3% 85,374.00
Totals 111,648 25,344 | $ 451,372.54
* Based on City water records
* losses based on current billing rate of $5.23/thousand gallons
L=

FLEISSVANDENBRINK

DESIGN, BUILLy. CPERATE




TABLE 3

CITY OF WEST BRANCH
DWSRF PROJECT PLAN
WATER USAGE TRENDS
Average Maximum Average Maximum Average
Day Day Day Day per Capita
Demand Demand Demand Demand | Peaking | Estimated Use
Year {apd) {gpd) (apm) (gpm) Factors | Population {gpcd)
2017 178,721 389,720 125 271 2.2 2,139 84.0
2018 177,847 438,847 124 305 2.5 2,139 83.1
201¢ 171,540 519,540 119 361 3.0 2,139 80.2
2020 165,236 318,236 115 221 1.9 2,139 77.2
Averages 173,586 416,586 121 289 2.4 2,139 81.2

Loy
FLEISZVANDENBRINK

TESIGH. BUILD. OFERATE.
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APPENDIX B

AGENCY/ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW CORRESPONDENCE



STATE OF MICHIGAN

DEPARTMENT OF =gy =
ENVIRONMENT, GREAT LAKES, AND ENERGY EwiG
GRETCHEN WHITMER BAY CITY DISTRICT OFFICE LIESL EICHLER GLARK
GOVERNOR OIRECTOR

January 22, 2020

Mr. Frank Goodroe WSSN: 07010
City of West Branch

121 North Fourth Street

West Branch, Michigan 48661

Dear Mr. Goodros;
Subject: City of West Branch, Ogemaw County — System Improvements

The Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy (EGLE) has been informed that the
City of West Branch (City) is in the process of applying for a Community Dsvelopment Block
Grant (CDBG) for improvements to their Type | drinking water supply. As patt of the application,
EGLE was asked to provide comment as to whether the project will serve to correct conditions
that do not meet applicable standards of construction,

It has been noted that the City's Well #4 has been increasing in Arsenic concentration since its
origin. Though the City's arsenic monitoring has remained in compliance with EGLE's Maximum
Gontaminant Level {(MCL) regulations, It is important to minimize the concentration of arsenic in
the public drinking water as the Maximum Contaminant Level Goal (MCLG) is zero (0) parts per
billion {ppb). The proposed project is planning to build an arsenic removal treatment plant, as
well as add a new Type | drinking water well. The addltion of a well would improve the City's
firm well capacity (the production capability of each respective part of the waterworks system
with the largest well, pump, or treatment unit out of service) and would likely justify the addition
of the proposed treatment plant. It is recommended that these additions be made to maintain
compliance with R325.10604c¢ and R325.11204 of Act 399, which describe that the MCL for
arsenic is ten (10) ppb and that the firm well capacity shall equal or exceed the design
maximum day demand, respectively.

The aforemantioned items ars all important in maintaining a water supply system. These items
help ensure the system will produce safe drinking water for the community, while keeping the
supply in compliance with Act 399,

[f you have any questions, please contact me by phone at 989-395-8567, or by email at
SylvesterM1@Michigan.gov; or by mail at EGLE, Bay City District Office, Drinking Water and
Environmental Health Division, 401 Ketchum Street, Suite B, Bay City, Michigan 48708.

Sincerely,

WS

Matthew Sylvester

District Engineer

Fisld Operations Section

Drinking Water and Environmental Health Division

cc: Mr. Mike Killackey, Operator-in-Charge

401 KETCHUM STREET = SUITE B « BAY GITY, MICHIGAN 48708
Michigan.gowEGLE » 989-884-6200




STATE OF MICHIGAN E
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY E

oy LANSING
GRETGHEN WHITMER

LIESL EICHLER CLARK
GOVERNOR

DIRECTOR

January 8, 2019

Ms. Heather Graca

Clty Manager

Clty of West Branch WSSN: 07010
121 North Fourth Sireet

Waest Branch, Michigan 48661

Dear Ms. Grace:
SUBJECT: Cliy of West Branch - Water System Sanitary Survey

This letter confirms the Department of Environmental Quellty's (DEQ's} staff visit on December
20, 2018, mesting with Mr. Mike Klliackey to conduct a Survey of the City of West Branch, (City)
and to present the final findings, discuss aregs for Improvement, and Identify timelines for
corrective action where appropriate. The purpose of a Survey Is to evaluate the water supply
systom with respect to the requirements of the Michigan Safe Drinking Water Act, 1976 PA 399,
as amended (Act 388). 1t is also an apportunity to update the DEQ's records, provide technical
assistance, and identify potential risks that may adversely affect drinking water quallty.
Enclosed, is a copy of the Sanltary Survey Review Summary (Summary) for your reference.
Since the last Survey, the DEQ acknowiedges that the Clty of West Branch has completed the
following water facility improvements end operations:

1. The City greatly decreased the loss of treated water, by making a few minor repairs
throughout the distribution system.

2. The Clty has been working on a mass meter replacement with new celluler read
metars. The City should continue to replace meaters untli the average age of the
meters refurns below a {12-15) average age.

