ANDERSON

ENGINEERING,INC.

Transmittal Memo:

Date: 11-2-2022

To: Utah Division of Water Quality

From: Kane Creek Preservation and Development LLC, William H. Anderson, P.E.

RE: Water and Wastewater Feasibility Report and ADR

Purpose of Submittal: To obtain feasibility approval for Grand County Design Review
Team (DRT) for preliminary plat approval. The DRT required the following with
Preliminary Plat submission:

“Need approval of Preliminary Engineering Report from Utah DDW. Sanitary
sewer system - need approval of Feasibility Study from Utah DWQ.”

Kane Springs has received approvals from DDW, attached herein.

The following in italics have been added responding to ADR and Supplemental Report
Comments from 3-22-2022 email from Jeff Studenka (Attached):

Permit Application Form:

1.
2.

pp 1 - UPDES Permit No: UT0026204, Added permit number.

pp 16 (Part X) - The designated uses should also include "Domestic Water Supply"
since 1C, Checked box on page 16.

pp 16 (Part X) - The Antidegradation Category is not beneficial uses. It should be
Category 3, Changed to Category 3.

pp 17 (B2) - Should be checked Yes. Checked yes.

pp 19 (C) - The report name should be provided, not the LLC. Added Kane Creek
Preservation and Development, LLC, Water and Wastewater Feasibility Report, 10-
18-2022.

pp 20 (CB6) - Since, this is a 1C beneficial use, should be checked Yes. Also indirect
reuse since treat and use. Checked yes and removed indirect reuse from report.

pp 20 (D) - Need ambient concentration of all parameters in the effluent, not WLA
POCs. This means DWQ needs to know source water(s) and all additions to
treatment. DWQ then provides POCs, then they evaluate alternatives. Potential POCs
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

include TSS, Se, E. coli, pH and water temperature (for NH3). Added water test
results from proposed public water supply wells in report. Page 4 of report.

pp 20 (D) - DWQ will provide Applicant ambient concentration data for the Colorado
River in order to determine POCs. Typical POCs for treated sanitary sewer effluent
include, but not limited to, nitrate-nitrite, ammonia, TN, TP, BOD, pH, DO and TDS.
Also, TDS concentration not load. Attached spread sheet with data from the last year
of sampling on the Colorado River. Please identify POCs, also do you want an
average of all the years, or is 1981 winter and summer Colorado River results
satisfactory?

pp 21 (E1) - No should be checked, since it is not a permit renewal. Checked No.

pp 22 (E4) - This needs to be reviewed by DWQ Engineering to verify proper
evaluation. Included additional information on Page 11 of report.

pp 22 (E4) - Pollutant trading is checked feasible. Document why it is feasible and
how. This may be incorporated into permit. Pollutant trading was checked No.

pp 22 (E4) - No discharge is checked not feasible. If permittee is doing water reuse,
land app, etc., then why is no discharge not an option. Must be explained. The project
is designed to minimize consumptive use. No discharge options involve irrigation
which and uses which are 100% consumptive. The discharge is planned to use some
discharge for drip irrigation and discharge 70% to the Colorado River.

pp 22 (ES) - There is no analysis with the single provided treatment option. Describe
other options. Does on site soils mean difficulty constructing a pipe to Moab WWTP?
Added narrative to Page 12 of report regarding cost and level of treatment. Yes, site
soils do create issues with constructing a pipe line to Moab WWTP.

pp 23 (E6) - This question is not answered appropriately. Preferred option least
polluting feasible alternative is not correct when the single other option is to connect to
WWTP. Added treatment levels to the preferred option. The proposed plant will be
less polluting in that it is removing more POCs than the Moab WWTP.

Supplemental Report:

1.

pp 2 (Report) - Several sources indicate the average UT primary daily average is ~170
GPD, not 150 GPD. This would greatly increase the overall peak daily discharge. All
estimates and the MBR plant are engineered without uncertainty in this estimate. The
peak daily flow is based on R317-4-13 Table 3, 150GPD/Bed Room. The public water
supply and wastewater treatment system will be metered to reduce water use and for
consetrvation.

pp 3 (Water Sources) - The 4th sentence states Utah Division of Water Quality but
should be Drinking Water or Water Rights. Changed to UDDW and DNR.

pp 3 (Water Sources) - "Source demand based on peak daily flow is 270,000 gpd
which is 188 gpm." Again, the estimate of 150 GPD per room may be conservative.
The source water is required to meet peak daily demands.



10.

11.

pp 3 (Water Sources) - "If groundwater sources cannot meet the peak daily demand,
then water from the Colorado River will be treated as an additional source." DWQ
needs to know ALL sources or potential sources to derive the pollutants of concern
(POC). Kane Creek Preservation and Development LLC has completed development
of well 4 and planning to drill well 3 in the near future. The Colorado River will not be
required for a source at this time.

pp 5 (Wastewater Treatment) - "Indirect Potable Reuse uses an environmental buffer,
such as a lake, river, or a groundwater aquifer, before the water is treated at a drinking
water treatment plant." This text needs details to verify. More information must be
provided. Removed indirect potable reuse from report and application.

pp 5 (Wastewater Treatment) - "...potential to improve stream habitat and increase
potable water supply in the aquifer". While BOD, TSS, Turbidity, TN, TP are
monitored, other constituents like pharmaceuticals or endocrine disruptors need to be
identified. The wastewater treatment system will monitor/test for pharmaceuticals or
endocrine disruptors.

pp 6 (C1) “Proposed uses are outlined in the Wastewater and Water table in this
report. The project will provide employment in construction, tourism and other
industries. The completed development will provide a substantial increase in property,
lodging, sales, and other tax revenue.". This is the only part of the answer to C1 that
vaguely answers the question. What is substantial? Response needs to have metrics,
numbers, or values to this. Added metrics that compare current vs developed tax
revenues based on 2021 tax rates. There is additional narrative on jobs.

pp 6 (C2) - The project does not provide environmental benefit. It is a mitigation for the
activity of the development, not benefiting the environment had the development not
been introduced. Added more explanation on environmental benefits. This is a
significant development and involves many phases that will be combined into a single
sewer system. The proposed level of treatment is beyond the minimum required
standards.

