Wastewater Advisory Work Session

Village of Indian Point, Missouri

July 15, 2003 – Village Office

Members Present:
Greg Maycock, Chair; Arno Wehr, Bert Leman, Bob Lampert, Jim Daily, Kent Turner, Doug Battaglia

Members Absent:
Kevin McKoy

Guest Present:
Elizabeth Dietzmann, Carl Etnier (Telephone) both with Stone Environmental

Staff Present:
Kathy Isaacs, Village Superintendent

Chair Greg Maycock opened the work session at 7:00 p.m.  A telephone conference call 

was placed to Carl Etnier and included all members and guest present.

Chair Maycock explained the two items on the agenda were: 1) Where we are at with the 

current contract and the estimates to complete the work and 2) Any questions on the detailed outline that anyone might have.

Comparison of spread sheet items:  1) Contract that was signed in March, 2003 total estimate was $34,000; 2) Spreadsheet dated July 7, 2003.  Question to Stone Environmental:  On July 7th outline, item #5 is where we are picking up on the July 7th  spreadsheet which corresponds with item #3 on the original spreadsheet.   Chair Maycock explained that the purpose of the questions are to insure keeping the total cost of the project in line with the Village of Indian Point budget and looking at the spreadsheets on item 5 (July 7th) is what we are doing tonight which is the same as item 3 on the original outline.  In looking at an overall cost, the general consensus is that we can do this tonight in a two hour meeting, this could be done for less than $4,700.00 item on the spreadsheet.  Comment from Carl Etnier was if this was what the group wants, then this can be done.  If there are changes, then it would be budgeted accordingly.  Hopefully item 5 then would be less than the $4,738.00.  Looking at July 7th spreadsheet, items 7 and 8 compare with items 4 and 5 on the original contract.  Item 7 is $11,000 on July 7th estimate and the contract 4 and 5 which equals item 7 was $15,000.  Carl stated that he was not involved with the talks Elizabeth, Michael and Greg regarding the original budget.  It was Carl’s understanding, that it would be approximately $70,000 budget and they were asked to make a bid for $35,000 and see how far this amount would go and come back for additional if needed.  Greg explained that the committee felt confident that as far along as we are with the project, we could get the project completed sooner than estimated.  Greg also explained that the steps left are two:  a draft of the code and a final version of the code.  Carl explained that it would depend on what was wanted out of the information.  It was his understanding that information would be needed as to financial assistance, administrative costs for the ordinance and some recommended steps for the implementation.  Greg explained that this was not necessary and stated that all we needed 
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was the legal code which was explained in the beginning.  Discussion was held regarding what is needed at this time and the implementation of the program.

Elizabeth Deitzman commented that this will reduce the remaining amount of work to be completed and how many versions will be done of the final draft and one finalization depending on the revisions.

Greg commented that item 9 would go away completely as this is our own individual responsibility and so we are meeting tonight to meet on the detailed outline and then possibly two more meetings; 1) to review a draft code and 2) another meeting to review the final code. Therefore, Stone Environmental’s work is to prepare the draft and final code.  Stone Environmental should prepare the entire code as a draft and give the committee two weeks to review same and forward the draft with comments back to Stone Environmental before we meet again to review the draft.  Then we go to a final version.

Stone Environmental was agreeable to the completion of the draft and final code.  Greg explained that a dollar figure should be arrived at that everyone would feel comfortable with, including the Trustees.

Arno Wehr commented that we did not intend to change the County or State regulations on any matter unless we are going to exceed those regulations.  Therefore, a simple sentence can state we accept the county and state regulations.  The only thing that we know exceeds the county is that there is a moratorium on septic tanks and then when we get into this board we can add or subtract from the ordinances.  Elizabeth stated once the Board of Public Works has been created by the Trustees and after the ordinances have been adopted, a simple majority can change the rules and regulations of the Board of Public Works.  Discussion was held regarding what the county regulations have versus what the Village ordinances say.  Question - can we adopt (as a beginning point in our ordinance) Stone County’s except where our requirements are more stringent, then say, such as……  The answer was it can be done.  No changes would be needed for the state regulations.

It was determined that Carl would investigate and return with a revised figure for the draft and final review of the code.  It was emphasized that the Trustees would not accept the figures as they were.

Discussion was held regarding the specific outline of the Indian Point Board of Public Works Rules and Regulations as follows:

Introduction & Intent #1. C (1) should read 10 (or 15) should be changed to 10 (or 15) years.
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Discussion was held regarding C (3 and 4).