3. The Clty has also begun using a computer program {Sliversmith) to frack information
and locate all. valves, hydrants, meters, atc, throughout the system. The program
seams to be working well for the City and should continue to be used,

The following tabie summarizes our findings from our survey of the water system:

Survey Element Findings

Source . No deficiencles/recommendations
Treatment : Recommendations made
Distribution Syastem Recommendations made
Finished Water Storage No deflclencles/recommendations
Pumps Not applicable
Maonitoring 8. Reporting No deficlencies/recommendations
Management & Operations No deficlenclesfrecommendations
Operator Compliance No deficlencies/recommendations

CONSTITUTION HALL « 25 WEST ALLEGAN STREET « P.0. BOX 30473 » LANSING, MICHIGAN 48808-7873
www.michigan.govideq + (800) 862-8276



Ms, Heather Grace
Page 2
January 8, 2019

Seourity Recommendations made
Financial No defldlencles/recommendations
Other Not applicable

It Is hoped that the following recommendatlons will prove useful in enhancing the operation
and maintenance of your water supply.

4. The Ciiy should still be focused on the replacement of the numerous cast lron
mains that are located throughout the system, Replacement of old, undersized
water main should imptove the fire flows and thus the fire-fighting capablities of
the water system. An additional benefil of water main replacement Is the
replacement of waler system components such as valves, hydrants and services.
Replacing these aged components improves the reliabiiity of the distribution
system while making maintenance activities easler.

2, Act 399 requires that al!l Type | water supplies have updated General Plans
(GP) and Reilability Studies (RS). The GP and RS requirements were met by the Water
Reliabllity Study completed by C2AE in November 2013. The Clty has also completed
and submitted a CIP and an Asset Management Plan (AMF). The RS requirement can
be waived, if done so In writing by the MDEQ, for facllities where the source meets
capacity requiremenis and water use projections are stable. Please consider this letter
to be the written waiver of the RS requirement. Since the water system has not changed
gignificantly, we are also willing to waive the GP requirement. These waivers can be
withdrawn if the GP and RS are deemad no ionger acceptable, If any major systerms
changes are completed in the future a new GP will be required.

3. As previously mentioned, the Clty has besn working on cusiomer meter
replacement. The life expectancy of meters ls 12-15 years. The City should
continue to pursue mefer replacement untll the meter ages reach below thai
average.

4, The City has recently started routinely exercising distribution eystem valves. The
City Is currently turning approximately one fourth of alt vaives a year. Itis
recommanded that the City exercise at least one third of the distribution system
valves each year such thal all valves are tumed within a three (3) year time period.
Inoperable valves can result in unnecessary service Interruptions and wasted waler
during water main installation, repair, and maintenance activities. As a result of
inoperable valves, larger poriions of the distribution system must be depressurized
for repairs. Without pressure, these portions of the disiribution system are more
susceptible lo ground water infiltration and backfiow from cross connectlons.

5. The City’s welthouse has two knob handled doors. The doors should have panlo
bars to ensure the safety of any pessonnel that maybe Inside the faclilly.




Ms. Heather Grace
Page 3
January 8, 2019

6. The City uses LMI pumps for chemical addition to the water system. These pumps
should be callbrated as instructed by the manufacturer’s standards to ensure
accuracy and dependabiliity.

7. The Chlorine and Fluoride are fed from the chemical sterage room into the other
room where the taps are located on the piping. Becauss hoth plpes go into a
different reom, it can be easy to confuse which tubing and which chemical injection
tap is for Chlorine and which ong is for Fluoride. Therefore, it s recommended that
labeling should be done, so that the tubing and Injection taps can be easily
distinguished betwsen chemicals.

8. The two chemical injection taps for Chlorine and Fluoride are located on a vertlcal
pipe. It Is recommanded that the Injection taps be relocated to a horizontal plpe at
the 4 or 8 o'clock position.

9. The City has an emergency connection with West Branch Township (Township).
The valve Is not frequently exerclsed, and the hydraulic effects are not fully known.
Therefore, It is recommended that the City and the Township work together to
better understand the effects if the valve Is opened and If it is reliable to open and
use If there is an emergency.

if you have any questions, or deslre to discuss the contents of this letter, please contact me at

the number below; or emall 1o sylvesterm1@michigan.gov or DEQ, Saginaw Bay District Offics,
401 Ketchum Strest, Suite B, Bay City, Michigan 48708,

Sincerely,

Wi 3=

Matthew Sylvester

District Engineer

Drinking Waler and Municipal Assistance Divislon
Saginaw Bay Dislrict Office

989-305-8567

Enclosure
co: Disirlet Health Depariment #2 (Ogemaw)
cc/enc: Mr. Mike Kiliackey, City of West Branch
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APPENDIX C

OVERBURDENED COMMUNITY STATUS DETERMINATION



P g g
(=} % ] B
MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT, GREAT LAKES, AND ENERGY

OVERBURDENED AND SIGNIFICANTLY OVERBURDENED COMMUNITY STATUS
DETERMINATION WORKSHEET

The following data is required from each State Revolving Fund (SRF) applicant requesting a
determination for overburdened and significantly overburdened community status.

The most recent census and tax data are available in a searchable table on EGLE's State Revolving
Fund — Overburdened Community Definition and Scoring Criteria Development webpage along with
an excel worksheet to help determine blended Median Annual Household Income (MAH}) and
blended taxable value per capita for regional systems. The MAHI and taxable value per capita table
will be used to make all FY24 determinations. Applicants are encouraged to visit this page prior to
completing this form to see if they qualify based on MAHI (blended MAHI if applicable) or taxable
value per capita (biended taxable value per capita if applicable) alone. If so, they only need to fill out
lines 1 and 2 of this form, electronically sign it on page 2, and submit.

Alternately, if the applicant’s MAHI or blended MAHI is above the state average - $63,498 for
FY24 - they cannot be determined as being overburdened or significantly overburdened for
FY24 funding and should not complete or turn in this form.