pp 6 (C2) - "The estimated consumptive use with irrigation is 30%." Where is the data
to support this statement? Approximately 27% of the discharge is planned for drip
irrigation on 25 acres when the project is fully developed. The domestic indoor use is
a closed system; however it is estimated the 3% of this water will be consumed or
leave the site.

pp 7 (C4) - This question is regarding downstream impacts of using assimilative
capacity. You need downstream community info. This requires POC concentration on
ambient conditions and how effluent is affecting or minimizing assimilative capacity.

pp 7 (C4) - "As a water and sewer district other lands could apply for inclusion within
the district boundaries through annexation."” First, there is no assimilative capacity for
this project as there are ELS and endangered species present. Also, suggesting
others might be included in this district is nought, similar to the reasons stated why the
project cannot connect to Moab WWTP. Added language on page 10 of report for



adjoining lands and additional capacity. Additional capacity would be analyzed for
ELS and endangered species if additional capacity is required.

12. pp 7 (C5) - "No other structures are proposed within or adjacent to receiving
waters." There are 33 residential plots that are immediately adjacent to the Colorado
River east bank. Do not know where the 33 units come from? The discharge is at the
down gradient edge of the development. Description has been added to page 10 of
narrative.

13. pp 7 (Alternate Treatment Options) - There seem to be only 2 options: Moab WWTP -
expensive, and other Colorado R - the best choice. Engineering determines whether
centralization is important and costs. Engineering for the Kane Springs Improvement
District determined that the proposed facility is the best alternative.

14. pp 7 (Alternate Treatment Options) - "...plus $3,500,000.00 for reconstruction/repairs
to Kane Springs Blvd." without the Kane Springs Blvd issues, the cost is less to
connect to Moab WWTP. Is this something that the City may be interested in and
willing to work out? The cost provided did not include expansion of the City Plant.
Connection costs and other factors have been updated and Kane Springs
Preservation and Development LLC selected to not connect to the City of Moab. Kane
Springs Preservation and Development LLC is planned to be developed in 10 Phases.
The treatment plant is proposed to be built with the first phase and the Kane Springs
Preservation and Development LLC wishes to be in control of future development on
this property.

15. pp 8 (Baseline Treatment Alternative) - "The proposed treatment of wastewater is to
meet tertiary standards for water recycling and reuse. Therefore, meeting a minimum
standard is not the goal and objective for the Kane Creek project. A minimum
treatment analysis was not completed for this report." Is this something that
Engineering needs to evaluate? Compare recycle and reuse to WLA limits? The
intent of the statement is the treatment plant was not designed to meet minimum
standards set by regulatory agencies, but to exceed standards of for Type 1 treatment.

16. pp 8 (Proposed Effluent Limits, 1. Selenium) - Selenium is part of an approved TMDL
and load based limit may not be appropriate. Chronic load limit calculation incorrect -
should use 0.135 MGD for max monthly design flow not max daily, which results in
2.35 g/day. Se under approved TMDL, not a POC for ADR. Calculation was corrected
to 0.135 MGD and is noted as a TMDL.

Submission ID: DWQ-2022-025328
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KANE CREEK PRESERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT PUBLIC WATER SUPPLY AND WASTEWATER

TREATMENT

GRAND COUNTY, UT:

The Kane Creek Preservation and Development is proposed in Grand County Utah. The Development in
Grand County is located 1.6 miles south of Moab city limits on Kane Creek Blvd. The water and
wastewater improvements are proposed to be completed within the development property boundary.

The following map shows the project location.

8/13/2021, 10:43:08 AM
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Proposed water and wastewater estimates are shown on the following table. The proposed uses are
based on preliminary plans and documents and grouped into Areas 1 thorough 6. Phases 1 through 10
are shown on Sheet C-204 “Master Phasing Plan”:

KANE CREEK PRESERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT LLC Wastewater & Water 1-21-2022

Design
Proposed Uses: Capacity: Unitper #of Units GPD  Notes
Name
AREA 1, Phases 1, 2, 3,4,and 5
1. Residential/Mixed Use, Riverside 450 Unit 268 120600 R317-4-13 Table 3, 150 GPD/Bed Room
1. Commercial, Riverside, 56,000 SF 11 Employee 60 660 R317-4-13 Table 3, Stores
1. Public Restrooms, Riverside 500 Bathroom 4 1846.15 R317-4-13 Table 3, per public toilet room
1. Restaurant, Riverside 35 Seat 200 7000 R317-4-13 Table 3, Ordinary Restaurant
2. Residential/Mixed Use, Riverside 450 Unit 51 22950 R317-4-13 Table 3, 150 GPD/Bed Room
2. Commercial, Riverside, 16,000 SF 11 Employee 32 352 R317-4-13 Table 3, Stores
2. Public Restrooms, Riverside 500 Bathroom 2 1000 R317-4-13 Table 3, per public toilet room
2. Restaurant, Riverside 35 Seat 150 5250 R317-4-13 Table 3, Ordinary Restaurant
AREA 3, Phase 10
3. Overnight Accommodations 125 Space 102 12750 R317-4-13 Table 3, RV Parks or Hotel Rooms
3. Commercial, OA, 10,000 SF 11 Employee 20 220 R317-4-13 Table 3, Stores
3. Public Restrooms, OA 500 Bathroom 4 2000 R317-4-13 Table 3, per public toilet room
3. Restaurant, OA 35 Seat 100 3500 R317-4-13 Table 3, Ordinary Restaurant
4. Residential/Mixed Use, Upper 450 Unit 28 12600 R317-4-13 Table 3, 150 GPD/Bed Room
4. Commercial, Upper, 10,000 SF 11 Employee 20 220 R317-4-13 Table 3, Stores
4. Public Restrooms, Upper 500 Bathroom 2 1000 R317-4-13 Table 3, per public toilet room
4. Restaurant, Upper 35 Seat 30 1050 R317-4-13 Table 3, Ordinary Restaurant
5. Residential/Mixed Use, Upper 450 Unit 132 59400 R317-4-13 Table 3, 150 GPD/Bed Room
5. Commercial, Upper, 6,000 SF 11 Employee 12 132 R317-4-13 Table 3, Stores
5. Public Restrooms, Upper 500 Bathroom 2 1000 R317-4-13 Table 3, per public toilet room
5. Restaurant, Upper 35 Seat 30 1050 R317-4-13 Table 3, Ordinary Restaurant
AREA 6, Phase 9
6. Single Family Lots 750 Each 5 3750 R317-4-13 6.4 A, 150 GPD/bedroom

586 258330

GPD = Peak Daily Flow, Use 270,000GPD

Domestic water and wastewater estimates based on UDEQ, R317-4-13, Table 3. Total estimated peak
day demand for the project is 270,000 gallons per day and average day demand is 135,000 gallons per
day.

