SPECIAL COUNCIL
January 31, 2018
Mayor Kling called the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m.
Clerk made note that Councilmembers Skaug, Haverfield, Hogaboam, Bruner, and Rodriguez were
present. Councilmember Levi absent.
Mayor Kling explained that we would be moving item #1 – discussion and approval and
Mayor/Council signatures on EPA letter to the end of the meeting due to needing more
information.
Mayor Kling presented a request to approve a wastewater capacity short-term loan with
Admiral Beverage Corporation for 40lbs per day of total suspended solids through March 31,
2018.
Deputy Public Works Director Nate Runyan presented a staff report explaining that since
September 2017 Admiral Beverage Corporation has experienced business growth, generating this
request to utilize the City’s Wastewater Industrial Incentive Policy for a Wastewater Capacity
Short-term Loan.
Loans of wastewater capacity are one of the incentives provided to Nampa’s industrial customers
in accordance with Section 6 of the City’s Wastewater Industrial Incentives Policy. Short-term
capacity loans can be approved by staff for up to 30 days. City Council makes the final
determination and approval on all capacity loans.
Admiral Beverage discharge limits are established in their Industrial Waste Acceptance Permit
(IWAP) and reflect the amount of capacity purchased. Permit limits are monitored by
Environmental Compliance Division (ECD) as part of the City’s pretreatment program (City Code
Title 8, Chapter 9). Through the program, ECD staff tracks IWAP discharges and notifies
customers on IWAP compliance.
Communications with Admiral Beverage indicated that heavy production schedules were the
cause. Admiral Beverage followed up with short-term and 24-month capacity loan requests for
additional Flow and Total Suspended Solids (TSS). The requested amounts of Flow and TSS are
25,000 gal./day and 40 lbs./day, respectively.
On January 2, 2018, City Council approved the short-term loan for 25,000 gal./day flow with an
expiration date of March 31, 2018.
On January 2, 2018, Staff approved the short-term loan for 40 lbs./day of TSS. This loan is set to
expire in February 6, 2018.
Admiral Beverage intends to enter into a 24-month loan agreement for Flow and TSS.
The petition for a 24-month capacity loan is a first for Nampa. The petition review process is
underway. An agreement will be developed with the City’s legal counsel and presented to the
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Board of Appraisers for review and recommendation to City Council. Staff anticipates presenting
this agreement to Council on March 19, 2018.
The petition for the short-term loan was processed. Wastewater and Engineering Division staffs
completed a review and recommended approval.
Staff recommends extending a Wastewater Capacity Short-term loan for Admiral Beverage
through March 31, 2018.
Councilmembers asked questions of staff.
MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Rodriguez to approve a wastewater capacity
short-term loan with Admiral Beverage Corporation for 40lbs per day of total suspended solids
through March 31, 2018. Mayor Kling asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmembers present
voting YES. Mayor Kling declared the
MOTION CARRIED
Mayor Kling explained that purpose of the meeting was for wastewater treatment planning.
Public Works Director Michael Fuss addressed the Council on what was going to be discussed
today and introduced the program management team Matt Gregg, Brown and Caldwell; Deputy
Public Works Director Nate Runyan; Eric Heringer, Piper Jaffray; Mark Hilty, City Attotney;
Shelby Smith, Brown and Caldwell; Rosemary Curtin, RBCI; Brandon Coat, RBCI; John
Ghilarducci, FCS Group. Many of the team have been working on this since 2009 so we are
bringing a lot of things in front of you today that we have been working on for a while.
Objectives of the meeting today
•
•
•

Review the City’s preferred alternative and facility plan recommendations
Review the cost of service study results and approaches to funding the wastewater
upgrades
Learn the council’s direction regarding facility plan, funding, and public outreach
efforts

The challenge
•
•
•

11 million gallons of domestic and industrial wastewater per day
4 billion gallons of wastewater per year
Without treatment, raw sewage and industrial waste is discharged to Indian Creek
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1. Reinvest in existing assets to maintain current level of service.
2. Provide capacity to allow for residential, commercial, and industrial growth within the
City.
3. Address regulatory requirements.
The time is now to make the next, best decision for Nampa.
Matt Gregg, P. E., Brown and Caldwell explained the wastewater program history and facility
planning.
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Where have we been?