For applicants whose MAHI or blended MAH]I is below $63,498 but do not automatically qualify based
on MAH]! or taxable value per capita alone, please complete the entire form and return to:

Mark Conradi
conradim@michigan.gov

Name of Applicant
City of West Branch

Please check the box indicating which funding source this determination is for:

DWSRF

CWSRF D

1. Is this a regional system? A regional system refers to any system that serves more than one
municipality (cities, townships, and/or villages)

Yes |:|
No

If yes, refer to the instructions at the end of this form to complete calculations for a blended MAHI
and blended taxable value per capita. Additionally, page 3 of this form will also need to be
completed.

Michigan.gov/EGLE Page 1 of 8 EQP3530 (Rev. 2/2023)



2. Median Annual Household Income from table on the overburdened webpage (blended if
applicable)

$32,172.00

3. Taxable Value Per Capita from table on the overburdened webpage (blended if applicable)
$27,866.00

4. Total amount of anticipated debt for the proposed project (amount of loan requested for FY24
loan)

$18,000,000.00
5. Annual payments on the existing debt for the system
$92,694.00

6. Total operation, maintenance, and replacement expenses (OM&R) for the system on an annual
basis

$534,023.00

7. Number of residential equivalent users (REUs) in the system

1393

1 ( John Dantzer ) hereby certify that the information in this
form is complete, true, and correct to the best of my knowledge.

Digitally signed by John Dantzer
John Dantzer o2 250s.0s 105026 cwoe 05082023

Signature Date

For determinations made using anticipated debt, a final determination will be made based
upon the awarded loan amount and not the anticipated amount provided on this form.

Michigan.gov/EGLE Page 2 of 8 EQP3530 (Rev. 2/2023)
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APPENDIX D
PuBLIC PARTICIPATION

e MEETING MINUTES
e PROOF OF PUBLICATION
o PuBLIC HEARING NOTICE
e PUBLIC ATTENDING THE HEARING
¢ PUBLIC HEARING PRESENTATION
e RESOLUTION OF PLAN ADOPTION

o PUBLIC HEARING RECORDING
(UNDER SEPARATE ENCLOSURE)
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APPENDIX E

MAPS

e WATER LINES AND STORAGE TANK
e WATER VALVES
e HYDRANTS
e PROPOSED IMPROVEMENT OPTIONS
e OGEMAW COUNTY

o USFWS WETLANDS

¢ FEMA FLOODPLAIN

e USGS QUADRANGLE

e 1982 QUATERNARY GEOLOGY OF MICHIGAN
e 1987 BEDROCK GEOLOGY OF MICHIGAN
e USDA SoILS CLASSIFICATION
e USDA FARMLAND CLASSIFICATION
e CITY OF WEST BRANCH ZONING
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Flood Hazard
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1987 BEDROCK GEOLOGY OF MICHIGAN
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Ogemaw County, Michigan (M1129)

Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Acres in AO1 Percent of AOH

TE Rubizon sand, 18 to 35 percent 0.2 0.0%
slopes

134, Au Gres sand, 0 to 2 percent 127.9 6.3%
slopes

14 Roscommon mucky sand 385 i.8%

178 Graycalm sard, 3 tc 6 percent 10.8 ¢.8%
sliopes

17C Graycalm sand, € to 18 percent 15.1 0.7%
slapss

208 Maontealm [samy sand. 040 8 0.8 0.0%
percsnt sicpes

20C Monteatm [oamy sang, 8 {0 18 00 0.0%
perceni slopas

21 Histosols and Aquents, pondad 120 0.6%

228 Naester fine sandy loam, 2t2 8 1840 9.5%
percant siopes

225 Nester fine sandy loam, 6tc 12 gz2.7 31%
percent slopes

2c2 Nester loam, § to 12 percent 1237 6.3%
slopes, ercded

22D Nesterfine sandyloam, 1210 18 Q.. c.0%
percent slopes

2202 Nester loamn, 12 tc 18 percent 7.2 0.4%
slopes, ercded

2203 Hester clay loam. 12 to 36 46 0.2%
percent slopes, severely
ercded

238 Kawkawlin loam, 0 to 4 percent 4776 8.7%
slopes

24 Sims leam i8.4 0.9%

28 Udoerthents, [camy, nearly level 178 0.8%

36 Tonkey sandy loam 31 0.2%

442 Croswrell sand, loamy 163.% 8.1%
substratum, 0 to 3 parcant
slopes

45 Wheatley mucky foamy sand 106.5 5.2%

47A Gladwin sand, 0 to 3 percent 113.8 5.6%
slopes

48 Epoufetta mucky sand 3.8 0.2%

50B Menominee sand, 0to 8 percent 84 0.3%
glopas

518 losco sand, 0 io 4 percent 145.8 7.2%

slopes




Ogemaw County, Michigan (MH29)

Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Acres in AQi Percent of AOI

52 Brevort mucky loamy sand a2.e 1.6%

538 Manistes loamy sand, 0 to 6 744 3.7%
percent slopes

83C Manistes loamy sand, & io 12 20 G.1%
percent slopes

548 Allerkiale loamy sand, Oto 4 322 1.8%
percent slopes

57A Belding sandy icam, Oto 3 16.8 0.8%
petcent slopes

a3 Evart sand 166.2 7.7%

246 Melite sand, O %c € sercent 78 0.4%
slopes

34C Melita sand, 8 c 18 percent 4.2 0.2%
slopes

74 Cathro muck 45 0.2%

76 Lupton muck, ¢ to 1 percent 1258 Q.8%
slopes

7 Tawas mucky peat 7.8 0.8%

Cswash Croswell sand, 0 1o 3 percent 31141 15.3%
slopes

@ Water g1 G.3%

Totals for Ares of Interest 2,035.2 120.8%
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Fammiand Classification—Ogemaw County, Michigan