Governmental approvals: Proposed public water and wastewater systems will require approval from
Utah Department of Environmental Quality (UDEQ), Utah Department of Natural Resources (DNR),
Southeastern Utah District Health Department, and Grand County. The PWS will be owned and
operated by Kane Springs Water Company. The Wastewater system will be owned by Kane Creek
Preservation and Development and managed by Grand Water and Sewer Association.

Governmental agency approvals for water and wastewater will be obtained to coincide with the Grand

County approval process. Sheet C-206 “Phase 1 Utility Plan” shows improvements required for
development of Phase 1 shown on Sheets C-205 “Phase 1 Site Plan” and C-207 “Phase 1 Grading Plan.
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Kane Creek Preservation and Development will be developed to provide service to the various phases
shown on Sheet C-204.

PUBLIC WATER SUPPLY:

Kane Creek Preservation and Development will be serviced by a community water supply and
distribution system. Sheets C-600, “Public Water Supply Components Overview” shows the proposed
layout. The PWS will be managed by Kane Springs Water Company. Final permitting documents will be
submitted pending preliminary plat approval from Grand County.

Water Sources: Ground water wells are proposed for the development. A test well was drilled in 2019.
This well is identified as Well 1 and testing indicated a sustainable yield at 60 gpm. The Utah Division of
Drinking Water generally uses 2/3 of this initial pump test as the estimated production rate. The
estimated production rate for this well is 40 gpm. This well will be further developed to determine a
sustainable yield greater than 40 gpm. Well 1 was approved as a PWS well by the DNR and UDDW (Utah
Division of Drinking Water) in the location shown on Sheet C-600

Well 4 has been completed and tested. The well was test pumped for 24 hours at a flow rate of 115
gpm. Well 4 was approved as a PWS well by the DNR and UDDW in the location shown on Sheet 600.

Wells 1 and 4 along with 3 additional wells (Wells 2, 3, and 5) are shown on Sheet C-600. The wells and
locations have been approved by UDDW — Source Water Protection Program. Wells 3 and 5 are in the
process of being drilled and test pumped to provide evidence of capacity required for the project. The
total estimated water requirement is 200 gpm based on peak day demand. Source demand based on
peak daily flow is 270,000 gpd which is 188 gpm.

Initial water source water requirements are 800 gpd per ERC for a new water source. Application will be
made to reduce the 800 gpd per ERC based on actual water usage on Phase 1 as outlined in R309-510-5.

The table On the following page summarizes the source water quality for wells 1 and 4.
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PRIMARY INORGANIC CONTAMINANTS CONTAMINANT MAXIMUM, 40 CFR 141 (2008)

|Contaminant |LEVEL | AWAL Well 1| Well 4 |Unit
1 Antimony 0.006 mg/L < 0.00400 ND mg/L
2 Arsenic 0.010 mg/L 0.0022  0.0019 mg/L
3 Asbestos 7 Million Fibers / liter(longer than 10 um) * * Count
4 Barium 2mg/L 0.049 0.075 mg/L
5 Beryllium 0.004 mg/L < 0.00200 ND mg/L
6 Cadmium 0.005mg/L <0.000500  0.0002 mg/L
7 Chromium 0.1mg/L < 0.00200 ND mg/L
8 Cyanide (as free Cyanide) 0.2 mg /L < 0.00500 ND mg/L
9 Fluoride 40mg/L 2.27 0.2 mg/L
10  Mercury 0.002mg/L < 0.00009 ND mg/L
11 Nickel Future < 0.00200 ND mg/L
12 Nitrate 10 mg /L (as Nitrogen) 0.525 0.5 mg/L
13 Nitrite 1mg /L (as Nitrogen) 0.557 ND mg/L
14 Total Nitrate and Nitrite 10 mg /L (as Nitrogen) <0.01 NA mg/L
15 Selenium 0.05mg/L 0.0021  0.0023 mg/L
16 Sodium --- Future 43.1 59.9 mg/L
17 Sulfate 1000 mg/L, 500mg/L preferred 190 40.7 mg/L
18 Thallium 0.002mg/L < 0.00200 ND mg/L
19  Total Dissolved Solids 2000mg /L 250 *312 mg/L

SECONDARY INORGANIC CONTAMINANTS
1 Aluminum 0.05t00.2mg /L <0.1 *0.7 mg/L
2 Chloride 250mg /L 29.6 68.2 mg/L
3 Color 15 Color units 1 *20 CU
4 Copper 1mg/L < 0.00300 ND mg/L
5 Corrosivity Non-corrosive 0.434 NA SI
6 Fluoride 20mg/L 0.378 0.2 mg/L
7 Foaming Agents 0.5mg /L * * mg/L
8 Iron 0.3mg/L <0.100 0.45 mg/L
9 Manganese 0.05mg/L 0.0089 0.009 mg/L
10  Odor 3 Threshold Odor Number < 1.00 ND T.O.N.
11 pH 6.5-8.5 7.84 6.8
12 Silver 0.1mg/L < 0.00200 ND mg/L
13 Sulfate 250 mg/L 57 40.7 mg/L
14 TDS 500 mg /L 250 *300 mg/L
15  Zinc 5 mg/L < 0.00600 ND mg/L
ADDITIONAL CONTAMINANTS