Discussion was held regarding the authority of the BPW.  Elizabeth explained that there are checks and balances in the Missouri legislative structure of villages that have BPWs such as while the BPW’s are solely responsible for its’ funds, i.e. writing checks, tracking revenue, hiring employees and doing its’ function; projects, bond selling and fundraising are to be done only by the Village.  Money flows from the Village to the BPW but not from the BPW to the Village.  The Village appoints who sits on the BPW.  Discussion was held regarding rate increases and it was explained that the BPW and the Village Trustees have to pass an ordinance to increase rates, along with a vote by the people of the Village.  Comments were made that our Village is only 588 people and we are a very small Village to find people to operate the BPW.

It was verified that the Mayor appoints individuals to the BPW.  These individuals (only at start up of the BPW) can be on other committees.  When the terms are up for the individuals, no one individual can serve on any other board or committee in the Village per the state statutes.

Discussion was held regarding the licenses requirements on #6.  It was suggested that Section 6 read BPW has the authority to establish licensing requirements and fees and change the status to a low scale.

Section 7 A (7) question was raised regarding the notarized agreement.  It was recommended to drop the notary part out of the A. 7.

Section 7 B 1-5 question - are these needed or can they be decided by the BPW.  Discussion was held regarding B 3 that this standard is not for self-contained systems.  Clarification is that if someone brings new technology for a system, this criteria would be used and they would have to bring information showing this system can work.  Possibly this should read Criteria for consideration.  #3 is for technology that is not on the A list and this is for the reason for this criteria.  It was determined that Stone Environmental will make suggestions regarding items 1 through 5.

C and D – Design Requirements – This has been addressed with specific restrictions that we want in place and otherwise adopt Stone County. 

E – Renewal of Operating Permit - Question was are we going to give an operating permit to everybody even if they already have one from County or State?  The answer is yes, because our permit says they have shown us a copy of their permit.  It was determined that the timeframe can be changed if necessary.
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Section 8 is still referring to the older systems that are grandfathered.  No problems with this section.  Question - What is the high degree of time involved in this section?  Answer - Language is pretty touchy, needs to be worded correctly.

Section 9 – This section refers to larger systems, which will require showing state permits, correspondence with the state so the Village knows the system is in compliance.  Question – If not in compliance, will we let the state handle?  The answer was yes due to the liability that would be involved.

It was suggested that the words be used “greater than or less than” instead of the symbols.

Section 10 A -  Question was why the “High” mark on this section.  This was explained due to the financial principles, how fees are collected and calculated.   Question – Is “High” 5 hours or 150 hours.  Answer from Stone Environmental – Would pass this information to the group when the budget revisions are completed.

Question – Who will own Jake’s Creek system?  Answer – Owned by the Village of Indian Point, Missouri.  Question – If the system is Village owned, who owns the system, the Village or the BPW?  Answer – For purposes of ownership, it is one and the same, the Village would have to fill out the permit for DNR for the system.

Section 11 – No questions

Section 12 – No questions A & B.  Question on C – Does this mean a new permit issued, not a grandfathered? – Answer - Yes.  Discussion was held regarding the question and therefore, this will be clarified.

It was noted that plants should be in compliance with the set backs of  the Planning and Zoning,  otherwise a plant could be placed at the neighbor’s edge of his property, and this should be so noted in this document.  Discussion was held as to the location of this entry, possibly under design.

Section 13 – No questions.

Section 14 – Clarification – this is long range planning and this is often not accomplished unless specified.  Discussion was held and determination was made that this has been completed.

Section 15 – No questions.

Section 16 – No questions.
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It was determined that Stone Environmental will submit an estimate of costs to Greg Maycock and he will forward the information to the rest of the committee.  A meeting will be set up with the Trustees to review the estimate of costs.  It was decided that Stone Environmental would not have to be at the July 31st meeting as the draft will not be available.  Greg informed Stone Environmental not to move forward with the draft until approval has been granted from the Trustees on the revised budget.  

Carl Etiner reviewed with Greg that Stone Environmental had an additional $5,000 over the $34,856 approved by the Trustees this last month.  Greg stated that he said, this was so the meeting could be held tonight because at that point, we thought we were over the contracted amount and then Stone Environmental discovered the error on the billing.  Therefore, the additional $5,000 was to enable us to meet tonight as we thought we were over budget, but it does not affect anything as far as your budget or contract at this time..  Carl then made sure that there would be no further work on the regulations itself until after the Trustees meeting on August 12th.  Greg Maycock felt the Trustees would have a special meeting sooner so as not to delay this project any further.  But basically the bottom line is that we have gone to the extent of our authority after this meeting tonight until Stone Environmental submits an estimate and the Wastewater Advisory Board agrees that they are comfortable with the estimate and will then submit the estimate to the Trustees for approval.

It was suggested that a combined Trustee and wastewater meeting be held as soon as the estimate is received.  

Telephone conference and meeting ended at 9:00 p.m. with Carl Etiner.  

Respectfully submitted,

Kathy Isaacs

Village Superintendent