Farmiand of statewide
importanca, if ivigated
andd reclaimed of axcess
saits and sodium
Farmiand of statewide
Importance, if drained or
sither protected from
flooding or not fraquantly
flooded during tha
Growing s4ason
Farmiand of statewide
Imperanss, Hwam
encugh, and sither
tirained or sither
prolacted from fleoding or
nct fraquently flooded
during the growing
383300
Farmiand of stalewide
Importancs, if warm
enough
Farmiand of statewide
Impertance, If thawed
Farmtand of local

c8
Farmiand of lscal
importance, i iripated

]

Sofl Rating Lines

t e

L

-

Farmland of uniqua
importanca

Not rated or not
avaflable

Mot prime farmland

All arsas are prime
farmland

Prime farmiand i

drained

Prims farmland if E
protected from flooding |
or not frequently flooded |
during the growing i
s=ason |
Prims farmiand if ;
Irmigatad |
Prime farmiand if

drained and sither
protectsd from fleoding

or not frequently flocdad
during the growing

season

Prims farmiand If

Imigated and drained

Prime farmiard If

Irigated and sither
protectsd from flcoding

ar not frequently fooded
during the growing

season

MAP LEGEND
Area of Interest {ACH) ] Prime farmiand it ] Famland of statewlde
Area of Inlerast (AO]) subsalled, complstaly importance, if drained and
remaving the roat efther protacted from
Solls Inhibiting soll layer fiouding or not frequenthy
Soll Rating Poilygons Prime farmland If irigatad flondad during the
[ | 'Mu :i:n farmiand - and the product of | {soll growing season
arodiblity) x C {climete [ Farmland of statewida
| Allareas ars pime factor) does not exceed importancs, if imigated
mmiand 80 and drained
Prime farmiand if drained Prime farmland if imigated Familand of statewide
- e ra m and reclaimed of excess E Importance, if irpated
[0 Prime famand if salts and sodium and sither protected from
protacted from flooding or [E  Farmiand of statewide flooding or not frequentiy
not fraquently flooded importance flooded during the
during the growing [ Famandor e o {rewing seascn
bl o importanca, f drained [] Famiand of statewide
[} Priove farriand if inigated W F d of e !wnﬁ; i n;b;;nﬂeu.‘d'
_ armiand of st zompstely removing
(1 Priowe tiond it du'irm mﬂﬂ::m!”;f:rﬂ roct inhibdling soi layer
Sooding orlnntﬂ'aqi.mlly fraquently fooded during (] Familand of staewide
Sooded during the the growirg ssason '"‘s“n;":"“- m
growing season [] Farmiand of statewide TMIDII;}‘: c (dmén
m m farmitand if imigated Importance, if Imigated sﬂ:nr) doas nat excead
[] Prime farmiand if irigated
and sither protected from
fiooding or not frequently
Soaded during the
growing season
s Natural Resources Web Soil Survey
Conssrvation Sarvice Natlenal Cooperative Seif Survey

5/5/2023
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Farmland Classification—Ogemaw County, Michigan

» »  Prime farmiland if s Farmiand of statewlde e Farmiand of statewids s Farmiand of unique [0  Prime famiand f
Subgaflad, complataty imporiance, If drained and Importance, if imigated importanca subsoled, complately
removing the root efther protacted from and reclaimsd of excass ramaving the root
nhibiting soll layer Poding o not fraquantly saks and sodium war Nt reiad or niot avedable Inhibiting sol layar

o Primea farmiand if imigatad floadad during the a # Famiand of stalevide Soil Rating Points @ Prime farmiand f
and the product of | {soll growing season Importanes, if drainsd or @ Notprime farmland inrigated and the product
erotfibidy) x C (cimate =2  Farmiand of siatewide althar protectsd from of | (208l erodibliity) x &
Tactor) doms not sxcesd Imporiance, it irigated flooding or not Faquenty B Al sreas are prime (climats factor) does not
BO and drained flooded during the faermiand axcend 80

wmyd  Prime tarmiand If irigaied s Farmland of stmewide growing season [ - ] Prima farmiand if drained @  Prime farmland if
and reclaimed of axcess importancs, F irigated vt FAMiAnd of sixiswide ) migatad and reclaimed
saits and sodium wnd either protected from Importance, #f warm [ Prims farmiand ¥ of axcess salts and

rur  Farmiand of statewids flooding or ot frequently enough, and either profected from flooding or sodium

fiocded during the drained or ajther nat frequertly flooded @ Famiand of statewide
owing senton protected from fooding or duing the growing imporiancs

s Farmiand of stalewide . net requently fesded seaton

i drained s hpmm"mn“:d during the growing O Frime farmland K irigate Farmiand of statewide
w2 Famiand of siatewids completaly removing the season Importancs, if drained
importancs, if grotectad o0t inhiiting 803 layar o Farmiand of stalewide [  Frime familand if drained & Farmiand of statewide
Srom flooding or not imporiance, T wam and eithar protectsd fram importancs, if protected
frequently flooded during we  Fanmbed of statewide onough flooding or not fraquently from flooding or it
he geowing season impertarcs, If migated . fleadad dusing the fraqusntly flooded during
and the product of | (soll sys  Farmiand of sistewide ing season the growing season