1 Ammonia as N <0.0500 ND mg/L
2 Boron < 0.500 0.12 mg/L
3 Calcium 33.3 28.1 mg/L
4 Lead < 0.00200 ND mg/L
5 Magnesium 6.04 18.6 mg/L
6 Potassium 4.1 4.4 mg/L
7 Turbidity, as NTU 5NTU 0.419 *15 NTU
8 Specific Conductivity at 25°C 439 - umhos/cm
9 Bicarbonate 140 - mg/L
10 Carbon Dioxide < 5.00 - mg/L
11 Carbonate <10.0 - mg/L
12  Hydroxide < 10.0 - mg/L
13  Phosphate, Ortho as P < 0.0500 ND mg/L
14  Silica, dissolved as SiO2 4.83 13.9 mg/L
15  Surfactant as MBAS
16 Total Hardness as CaCOs3 191 147 mg/L
17  Alkalinity as CaCOs 140 ND mg/L

Corrosivity-Langelier 0.096 -1.1 .8l
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Water Storage and Supply:

Water storage tanks will be engineered to provide domestic plus fire flow for the development. There
are no existing water storage tanks on the property. Sheet C-600 shows the location of 2 storage tanks,
1-750,000 gallon concrete tank and 1-120,000 gallon storage tank. The storage tanks are proposed to
be filled from production wells through the distribution system. Each well will be equipped with
disinfection equipment and pipeage prior to discharging to the distribution system.

The water storage tanks and distribution systems will be sized to supply domestic storage plus fire flows
of 1500 gpm for 4 hours in commercial/mixed use and 1000 gpm for 2 hours in the single family areas.
Water storage includes capacity for interior fire sprinklers if required. Fire hydrants will be located
within 250’ of buildings and final locations will be approved by the County Fire Chief.

Water Pressures:

Sheet C-600 Shows the estimated water pressures for the development. Generally, the water pressure
will be 70 psi along the riverside developments and 40 psi in the Shaded Booster System Area shown on
C-600. Booster stations will be required to maintain a minimum of 40 psi in the shaded areas (Booster
System Areas) on Sheet C-600.

Public Water Supply Summary
A site-wide distribution system will provide domestic, irrigation (minimal), and fire supply to all
buildings.

The water supply and distribution systems will service the entire development. The water distribution
system will be phased as required for Proposed Uses, in areas 1 through 6 as these parcels are
developed.

Proposed design requirements for Kane Creek Preservation and Development public water system:
Irrigation will be minimized for the development.

Natural vegetation, saving striped vegetation and replanting.

Lawns requiring irrigation should be minimized.

Flower beds and low growing shrubbery allowed adjacent to structures.

Water bars required on all disturbances to hold water and promote aquifer recharge.
Wastewater for drip irrigation will be treated to Type 1 standards.

Initial water source water requirements are 800 gpd per ERC for a new water source.
Water usage will be monitored for a reduction to the 800 gpd requirement.

Treated wastewater (Type I) will be used for drip irrigation whenever possible.
*Consumptive use of water is targeted to be under 30% of the average day demand.
Promote ground water recharge to enhance Colorado River flows and quality.

Join the WaterSense organization. (https://www.epa.gov/watersense/watersense-partners)

VVVVYVVVYVYVYYVYY

*Consumptive use of 30% for Kane Springs is defined as follows: 3% domestic indoor use + drip irrigation
27%. Definition of consumptive use is water that is no longer available; such as evaporation, irrigation,
etc.

The water distribution system will be constructed using C900 PVC (poly-vinyl chloride) pipe and

standard cast iron valves and fittings. All mains will be sized to provide ample capacity with respect
to Peak Hour Demands and fire flow requirements. As with most small water distribution systems,
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the fire flow requirement (1,500 gallons per minute) plus interior fire sprinklers will drive the design of
the system.
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PUBLIC WASTEWATER CONCEPTUAL PLAN:

Kane Creek Preservation and Development plans to permit a site-wide sewage collection and treatment
system. Sheet 700, “PWTS Components Overview” shows the general layout of the system. The
wastewater system will require UDEQ, Southeastern District Health, and Grand County approvals. The
system will be maintained with oversight by a Level 4 certified wastewater system operator licensed in
the state of Utah. The Wastewater system will be serving multiple units under separate ownership.
Governmental agency approvals for water and wastewater will be obtained to coincide with the Grand
County Preliminary and Final Plat approval process.

Collection System:

The collection system will convey raw sewage to 5 lift stations as shown on Figure 2. The 5 lift stations
lift raw sewage to the proposed 270,000 gpd treatment plant shown on Figure 2. Kane Creek
Preservation and Development engineers will collaborate with UDEQ, DDW, and DNR to minimize
impacts of development to the natural environment. Sheet C-700 shows the conceptual plan for
wastewater collection, lift stations, and location of the treatment system.

Wastewater Treatment:

Wastewater produced in the development will be treated on site using an engineered treatment system.
The proposed system is an engineered plant bult by Cloacina (https://www.cloacina.com/) and a
separate design report document is attached herein. Treated water from the treatment plant will meet
(at a minimum) the following Standards: BOD5 < 10 mg/L, TSS < 10 mg/L, Turbidity <5 NTU, Total N <5
mg/L, NH3 <2.2, Phosphorous < 1 mg/L, TDS < 300, disinfection is less than 2.2 colony forming units
(CFU) per 100ml.

Preliminary wastewater treatment analysis and design have been completed by Advanced Pump and
Equipment (Clearfield, UT) and Cloacina using an engineered treatment plant. A preliminary design and
analysis from Cloacina are attached. Discharge from the plant will be treated to a Type | use standard.
Uses for wastewater treated to a Type | Use Standard, 317-3-11.4 are residential irrigation, including
landscape irrigation of individual houses (drip systems). Urban uses for Kane Creek development
include open space irrigation (drip system).

To meet Kane Creek Preservation and Development design goals, the preferred discharge would be river
flow augmentation, and irrigation. Project permitting is focused on drip irrigation and discharge to the
Colorado River.

Irrigation has the potential of storing and holding water and releasing it later in the season. Type |
treated wastewater would be used in irrigation operations during seasonal months (spring, summer,
fall). Facilitating the use of water bars in stormwater design and directing runoff to infiltration galleries
will keep water from running directly off areas to sensitive habitat and rivers. The concept “flattens” the
streamflow runoff during storm events.