Wastewater Discharge must be permitted
•
•

Federal permits do not authorize discharges that:
– “cause, or have the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to, violations of water
quality standards”
State water quality standards and Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) define permit
requirements
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Path from Standards to Permit
1. Public process establishes desired or intended uses for water bodies (e.g. primary contact
recreation)
2. Instream water quality criteria applied based on use
3. If water quality goals are not met, Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) developed
4. NPDES permit limits developed to achieve intended use
Lower Boise River Watershed

Lower Boise River Phosphorus TMDL
•
•
•

TMDL focuses on algae reduction
DEQ hosted 100+ meetings to develop the TMDL
City participated throughout process
– Policy input
– Technical reviews
– Comments to DEQ
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NPDES Permit Negotiations
•
•
•

NPDES permit negotiations began in 2012
City and WPMT have held over 15 meetings with EPA and IDEQ to negotiate permit
Permit was finalized in September 2016 and became effective November 1st, 2016

The City Challenged:
•
•
•

Temperature and total phosphorus requirements
Indian Creek water quality designation
Timeline

Negotiation Wins:
•

15-year schedule of compliance for temperature limits to allow sufficient time to
implement a solution
– Longest schedule of compliance in Treasure Valley
– Allows time to fully understand impacts of Phase I/II Upgrades
– Phased approach to meeting phosphorus limits
– Manageable permit limits with monthly rather than weekly total phosphorus (TP)
limits

Early Planning Efforts
•
•

Started with 42 potential discharge alternatives
Key Components
– Decision making process
– Financing and rate studies
– Technical evaluations
– Regulatory coordination
– Legal coordination
– Public outreach

Phase I Upgrades
•
•
•

Identified a common set of projects supporting all discharge alternatives
City Council decided on a phased approach (February 2012)
Phased construction provides advantages:
– Larger capital expenditures postponed
– Regulatory flexibility maintained
– Time for continued investigation of alternatives
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Phased Approached

Nampa WWTP Phase I Upgrades

Facility Planning Approach
Planning Boundary Conditions
1. Community interests
2. Externally imposed system demands
• Regulatory commitments
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• Growth
3. Existing system’s condition and capacity
4. Utility financial capacity (i.e. what can we afford?)

Community Interests: Critical Success Factors
1. Preserve our natural resources and our environment to promote a caring community where
people live, work, play, worship, and raise their families
2. Provide a healthy, professional environment that empowers our employees to succeed
3. Maintain affordable wastewater service for rate payers through long-term, fiscally-sound
decision-making
4. Stimulate economic development by efficient utilization of resources and providing
sufficient utility capacity
5. Anticipate future regulatory requirements by considering economic ramifications to
environmental action
External Drivers: Residential & Industrial Growth
• Nampa WWTP provides treatment for residential,
commercial, and industrial wastewater
• Need to plan to provide capacity for expected growth within each sector
– 2015 Population - 89,000
– Projected 2040 Population - 154,000 (~70% growth)

Page 9

Special Council
January 31, 2018
– Allowing capacity for industrial growth can bring new jobs
Evaluation Process: Business Case Evaluation

Reminder: Alternatives Summary
Alternative 1 – Treat and Discharge
Alternative 2 – Treat and Discharge Class A Reuse to Industry
Alternative 2.5 – Treat and Discharge Class A to Industry and Irrigation
Alternative 3 – Treat and Discharge to Irrigation
Alternative 4 – Treat and Offset
Alternative 5 – Treat and Trade
Alternative 6 – Do Nothing More
Comparing the Alternatives – 2040
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Evaluation Summary
•
•
•
•

Capital and operational costs are similar
Alternative 5 has the highest level of risk (aside from Do Nothing More) due to the
– Uncertainty in the trading framework
– Long-term viability of trading
Both Alternatives 2 and 2.5 provide benefit of potential economic development
Alternative 2.5 becomes more favorable as the value of water increases beyond the
assumed values