#os  Fanniand of stelewide eradiblity) 2 € (climate importance, ¥ thaved growng

importancs, if krigated fatar) does not axcesd B Prime famnland ¥ imigated [ Fammiand of statewire
o L F"""‘"n": local and drained importancs, i Imgated
y @ Prime fanmiand if imigated
v Fammland of focal and sither protattad from
impoertance, ¥ imigatsd Sooding or not fraquently
floodad during the
growing season
Natura) Resources Web Soil Survey 5572023
Conservation Service National Cooperative Soil Survey Pags 30f7



Fammland Classification—Ogemaw County, Michigan

iz] Farmlad of statewide
importance, if drained and
sither protected from
ficading or not fraquently
flondad during the
growing seasan

il Famiand of sistewids

1]

3]

Farmiand of stetevwide
imporiance, if Imigated
and raclaimed of excess
salts and sodium

Fanmland of unique
importance

[  Notrated or not avallable
WatarF

Farmiand of
Imporiance, if drained of
either protectad from
Hooding or not frequently
flooded during the
growing season
Farmiand of siatewids
imporianes, if warm
snough, and sfther
drained or elther
protected from flcoding or
1ot frequentiy ficoded
during the grewing
season

Farmiand of statewide
importance, if wamm
enough

Farmiand of statewide
importance, if thawed
Farmiand of focal
importance

Farmland of !ocal
imporiance, i imigated

Streams and Canals
Transportation
[y Raids
_~ Interstate Highrasys
US Routes
Major Roads
Local Rogds

Background
- Asrial Pholography

The soil surveys that comprise your AQI ware mapped at
1:15,8C0.

Plaasa rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map
fmeasirements.

Sourca of Map:  Natural Resources Conservation Ssrvics
Web Soil Survey URL:
Coordinate System:  Web Mercator (EP5G:3857)

Maps from the Web Seil Survey are based on the Web Mercator
projection, which praserves direction and shepe but distorts
distance and area. A projeclion that preserves area, such as the
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if mare
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.

This product is gensrated from the USDA-NRCS carlified data
as aof the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area:  Ogemaw County, Michigan
Survay Area Data: Version 19, Aug 29, 2022

Soif map units are labeled {as space allows) for map scales
1:50,000 or larger.

Data(s) acrial images were photographad:  Jul 2, 2020—Nov
12, 2020

The orthephoto or other base map on which the sail linas were
compiled and digitized prebably differs from the backgreund
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.

Natura] Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soll Survey

5152023
Page 4 of 7




Farmland Classification—Ogemaw County, Michigan

Farmland Classification

Map unit symbot Map unit name Rating Acres in AO| Percent of AOI
[ME Rubicon sand, 18 to 35 | Not prime farmland 48 0.1%
i percent slopes
13A Au Gres sand, 0to 3 Not prime farmland 137.5 3.9%
percent slopes
14 Roscommon mucky Not prime farmiand 370 1.0%
sand
178 Graycalm sand, 0to 6 | Not prime farmland 10.8 0.3%
percent slopes '
17C Graycalm gand, 610 18 | Not prime famland 26.7 0.8% !
i percent slopes
20B Montealm loamy sand, 0 | Farmland of local 17 0.0%
to & percent slopes importance
20C Monicalm loamy sand, 6 | Farmland of local 34 0.1%
to 18 percent slopes importance
21 Histosols and Aquents, | Not prime farmland 204 0.6%
ponded
228 Nester fine sandy loam, |All areas are prime 247.4 7.0%
2 to 6 percent slopes farmiand
22C Nester fine sandy loam, |Farmland of lccal 139.1 3.89%
6to 12 percent slopes | importance
22C2 Nester loam, 6 to 12 Farmiand of local 175.5 5.0%
percent slopes, importance
eroded
22D Nester fine sandy loam, |Fammiand of local 88.2 2.5%
12 to 18 percent importance
slopes
22D2 Nester loam, 12 to 18 Farmland of local 7.3 0.2%
percent siopes, importance
eroded
22D3 Nester clay loam, 12 to | Farmiand of local 8.3 0.2%
25 percent slopes, importance !
severely ercded ]
22E Nester fine sandy loam, | Not prime farmland 8.6 0.2%
18 to 35 percent
slopes
22F Nester fine sandy loam, |Not prime farmland 58 0.2%
35 to 50 percent
slopes
23B Kawkawlin loam, 0 to 4 | Prime farmland if 249.7 7.1%
percent slopes drained
24 Sims loam Prime farmland if 123.5 3.5%
drained
28 Udorthents, loamy, Not prime farmland 259 0.7%
nearly level
Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 5/5/2023

Conservation Service

National Cooperative Scil Survey

Page 50f 7



Farmland Classification—Ogemaw County, Michigan

Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating Acres In ACI Percent of AOI
38 Tonkey sandy loam Prime farmland If 20.0 0.6%
drained

44B Croswell sand, loamy Not prime farmland 178.5 5.1%
substratum, 0to 3
percent slopes

45 Wheatley mucky loamy |Famland of local 157.2 4.5%
sand importance

46B Mancelona sark, 0to 6 | Not prime farmland 14.1 0.4%
percent slopes

46C Mancelona sar, 6 to 18 | Not prime farmland 16 0.0%
percent slopes

47A Gladwin sand, O to 3 Not prime farmiand 212.0 6.0%
percent slopes

48 Epoufette mucky sand | Not prime farmland 6.7 0.2%

50B Menominee sand, 0 to 6 | Farmland of local 127 0.4%
percent slopes importance