Type | wastewater may meet most drinking water standards, however direct use for human
consumption is not permitted. Bodily contact with Type | wastewater may be permitted at the discretion
of UDEQ, when it can be shown to be safe for the proposed use. A Utah UPDES Municipal (POTW)
discharge permit from the UDEQ is required along with an Antidegradation Review. The wastewater is
treated to meet Colorado River water quality. A Level Il ADR is required to meet parameter
concentrations of the Colorado River supplied by DWQ.
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Part X. Antidegradation Review for the Level Il ADR is as follows:

C1. Describe the social and economic benefits that would be realized through the proposed project,
including the number and nature of jobs created and anticipated tax revenues:

The Kane Creek subdivision is a mixed-use development consisting of both residential and commercial
uses on 137 acres of land zoned highway commercial (HC) and 39 acres of land zoned range and grazing
(RG). The Overnight Accommodations Overlay zone for recreational vehicles (OAO-RV/CG) overlays
approximately 40 acres of the subdivision; the underlying zoning designation for this acreage is HC.
Located to the south and southwest of Moab City, between the Colorado River and Pritchett Canyon,
the Kane Creek subdivision is served by Kane Creek Blvd.

Each proposed use within the Kane Creek subdivision is a permitted use within Section 3.1 of the Grand
County Land Use Code (LUC, “Use Table”). The campground development located in the southern
reaches of the subdivision is permitted vis-a-vis the OAO-RV/CG; while not part of this preliminary plat
review and approval process, the site plan for this campground will be governed by the settlement
agreement between Grand County and Kane Springs, LLC and Section 4.6 of the LUC. Non-lodging
commercial development is planned on several proposed lots and will be presented in future, discrete
site plan applications. Our proposed residential densities are lower than the maximum allowable density
by roughly five-fold. Our residential densities in the RG zoned land reflect the reductions imposed by
Section 5.4.1.B.D, Constrained Lands.

Proposed uses are outlined in the Wastewater and Water table on page 2 of this report. The project will
provide employment in construction, tourism and other industries. The completed development will
provide a substantial increase in property, lodging, sales, and other tax revenue.

In the future the wastewater treatment will be part of a district which can service additional camping
facilities, public lands, and recreational facilities.

The project would create 40-60 new direct jobs plus 100’s of indirect jobs from $500,000,000.00 in
development spending over 10 years of build out.

Property tax with an estimated base of $275,950,000.00 at the end of buildout generates $2,994,885.35
based on 2021 tax rates. Current property taxes are $19,253.42. The total property tax increase is
$2,975,631.94.

The following are property tax estimates based on 2021 tax rates:
KANE CREEK PRESERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT LLC
Current Taxes based on 2021 Rates

Parcel Number Taxable Value Tax - 2021
03-0016-0002 $344,872 $3,742.89
03-0016-0001 $163,812 $1,777.85
03-0015-0102 $34,752 $377.17
03-0015-0101 $58,882 $639.05
03-0015-0100 $61,988 $672.75
03-0015-0099 $705,419 $7,655.91
03-0010-0100 $68,259 $740.81
03-0010-0099 $336,034 $3,646.98
Total $1,774,018 $19,253.41
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KANE CREEK PRESERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT LLC, Projected Taxes based on 2021 Rates.

Proposed Uses:
AREA 1, Phases 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5*

1. Residential/Mixed Use, Riverside

1. Commercial, Riverside, 56,000 SF

1. Public Restrooms, Riverside
1. Restaurant, Riverside, 200 Seats

2. Residential/Mixed Use, Riverside

2. Commercial, Riverside, 16,000 SF

2. Public Restrooms, Riverside
2. Restaurant, Riverside
AREA 3, Phase 10*

3. Overnight Accommodations
3. Commercial, OA, 10,000 SF
3. Public Restrooms, OA

3. Restaurant, OA, 100 Seats

4. Residential/Mixed Use, Upper
4. Commercial, Upper, 10,000 SF
4. Public Restrooms, Upper

4. Restaurant, Upper, 30 Seats

5. Residential/Mixed Use, Upper
5. Commercial, Upper, 6,000 SF
5. Public Restrooms, Upper

5. Restaurant, Upper, 30 Seats
AREA 6, Phase 9*

6. Single Family Lots/homes

Total

*See Sheet C 204, Master Phasing Plan.

Grand County Utah - Projected Tax
Taxing Units/Entities

# of Units

Total Taxable

2021 Total Rate

| Taxable Value/Unit
268 $500,000.00
1 $9,800,000.00

4
1 $800,000.00
51 $500,000.00
1 $2,800,000.00

2
1 $900,000.00
102 $50,000.00
1 $1,750,000.00

4
1 $400,000.00
28 $750,000.00
1 $1,750,000.00

2
1 $300,000.00
132 $500,000.00
1 $1,050,000.00

2
1 $300,000.00
5 $900,000.00

Tax Rate (2021) Tax Due/Entity

GRAND COUNTY GENERAL
SCHOOL - GENERAL
SCHOOL - STATE BASIC LEVY

MULTICOUNTY ASSESSING & COLLECTING

COUNTY A&C

LIBRARY

GRAND COUNTY CEMETERY
MOAB MOSQUITO ABATEMENT
MOAB VALLEY FIRE

CHARTER SCHOOL STATE LEVY
LIBRARY - DEBT

Total Tax Rate and Tax by Entities

0.001951 $538,378.45
0.005553 $1,532,350.35
0.001661 $458,352.95
0.000012 $3,311.40
0.000337 $92,995.15
0.000445 $122,797.75
0.000165 $45,531.75
0.000205 $56,569.75
0.000382 $105,412.90
0.000071 $19,592.45
0.000071 $19,592.45
0.010853 $2,994,885.35

$134,000,000.00  $1,454,302.00
$9,800,000.00 $106,359.40
$800,000.00 $8,682.40
$25,500,000.00 $276,751.50
$2,800,000.00 $30,388.40
$900,000.00 $9,767.70
$5,100,000.00 $55,350.30
$1,750,000.00 $18,992.75
$400,000.00 $4,341.20
$21,000,000.00 $227,913.00
$1,750,000.00 $18,992.75
$300,000.00 $3,255.90
$66,000,000.00 $716,298.00
$1,050,000.00 $11,395.65
$300,000.00 $3,255.90
$4,500,000.00 $48,838.50
$275,950,000.00  $2,994,885.35
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An analysis for additional sales, lodging, gas, employment, and other tax revenues have not been
estimated at this time.