NWAG/Industrial Working Group Feedback
•
•

•
•

When asked to choose just one alternative, NWAG members overwhelmingly favored
Alternative 2.5
Alternatives 2 and 2.5 were ranked the highest on comment sheets
– NWAG members saw value in reusing water and the benefits to industry and/or
irrigation customers
– Members indicated the need to consider the future and long-term growth
IWG is interested in developing recycled water program and sees potential in industrial
reuse
Alternatives 5 and 6 were ranked the lowest due to concerns with the risks associated
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Alternative #2.5: Industry & Irrigation Reuse

Previous Direction from City Council
•
•

Develop a recycled water program for Nampa to maximize the value of Nampa’s treated
water
Look for opportunities to maximize the amount of water reused through a combination of
industrial and irrigation reuse

Addressing Fatal Flaws for Irrigation Reuse
•
•

City staff and Wastewater Program Management are working with irrigation districts and
DEQ to allow for irrigation reuse
Potential obstacles (fatal flaws) associated with discharge to an irrigation canal:
– Developing an agreement with irrigation canal company to allow discharge
– Negotiating a recycled water permit that meets the assumed conditions for
temperature discharge
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Repair and Replacement Projects

Preferred Alternative: Nampa’s Recycled Water Program
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Capital Improvements Plan

Capital Improvement Schedule

Capital Improvement Schedule
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Next Steps
•
•

•

Formal adoption of the Facility Plan will be requested on February 20th
Recycled Water Program
– Negotiations with Pioneer Irrigation District are on-going and an agreement will be
presented to Council when available
– Negotiations with DEQ for a recycled water permit will follow an agreement with
Pioneer
Preliminary design for the Phase II Upgrades is planned to start in June 2018 (dependent
on available funding)

Councilmembers asked questions of Matt Gregg.
John Ghilarducci, FCS Group presented a cost of study and funding approach.
•
•

EPA defines affordability as a percentage of median household income
What rates are affordable for Nampa?
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Cost-of-Service Rate Analysis

Overview of Revenue Requirement
•
•
•

Determines the amount of annual revenue necessary to meet all utility financial obligations
Evaluates sufficiency of current rates on a standalone basis
Develops annual rate adjustment strategy
– Multi-year financial plan
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How much revenue is needed?

Funding Approaches
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Scenario A: Cash-Only Funding

Scenario B: Debt and Cash Funding with Smoothed Increased
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Scenario C: Debt and Cash Funding with Front-Loaded Increases

2017 Monthly Residential Bill Comparison
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Monthly Bill Comparison

Comparison: Average Monthly Residential; Bill

Role of Cost-of-Service Analysis
•

•

Provides a rational basis for distributing the calculated “Revenue Requirement” to each
customer class
– Distributes utility costs among customer classes according to the unique demand
each class places on the system
An equitable distribution of cost shares that considers utility-specific data:
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•

– Measures of volume and demand (levels and patterns)
– Planning, engineering, and design criteria
– Facility requirements (pumping, treatment, etc.)
End result
– Total cost by class
– Unit costs ($ / customer, $ / unit of usage)

Hook-up Fees
Approach to establishing hook-up fees is largely prescriptive

•

•

Hook-up fees will be updated when new assets are put on-line
– Project Group A: Summer 2018
– Project Group B: Spring 2019
– Project Group C: Winter 2019/2020
Indexing to CCI will be considered for next rate update

Feedback from NWAG and IWG
•
•

When asked which funding was preferred for upgrades, participants indicated Scenario B
– Debt and Cash Funding with Smoothed Increases
When asked how to allocate costs amongst customers, participants indicated support for
cost-of-service implementation (increases are determined based on customer classes’ share
of costs)

Eric Heringer, Piper Jaffray presented the following information:
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Debt Option Summary