50C Menorminee sand, 6tc | Farmiand of local 1.7 0.0%
12 percent siopes importance

50E Menominee sand, 18 to | Not prime farrmland 3.0 0.1%
35 percent slopes

51B losco sand, D to 4 fFamiand of local 2811 8.0%
percent slopes importance

52 Brevort mucky loamy Prime farmiand if 1149 3.3%
sand drained

53B Manistee loamy sand, ¢ | Farmiand of local 128.5 3.7%
to 6 percent slopes importance

53C Manistee loamy sand, 6§ |Famiand of local 16.0 0.5%
1o 12 percent slopes imporiance

54B Allendale loamy sand, 0 | Farmiand of local 102.0 2.9%
to 4 percent slopes importance

57A Belding sandy loam, 0 to | Prime farmland if 231 0.7%
3 percent slopes drained

63 Evart sand Not prime farmiand 209.3 5.9%

64B Melita sand, 0to 6 Not prime farmland 204 0.6%
percent slopes

84C Melita sand, 6 to 18 Not prime farmiand 7.8 0.2%
percent slopes

74 Cathro muck Not prime farmland 348 1.0%

77 Tawas mucky peat Not prime farmland 102.0 29%

| 82C Nester-Manistee Farmland of local 2.2 0.1%

i complex, 6 fo 12 importance

i percent slopes

186D Nester-Graycalm Not prime farmland 13.9 0.4%
complex, 12t0 18
percent slopes

CswaaA Croswell sand, Oto 6 Not prime farmland 440.8 12.5%
percent slopes

us| Natural Resources Web Soil Survey

Conservation Service

National Cooperative Soil Survey

Page 6 of 7




Farmland Classification—Ogemaw County, Michigan

Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating Acres in AO| Percont of ACI
LupabA Lupton muck, O to 1 Not prime farmland 93.5 2.6%
percent slopes
w Water Not prime farmland 10.9 0.3%
Totals for Area of Interest 3,5301 100.0%
Description

Farmland classification identifies map units as prime farmland, farmland of
statewide importance, farmland of local importance, or unique farmiand. It
identifies the location and extent of the soils that are best suited to food, feed,
fiber, forage, and cilseed crops. NRCS policy and procedures on prime and
unique farmlands are published in the "Federal Register," Vol. 43, No. 21,
January 31, 1978.

Rating Options

Aggregation Method: No Aggregation Necessary
Tie-break Rule: Lower

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey

5152023
Page 7 of 7



Zoning Districts

| R-M (Multiple Family District)
I MU (Mixed Use District)

- 0-5 Office Service District)
- CBD (Central Business District)
- G-B {General Business District)
- IND (Industrial District)

- Parks & Cemeteries

/

Ogemaw Twp ~ West Branch Twp

Ogemaw Twp R West Branch Twp

R-1 (Single-Family Residential District)
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Michigan Natural Features Inventory
MSU Extension

Setophaga kirtlandii
Kirtland's warbler

Key Characteristics

A relatively large wood warbler with adults 5 % inches (14.6cm) in length and weighing 12-15
grams. Adults with a yellow breast with black streaks confined to the sides; two white wing bars,
and a heavily streaked blue-gray back. The distinctive white eye ring is broken at the front and
back of the eye. The adult female is less colorful than the male, having gray cheeks, paler
streaked sides and breast and a grayish-brown back. The Kirtland's warbler persistent tail-
pumping habit is similar to that of the Palm Warbler (Dendroica palmarum) and Prairie Warbler
{Dendroica discolor).

Status and Rank

US Status: LE - Listed Endangered

State Status: E - Endangered (legally protected)

Global Rank: G3G4 - Rank is uncertain, ranging from vulnerable to apparently secure
State Rank: S3 — Vuinerable



Occurrences

Year Last

County Occurrences Observed
Alcona 2 2010
Baraga 1 2013
Chippewa 4 2012
Clare 1 2010
Crawford 4 2010
Delta 3 2012
Grand 1 2008
Traverse

losco 4 2010
Kalkaska 4 2010
Luce 2 2012
Marquette 8 2013
Missaukee 1 2010
Montmorency 3 2010
Cgemaw 2 20610
Oscoda [:] 2010
Otsego 1 2010
Presque Isle 1 2010
Roscommon 6 2010
Schoolcraft 3 2012
Wexford 1 1977

Information is summarized from MNFI's database of rare species and community
occurrences. Data may not reflect true distribution since much of the state has not been

thoroughly surveyed.



Habitat

Young Jack pine stands.

Natural Community Types

Dry northern forest Pine barrens

For each species, lists of natural communities were derived from review of the nearly 6,500
element occurrences in the MNF1 database, in addition to herbarium iabel data for some
taxa. In most cases, atleast one specimen record exists for each listed natural community.
For certain taxa, especially poerly collected or extirpated species of prairie and savanna
habitats, natural community lists were derived from inferences from collection sites and
habitat preferences in immediately adjacent states (particularly Indiana and liiinois). Natural
communities are not listed for those species documented only from altered or ruderal
habitats in Michigan, especially for taxa that occur in a variety of habitats outside of the
state.