C2. Describe any environmental benefits to be realized through implementation of the proposed
project.

The project is being developed in 10 phases. The primary environmental benefit will allow each phase
to be combined into a single sewer system. The district could also be available to service additional
lands in the area. The goals are to preserve and create habitat for existing wildlife throughout the
development where ever feasible. Additionally, the proposed level of wastewater treatment is beyond
the minimum required standards. Water conservation, where possible, is also one of the primary
project goals.

C3. Describe any social and economic losses that may result from the project, including impacts to
recreation or commercial development.

No projected social or economic losses are expected from this development.

C4. Summarize any supporting information from the affected communities on preserving assimilative
capacity to support future growth and development.

Property surrounding Kane Springs is public, therefore future growth and development surrounding the
treatment system is anticipated to be minimal.

C5. Please describe any structures or equipment associated with the project that will be placed within
or adjacent to the receiving water.

An outfall pipe will be installed at the lower end of the project in the bed and bank of the Colorado
River. Sheet C-206, “Phase 1 Utility Plan” shows the location of the discharge pipe. The discharge pipe
with a well screen will be placed in a gravel bed below the bed of the river. A sample tap will be
provided for water sampling near the end of the discharge lone. No other structures are proposed
within or adjacent to receiving waters in this area.

E2. Attach as an appendix to this form a report that describes that following factors for all alternative
treatment options (see 1) a technical description of the treatment process, including construction costs
and continued operation and maintenance expenses, 2) the mass and concentration of discharge
constituents, and 3) a description of the reliability of the system, including the frequency where
recurring operation and maintenance may lead to temporary increases in discharged pollutants. Most
of this information is typically available from a Facility Plan, if available.

1. Alternate Treatment Option, Connect to City of Moab Facility:
This alternative requires a lift station and a number of improvements within the City of Moab to
get wastewater to the facility. The facility is operated under UPDES Permit Number UT0020419. The

current treatment plant was permitted for a maximum average flow 1.75MGD.

The Kane Creek Development property was not included in the City of Moab treatment plant service
area. The City of Moab treatment plant is approximately 2.1 miles away from the development and
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there are concerns related to the force main crossing wetlands and streams to access the Moab
treatment facility.

Kane Creek would be a 15% increase in discharge to the current treatment plant capacity. The
additional discharge would require expanding the facility for a 0.27MGD increase in flow. The treatment
plant expansion is estimated at $2,295,000.00 based on a cost at $8.50/gal.

Construction Costs to connect to the Moab City plant was estimated to be $6,000,000.00. This cost
includes $2,500,000.00 for pump stations and 2.1 mile force mains plus $3,500,000.00 for
reconstruction/repairs to Kane Springs Blvd and Moab City streets. The total estimated cost to connect
to the City of Moab’s plant is $8,295,000.00 (including expansion of facility). The costs do not include
damages to wetlands, streams, and environmental permitting for wetland mitigation.

Continued operation and maintenance would require cleaning and monitoring pumps stations. This cost
has not been analyzed for this study.

2. Mass & Concentration of Discharge Constituents: The City of Moab discharge permit
UT0020419 sets effluent limitations. These limits would require further analysis which were not
completed for this report.

3. Reliability of system: The City of Moab treatment system is required to report monitoring to be
compliance with their current discharge permit. If the system fails to meet discharge standards, then
modifications to treatment processes will be required. These modifications are unknown at this time.

Temporary Increases in discharge pollutants were not analyzed for this report. Cost and environmental
concerns were the determining factor; however, the level of treatment is a consideration which is
compared in section E3.

E3. Describe the proposed method and cost of the baseline treatment alternative. The baseline
treatment alternative is the minimum treatment required to meet water quality based effluent limits
(WQBEL) as determined by the preliminary or final wasteload analysis (WLC) and any secondary or
categorical effluent limits.

Baseline Treatment Alternative: The proposed treatment of wastewater is to meet tertiary standards
for water used for drip irrigation and discharge to the Colorado River (Type I). Therefore, meeting a
minimum standard is not the goal and objective for the Kane Creek project. A minimum treatment
analysis for the proposed plant is not relevant.

ES. Preferred alternative on site treatment:

Cloacina MEMPAC — M130 Engineered Wastewater Treatment Plan: A 4-Stage Bardenpho Process MBR
plant is proposed for Kane Creek. The process simulation is attached herein. The treatment process and
plant costs are attached to this report. The treatment plant and facilities are estimated at
$2,500,000.00.

Proposed Effluent limits:
1. Selenium in-stream chronic TMDL std: 0.0046 mg/L (4.6 ug/L), or 2.35 g/day as a loading limit
based upon 0.135 MGD design flow (4.6 x 0.135MGD x 3.79cf). Our well sample was
0.0021mg/L, however the Colorado River currently is 1.43 to 10.2 ug/L. (Under approved TMDL)
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2. Total ammonia as nitrogen NH3, (mg/L): Chronic Ammonia limit (Monthly Avg) of 2.2, Acute
Ammonia limit (Daily Max) of 13.3.

3. TDS: 1ton/day or 400mg/L over source water. Kane Creek source water is 250-300mg/L based

on well 1 & 4 water samples, use <400mg/L.

BODS5 < 10 mg/L

TSS < 10mg/L

Turbidity < 5NTU

Total N <5 mg/L

Disinfection < 2.2 Colony Forming units (CFU) per 100ml.