Councilmembers asked questions and made comments.
Mayor Kling asked questions.
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Michael Fuss explained the Next Steps
• February 20, 2018 – Authorization for Bond Election
– May 15, 2018 – Bond Election
• Summer 2018 – Public Hearing on Rates and Hook-Up Fees
• Summer 2018 – Begin Phase II Preliminary Design
• Fall 2018 – Rates Become Effective
• May 1, 2020 – Meet Interim TP Limits
• September 30, 2026 – Meet Final TP Limits
•
•

Request authorization to prepare ordinance authorizing City to proceed to bond election.
– Rate Scenario B: $165M in debt funding
– Rate Scenario C: $145M in debt funding
The ordinance will be presented at February 20th City Council meeting

Mayor Kling asked questions and made comments.
Councilmembers asked questions and made comments.
MOVED by Skaug and SECONDED by Hogaboam to authorize preparation of the ordinance
authorizing the City to proceed to the bond election under scenario B of $165M in debt funding
that was presented today. Mayor Kling asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmembers present
voting YES. The Mayor declared the
MOTION CARRIED
Rosemary Curtin, CBI introduced City Attorney Mark Hilty for part of her presentation.
84 days (Feb. 20 City Council meeting to May 15 election) - Leaving this workshop we would like
your direction about the level of effort that should be dedicated to educating the community about
their upcoming decision.
Mark Hilty City Attorney introduced John McDevitt with the Law Firm of Skinner Fawcett the
bond attorney.
Mark addressed the Council on Advocacy vs. Education: The use of city funds in public outreach
and the roles of city staff, elected officials and community partners.
To educate the public you talk about the facts, you talk about what happens if there is a no vote,
what happens if there is a yes vote, what happens to rates, why are we borrowing $165M instead
of $145M that is all factual based.
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It is not telling them, the public that they should vote yes, it is not telling the public that they should
vote no, that is the roll of advocacy and there is a legal limitation on the use of public dollars for
advocacy but there is not a limit for using them for education. It is a public purpose to educate the
public about the decisions that they have to make and you can spend city dollars and city resources
and city staff time doing that but what you can’t do is put together a campaign with city resources
that goes out and tells them to vote yes. It was a unanimous vote that we should do this and I think
adequately characterized on record as a necessary evil maybe, but everybody thinks that this is the
way that we should go based on a lot of education that has went on tonight and has over the last
several year with this council and some of you that are more recent have been force fed in more
recent days.
The sense of this is that it is a good idea, but that is not the message of the city. The message of
the city is we are going to educate the public about what a yes vote means and what a no vote
means and that is going to be what Rosemary’s roll is.
There is a place for advocacy, you as councilmembers and mayor can certainly go out and send
the message that people should vote yes if that is what you think. You can’t use city resources to
do that, that is one of the rules and you should not represent that your position on it if it is in some
kind of public forum, public meeting represents the official position of the city. You must
represent that it is your opinion and you can explain why and you can advocate and you can share
that with neighbors and constituents and you can attend meetings and so forth as long as what you
are doing is not on the city’s dime and it is also clear that you are representing your own opinion
based on your own investigation of this matter and you are not there to represent an official position
that has been taken by the city. The official position of the city is that the voters are going to tell
us what they want us to do and we are going to educate them the best that we can about the
consequences of the vote, yes or no.
Finally, there is a role for community partners to play. Often times when something like this comes
along there will be groups that come up that would be the friends of Nampa’s wastewater facility
as long as it is privately funded, it is not city dollars, that includes your dollars, if we all want to
dig into our pockets and try to get a advocacy campaign going that is fine, it simply can’t be city
dollars. Community partners who are interested in it whether it is NWAG or IWAG or a new
group that hasn’t yet been formed certainly can come forward and advocate for approval and you
can participate in that as long as we are following those two general rules, not using city resources
and you are not representing that you are here on behalf of the city.
Critical Success Factors
1.
2.

Community members understand their choices.
– What would “NO” and “YES” mean for rates?
All members of the team are in agreement and working together.
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3.

– City Council, Mayor’s Office, Public Works, City Employees, Community Partners,
Consultants
The city is strategic and prudent with customers’ money.