Natural communities are not listed in order of frequency of occurrence, but are rather
derived from the full set of natural communities, organized by

Management Recommendations

Each year several thousand acres of jack pines are burned (occasionally), seeded, planted,
and commercially harvested on a 50-year rotation cycle. This system is designed to provide
enough suitable nesting habitat at all times to support the target population of 1,000 singing
males. Kirtland's warbler breeding habitat is short-lived and progresses rapidly to an unsuitable
condition as the trees age, so continuous intensive management practices cannot stop once
reclassification or delisting occurs. Occupied Kirtland's warbler habitats are closed to visitors
during the May 1 through August 15 (September 10 for selected areas) breeding season
except for guided tours originating from the Grayling Holiday Inn or U,S. Forest Service District
Ranger Office in Mio.

Active Period

Migration from first week of May to second week of May Migration from third week of
August to fourth week of September Nesting from third week of May to second week of
August

Survey Methods

An annual census of singing males by the USFWS and the MDNR uses straight line compass



transects or in small areas, meander surveys.
Transect or meander survey
Survey Period: From second week of May to fourth week of June

Time of Day: Morning (sunrise)

References

Survey Referenes
Bibby, C.J., N.D. Burgess, and D.A. Hill. 1992. Bird Census Techniques. Academic Press,
New York.

Technical References

Evers, D.C. 1994, Endangered and Threatened Wildlife of Michigan. The University of Michigan Press, Ann Arbor. 412pp.

Olsan, J. A, 2002. Special Animal Abstract for Dendroica kirtlandii (Kirtland's warbler). Michigan Natural Features Inventory,
Lansing, MI. Spp.
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City of West Branch List of Contaminated Sites
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WATER QUALITY REPORT



2021 Water Quality Report for City of West Branch

This report covers the drinking water quality for City of
West Branch for the 2021 calendar year. This information
is a snapshot of the quality of the water that we provided
to you in 2021. Included are details about where your
water comes from, what it contains, and how it compares
to Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and state
standards.

Your water comes from 2 groundwater wells, each over
170’ deep. The State performed an assessment of our
source water to determine the susceptibility or the relative
potential of contamination. The susceptibility rating is on
a seven-tiered scale from "very-low" to "very-high" based
on geoclogic sensitivity, well construction, water chemistry
and contamination sources. The susceptibility of our
source can be obtained at City Hall or by calling 989-345-

0500 or by email at publicworks@westbranch.com

There are no significant sources of contamination in our
water supply. We are making efforts to protect our
sources by updating the City of West Branch’s well head
protect program.

If you would like to know more about the report, please
contact Mike Killackey, DPW Superintendent at 989-965-
4982 or email at publicworks@westbranch.com

= Contaminants and their presence in water:
Drinking Water, including bottled water, may
reasonably be expected to contain at least small
amounts of some contaminants. The presence of
contaminants does not necessarily indicate that water
poses a health risk. More information about
contaminants and potentia! health effects can be
obtained by calling the, EPA’s Safe Drinking Water
Hotline (800-426-4791).

= Vulnerability of sub-populations: Some people
may be more vulnerable to contaminants in drinking
water than the general population. Immuno-
compromised persons such as persons with cancer
undergoing chemotherapy, persons who have
undergone organ transplants, pecple with HIV/AIDS
or other immune systems disorders, some elderly,
and infants can be particularly at risk from infections.
These people should seek advice about drinking
water from their health care providers. EPA/CDC
guidelines on appropriate means to lessen the risk of
infection by Cryptosporidium and other microbial
contaminants are available from the Safe Drinking
Water Hotline (800-426-4791).

+ Sources of drinking water: The sources of drinking
water (both tap water and botiled water) include
rivers, lakes, streams, ponds, reservoirs, springs, and
wells. Our water comes from wells. As water travels
over the surface of the land or through the ground, it

dissolves naturally-occurring minerals and, in some
cases, radioactive material, and can

» Pick up substances resulting from the presence of
animals or from human activity.

Contaminants that may be present in source water

include:

e Microbial contaminants, such as viruses and
bacteria, which may come from sewage
treatment plants, septic systems, agricultural
livestock operations and wildlife.

¢ Inorganic contaminants, such as salts and
metals, which can be naturally-occurring or result
from urban storm water runoff, industrial or
domestic wastewater discharges, oil and gas
production, mining or farming.

s Pesticides and herbicides, which may come
from a variety of sources such as agriculture and
residential uses.

+ Radioactive contaminants, which can be
naturally occurring or be the result of oil and gas
production and mining activities.

= Organic chemical contaminants, including
synthetic and volatile organic chemicals, which
are by-products of industrial processes and
petroleum production, and can also, come from
gas stations, urban storm water runoff, and septic
systems.

In order to ensure that tap water is safe to drink, EPA
prescribes regulations that limit the amount of certain
contaminants in water provided by public water systems.
Foed and Drug Administration regulations establish limits
for contaminants in bottled water which provide the same
protection for public health.

While your drinking water meets the U.S. EPA standard
for arsenic, it does contain low levels of arsenic. The U.S
EPA standard balances the current understanding of
arsenic's possible health effects against the costs of
removing arsenic from drinking water. The U.S. EPA
continues to research the health effects of low levels of
arsenic, which is a mineral known to cause cancer in
humans at high concentrations and is linked to other
health effects such as skin damage and circulatory
problems.



Water Quality Data

The table below lists all the drinking water contaminants that we detected during the 2021 calendar year.
The presence of these contaminants in the water does not necessarily indicate that the water poses a
health risk. Unless otherwise noted, the data presented in this table is from testing done January 1 —
December 31, 2021. The State allows us to monitor for certain contaminants less than once per year
because the concentrations of these contaminants are not expected to vary significantly from year to
year. All of the data is representative of the water quality, but some are more than one year old.