. Total Phosphorus < 1mg/L annual average for TP

10. TDS < 300mg/L

©wNoO Ve

Percentage of removal of POCs is as follows:

Treatment % Removal

Influent Effluent % removed
BOD5 225 mg/L 10.00 mg/L 95.56%
TSS 219 mg/L 10.00 mg/L 95.43%
TKN 38 mg/L 5.00 mg/L 86.84%
NH3 23 mg/L 2.20 mg/L 90.43%
P 10 mg/L 1.00 mg/L 90.00%
TDS 300 mg/L 250.00 mg/L N/A

Land Application of Biosolids: Biosolids will be collected and discharged to a landfill and or
approved land application site. Sewage sludge is considered solids, until treatment or testing shows that
the solids are safe, and meet beneficial use standards. After the solids are tested or treated, the solids
are then known as biosolids. Class A biosolids, may be used for high public contact sites, such as home
lawns and gardens, parks, or playing fields, etc. The treatment plant is designed to add a sludge drying
system to add a sludge composting component to the system as a future phase. Class B biosolids may
be used for low public contact sites, such as farms, rangeland, or reclamation sites, etc. The biosolids
are discharge to a 18,000 gallon storage system for removal to a land fill.

The sewage collection and treatment systems will be designed and constructed in accordance with
UDEQ, DDW, and DWQ standards and approval. The standards are found in R317 and R309 Regulations.

Emergency generators will be installed to provide uninterrupted service to electrically powered
components of the sewage collection and treatment system.

It is anticipated that most of the development can be serviced by a gravity sewer collection

System and lift stations. The gravity system will discharge to a lift station to bring raw sewage to the
treatment plant. There are 5 lift stations proposed for the development shown on Sheet C-700. Sewer
lines will be phased with the development and certified for service as needed. The sewage collection
system will be designed and constructed in accordance with UDEQ/DWQ standards and will require
UDEQ approval.
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Parameters of Concern:

Rank

Pollutant

Ambient Concentration
Colorado River

Effluent Concentration

1 BOD <10mg/L

2 Nitrogen 5.8 <5mg/L

3 Phosphorus 0.04 mg/L 1981 <1lmg/L

4 Total dissolved Solids 753 mg/L Av 1981 <300mg/L

5 TSS 29.5 mg/L Av 1981 <10mg/L

6 Disinfection NA <2.2CFU/100ml

Alternatives Analysis:

Alternative preferences were analyzed to meet requirements for water conservation, treatment,
operation, and future expansion.

The City of Moab wastewater treatment facility is a sequencing batch reactor (SBR). The construction
costs were $13,086.00 ($7.50/gal) in 2018, however filters and chemical additions may be required to
obtain the treatment levels of the preferred alternative.

Comparison of treatment plant area: The proposed treatment plant will be housed in a 44’ x 100 ft area
(0.10 acres) which is 0.01 sf/gal. The City of Moab Plant is on 4.1 acres and is approximately 0.10sf/gal.
The proposed Kane Springs MBR treatment process requires 1/10%" of the land area as the Moab SBR
plant therefore land disturbance and visual impact are minimized.

The preferred alternative is treating water to a higher standard.

discharge options to
minimize discharging

R317-2-3.5 Connect to City of Baseline Alternative | Preferred Onsite

Requirements Moab Alternative Requirements Treatment
Alternative

Innovative or X X

alternative treatment

options

More effective X X

treatment options or

higher treatment levels

Connection to other X

wastewater treatment

facilities

Process changes or X X

product or raw

material substitution

Seasonal or controlled X X
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during critical water
quality periods

Use Standard X X
Treatment

Water Conservation X

Water Recycle and use X

for drip irrigation

Alternative discharge X X

locations or alternative
receiving waters

Land Application

Total Containment
Improved operation X
and maintenance of
existing treatment
systems

Lowest Cost X

In any scenario, there will be no direct discharge of untreated effluent into the Colorado. The sewage
treatment system will be designed and constructed in accordance with UDEQ standards and will require
UDWQ approval.

Kane Creek Preservation and Development will support local efforts to minimize consumptive water use
and support water saving technologies. Water discharge for irrigation is considered a 100%
consumptive use by the DNR which indicates that water is not being returned to streams or aquifers. A
primary design goal of the engineering team for the Kane Creek Preservation and Development to
minimize consumptive use and return Type | treated water to the Colorado River.

DRIP IRRIGATION DISCHARGE, R317- 5 and 4:

It is anticipated that 27% of the MBR effluent will be used for drip irrigation for shrubbery, trees, and
general landscaping. The effluent would be disinfected and distributed through a “purple Pipe”
irrigation system throughout the proposed development. The drip system will be designed to meet
Large Underground Wastewater Disposal (LUWD) systems.

R317-5-4. Feasibility Determinations and Approval-in-Concept:
4.1. General Criteria for Determining LUWD System Feasibility.
The division shall determine the feasibility of using a LUWD system. Upon favorable

determination for feasibility an approval-in-concept will be granted by the division. Required
information is as follows:

R317-5-6.1 Design requirements state that disposal shall meet Sections R317-4-6 with the following
exceptions:
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The LUWD will serve multiple single family residences and commercial operations. The Single

wastewater flow was estimated at 450 gpd per dwelling which is more than the 400 gpd

required in this section.

The minimum separation distance from the bottom of the drip irrigation systems will be 24

inches based on the MBR treatment to the maximum ground water table.

6.2. Components required in a LUWD System:
A. A septic Tank is not required for the MBR treatment system.
B. An effluent filter is not required for the MBR Plant.
C. A pressurized subsurface disposal system is proposed.

CONCLUSION:
Following the feasibility review and discussions with the UDEQ and DWQ complete construction

grade design drawings will be prepared and submitted to the department. The attached
drawings are included to provide conceptual understanding of the proposed system

configuration and primary components. Feedback regarding code requirements for proposed
components and any concerns with the approvability of the overall concept would be greatly
appreciated at this in the design process.

ATTACHMENTS:

UPDES Permit Application (draft)

UPDES Map

Preliminary Civil Review Set

MEMPAC — Engineered Treatment System design report
MEMPAC — Computer Modeling and Simulation Report
MEMPAC — Preliminary Drawing Set

Ambient Source Concentrations Spread Sheet
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UTAH DEPARTMENT of

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Division of Water Quality (DWQ)
\ ‘(’:VS;E:?I_Y UPDES Program
A DRAFT

UPDES Municipal (POTW) Permit Application

Part I. General Information (40 CFR 122.21(j)(1) and (9))

UPDES Permit No.: UT0026204
Facility Name:  K@ne Creek Preservation and Development, LLC

City Moab State Ut Zip 84532
Facility Mailing Address: 10466 Iverson Lane
city Highland State UT zip 84003
Facility Contact: VVilliam H. Anderson, P.E. Title: Project Engineer
Phone Number: 406 925 0590 Email Address: Pill@andersonmontana.com
Name of Signatory: William Anderson Title: Project Engineer

Is the applicant the facility owner, operator or both? (check only one response.)