Recommended Strategy
Goal: Tell Nampa’s story while creating an educated and informed voting community.
1.
2.

3.

4.
5.

Prepare city staff and elected officials
- PowerPoint, talking points, Q&As, “The Story”
Develop and distribute educational materials
- Dedicated page on city’s website, voter’s guide (mailer, handout), advertisements, news
releases, citywide mailings, social media campaign, local media outreach and interviews,
paid advertising
Reach out to community
- Meetings with neighborhoods, civic organizations (chamber, Rotary, etc.), underserved
populations, one-on-ones, events and high traffic locations
Purchase media advertising
- Radio, social media, digital, billboards, yard signs
Encourage community partners
- NWAG, key stakeholders

Councilmembers asked questions of Rosemary.
Mayor Kling made comments.
Rosemary Curtin said that she wanted to acknowledge your wastewater advisory groups.
Wastewater is not a popular issue and for that a group of citizens to dedicate this kind of time and
come to these meetings is a real testament to the commitment of your community and it has been
an honor to serve that group. I just wanted to thank them and eventually we won’t call you
anymore.
Mayor Kling also thanked the advisory group also.
Council thanked them also.
Council Discussion and Direction
Staff requests direction on the level of effort that should be dedicated to educating the community
about their upcoming decision.
Scope of services to be presented on February 20.
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MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Rodriguez to authorize the move forward in a just
putting together a proposal to bring back at the February meeting. The Mayor asked for a roll call
vote with all Councilmembers present voting YES. The Mayor declared the
MOTION CARRIED
Mayor Kling presented a request for discussion to approve and authorize the Mayor and Council
to sign a EPA Letter.
Councilmember Skaug said there is a letter that you have received a draft of. This came up, it was
an idea that I received from the southern mayor in a southern state he wrote a letter angry to the
president about some issues and I approached Michael and his staff and Brown and Caldwell put
together the bulk of this letter and thinking and it is very well done. The purpose is to get this to
the EPA director and up to the office in Seattle and then each of you have your own political
connections to attached to that letter to a letter your congressman, your senator, who ever you are
closes to that you think you have some sway and get them on this. I have been sick of the pressure
from the EPA on many issues across our country and our state and city as far back as I can
remember, and people say why don’t you fight back. Here we have some options with positive
options that the government can actually help us with that is in the letter.
Michael Fuss presented the three key points on the letter that we think can change the cost to the
community, it would not change the amount of debt, but it would change. . .
1. Certainty in the SRF funding, as we heard earlier the SRF has a limited amount of funding, we
have heard recently funding infrastructure, if there is someone that could add more to the SRF
program or could insure that once Nampa is on the path to funding that it would secure SRF
funding for the entire project that would have significant benefits to the community of Nampa.
To put it in perspective about 1% of interest rate is over a million dollars a year once we start
making the payments, that is significant.
2. As we look at SRF funding there are rules on when it becomes as we presented the lower
income thresholds. If we meet those thresholds, then there is opportunity for interest rate
reduction and/or loan forgiveness. We believe that Nampa meets those, that may take some
assistance to push us over that hump. It won’t change the project, those things are material
things that effect Nampa citizens and Nampa’s bills.
3. Looking at manmade water, since the decision is likely to go with the recommended
alternative, is to put it into a canal or manmade waters that is different than the waters of the
U.S. and we think is important that we recognize there is a difference and we have the
opportunity to save millions on the back end. It doesn’t change the project but it means that
we can do things slightly different.
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Mayor Kling thanked Michael and Councilmember Skaug.
MOVED by Skaug and SECONDED by Haverfield to approve and authorize the Mayor and
Council to sign a EPA Letter. Mayor Kling asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmembers
present voting YES. The Mayor declared the
MOTION CARRIED
MOVED by Bruner and SECONDED by Haverfield to adjourn the meeting at 6:59 p.m. The
Mayor asked all in favor say aye with all Councilmembers present voting AYE. The Mayor
declared the
MOTION CARRIED
Passed this 19th day of March 2018.
____________________________________
MAYOR
ATTEST:

____________________________________
CITY CLERK
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