Terms and abbreviations used below:

¢ Maximum Contaminant Level Goal (MCLG): The level of a contaminant in drinking water below
which there is no known or expected risk to health. MCLGs allow for a margin of safety.

¢ Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL): The highest level of a contaminant that is allowed in drinking
water. MCLs are set as close to the MCLGs as feasible using the best available treatment
technology.

+ Maximum Residual Disinfectant Level (MRDL): The highest level of a disinfectant allowed in drinking
water. There is convincing evidence that addition of a disinfectant is necessary for control of
microbial contaminants.

+ Maximum Residual Disinfectant Level Goal (MRDLG): The level of a drinking water disinfectant
below which there is no known or expected risk to health. MRDLGs do not reflect the benefits of the
use of disinfectants to control microbial contaminants.

+ Treatment Technigue (TT): A required process intended to reduce the level of a contaminant in
drinking water.

¢ N/A: Not applicable ND: not detectable at testing limit ppb: parts per billion or micrograms per
liter ppm: parts per million or milligrams per liter pCi/l: picocuries per liter (a measure of
radioactivity).

* Action Level {AL): The concentration of a contaminant which, if exceeded, triggers treatment or other
requirements that a water system must follow.

MCL MCLG .
Regulated . Level Year Violation . .
o TT, or or Range Typical Source of Contaminant
Contaminant MRDL | MRDLG Detected Sampled Yes / No
Inorganic Contaminants
Arsenic Erosion of natural deposits; Runoff from
b 10 0 8 59 2021 Yes orchards; Runoff from glass and
{(ppb) electronics production wastes
Nitrate Runoff from fertilizer use; Leaching from
10 10 0 0 2021 No septic tanks, sewage; Erosion of natural
(ppm) deposits
Fluoride Erosion of natural deposits; Water additive
4 4 .69 43-95 | Daily 2021 No which promotes strong teeth; Discharge
(ppm) from fertilizer and aluminum factories.
i~
S&‘g;")’ N/A N/A 7.7 7.7 2021 No Erosion of natural deposits.
Disinfectants & Disinfection By-Products
TTHM - Total
Trihalomethanes 80 N/A 16 0-16 2021 No Byproduct of drinking water disinfection
(ppb)
HAAS
Haloacetic Acids 60 N/A 4] 0 2021 No Byproduct of drinking water disinfection
(ppb)
ina?
C?;;?:)e 4 4 .70 37-1.03 | Daily 2021 No Water additive used to control microbes




Microbiological Contaminants

Total Coliform
{total number or . )
% of positive 1T N/A N/A N/A 2021 No Naturally present in the environment.
samples/month)
E. coliin the ESE;F
distribution system ﬁote 0 N/A N/A Human and animal fecal waste.
(positive samples) ST
Fecal Indicator —
E. coli at the .
sa TT N/A N/A N/A Human and animal fecal waste.
(positive samples)
Does
Inorganic # of
Contaminant AL MCLG J:t::‘ s aT::alr od Samples Ex?:z:;e?L? Typical Source of Contaminant
Subject to AL P Above AL
Yes / No
4 Lead service lines, comrosion of household
Lead {ppb) 15 o 2019 0 No plumbing including fittings and fixtures;
erosion of natural deposits
Cormosion of household plumbing systems;
Copper (ppm) 1.3 1.3 1 2019 0 No Erosion of natural deposits
Sample PFOS+PFOA LHA (ppt)
Date Collected location (ppt) PFOS + PFOA Total tested PFAS
9-15-21 TP104 N/D 0 N/D
9-15-21 TP105 N/D 0 N/D

1 Sodium is not a regulated contaminant.

2 The chlorine “Leve! Detected” was calculated using a running annual average.

3 E. coli MCL violation occurs if: {1) routine and repeat samples total coliform-positive and either is E. coli-positive,
or (2) supply fails to take all required repeat samples following E. coli-positive routine sample, or (3) supply fails
to analyze total coliform-positive repeat sample for E. cofi,

490 percent of the samples collected were at or below the level reported for our water.

Information about lead: If present, elevated levels of lead can cause serious health problems, especially
for pregnant women and young children. Lead in drinking water is primarily from materials and components
associated with service lines and home plumbing. City of West Branch is responsible for providing high
quality drinking water, but cannot control the variety of materials used in plumbing components. When your
water has been sitting for several hours, you can minimize the potential for lead exposure by flushing your
tap for 30 seconds to 2 minutes before using water for drinking or cooking. i you have a lead service line
it is recommended that you run your water for at least 5 minutes to flush water from both your home
plumbing and the lead service line. if you are concerned about lead in your water, you may wish to have
your water tested. Information on lead in drinking water, testing methods, and steps you can take to
minimize exposure is available from the Safe Drinking Water Hotline 1-800-426-4791 or at
http://www.epa.govisafewater/lead.

Monitoring and Reporting to the DEQ Requirements: The State and EPA require us to test our water on a
regular basis to ensure its safety. We met all the monitoring and reporting requirements for 2021.

We will update this report annually and will keep you informed of any problems that may occur throughout
the year, as they happen. Copies are available at the City of West Branch City Hall 121 N. 4t St. This report
will not be sent to you.

We invite public participation in decisions that affect drinking water quality. City Council meeting are held
the first and the third Monday of every month at 6:00pm at City Hall. For more information about your water,
or the contents of this report, contact Mike Killackey, DPW Superintendent at 989-965-4982,
publicworks@westbranch.com or at our web city www.westbranch.com  For more information about safe
drinking water, visit the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency at www.epa.gov/safewater/