[zl Owner O Operator O Both

Indicate below any existing environmental permits. (Check all that apply and type the corresponding permit number for each.)

O RCRA (hazardous waste) O UIC (underground injection control) O PSD (air emissions)

O Nonattainment program (CAA) 0 NESHAPs (CAA) O Dredge or fill (CWA Section 404)

O Other (specity)

Nature of Business CFR (40 CFR 122.21(f)(8))

Describe the nature of your business

accommodations, single family lots, and mixed use residential.

Kane Creek Preservation and Development LLC is a proposed development on the Colorado
River. The project includes recreational facilities, commercial spaces, restaurants, overnight
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UTAH DEPA

RTMENT of

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

WATER

A

QUALITY

Division of Water Quality (DWQ)
UPDES Program

UPDES Municipal (POTW) Permit Application

Part II. Facility Information

Population served?

1650

Design and Actual Flow Rates

Design Flow Rate
Provide design and actual flow rates in designated spaces.
g snatetsp 0.27 med
Annual Average Flow Rates (Actual) New System
Five Years Ago Four Years Ago Three Years Ago
mgd mgd mgd
Two Years Ago Last Year Current Year
mgd mgd mgd
Maximum Daily Flow Rates (Actual)
Five Years Ago Four Years Ago Three Years Ago
mgd mgd mgd
Two Years Ago Last Year Current Year
mgd mgd mgd
Describe the treatment for each outfall
Outfall No. Outfall No. Outfall No.
. O Primary O Primaw O Primary
?;g:tels; I;l:evel of O Equivalent to secondary L Equivalent to secondary O Equivalent to secondary
(cheeck aell that apply per O} Secondary o Secondary L) Secondary
outfall) PPy P = Advanced Ll Advanced ) O Advanced
! = Other (specify) MBR O Other (specify) O Other (specify)
Design Removal Rates
by Outfall
BODs 96 % % %
TSS 96 % % %
O Not applicable O Not applicable O Not applicable
Phosphorus
90 % % %
O Not applicable O Not applicable [ Not applicable
Nitrogen
85 % % %
O Not applicable O Not applicable O Not applicable
Other (specity)
NH3 (85 % %o o
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UTAH DEPARTMENT of
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

WATER

A\ QUALITY
UPDES Municipal (POTW) Permit Application

Division of Water Quality (DWQ)
UPDES Program

Part II. Facility Information continued

Does the POTW use chlorine for disinfection, use chlorine elsewhere in the treatment process, or otherwise have
reasonable potential to discharge chlorine in its effluent? = YES O NO

below.

Describe the type of disinfection used for the effluent for each outfall. If disinfection varies by season, describe

MBR filtration and Chlorine Disinfection. Treated effluent will be discharge through a 6400 ft.,
4" PVC. Effluent will be aerated prior to discharge to minimize chlorines in the river.

Outfall No. 1 Outfall No. 2 Outfall No.
o Cl cl
Disinfection type
Year Round Spring, Summer, Fall
Seasons used
o [ Not applicable O Not applicable O Not applicable

Dechlorination used? Yes Yes O Yes

O No O No O No

= Map Attached

MAP: Attach a USGS topographic map or aerial photo extending one mile beyond the property boundaries of
the site, the facility or activity boundaries, any treatment area(s), outfall(s), major drainage patterns, and the

receiving surface waters stated above.
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UTAH DEPARTMENT of
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

WATER
QUALITY

A

UPDES Program

UPDES Municipal (POTW) Permit Application

Division of Water Quality (DWQ)

Part II. Facility Information continued

Are improvements to the facility scheduled?

= YES
O NO

If YES, explain below.
If NO, Skip to Part I1I

Briefly list and describe the schedule improvements.

1

Wastewater Collection sytem for development - 2023

2

MBR Treatment Plant - 2023

3.

Provide scheduled or actual dates of completion for improvements.

Scheduled or Actual Dates of Completion for Improvements

In?[c)ll}ss;llfgnt Affected Outfalls Con]sgfliglircltion Cons]i:'lltliction Begin Discharge A(;t:eilrl:tli(::]ta(l)f
(list outfall number) (MM/DD/YYYY) Level
(from above) (MM/DD/YYYY) (MM/DD/YYYY) (MM/DD/YYYY)
1.

2023 1 07/01/2023(12/30/2023|12/30/2023|07/01/2028
* 2023 2 07/01/2023|12/30/202312/30/2023|07/01/2028
3.

4.
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UTAH DEPARTMENT of

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Division of Water Quality (DWQ)
WATER UPDES Program
A\ QUALITY

UPDES Municipal (POTW) Permit Application

Part II1. Sampling Information N/A

Provide all parameter sampling data with analytical results, reporting limit and any laboratory flags on an Excel
spreadsheet. An Excel Spreadsheet will be provided upon request.

Has WET testing been conducted during the last 5 years? O YES NO

Indicate the acute and chronic WET tests (PASS or FAIL) results for the past 5 years. If no WET testing for the quarter,
then leave blank (e.g., for semi-annual or annual testing or missed testing events).

Outfall No. Outfall No. Outfall No.
fey Acute Chronic Acute Chronic Acute Chronic
Qtr1 | OPASS | Qtr1 | OPASS | Qtr1 OPASS | Qtr1 | OPASS | Qtr1 OPASS | Qtr1 | OPASS
O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL
Qtr2 | OPASS | Qtr2 | OPASS | Qtr2 OPASS | Qtr2 | OPASS | Qtr2 OPASS | Qtr2 | OPASS
O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL
Qtr3 | OPASS | Qtr3 | OPASS | Qur3 | OPASS | Qtr3 | OPASS | Qtr3 OPASS | Qtr3 | O PASS
O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL
Qtrd | OPASS | Qtr4 | OPASS | Qtr4 | OPASS | Qtr4 | OPASS | Qtr4 OPASS | Qtr4 | OPASS
O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL
Qtr1 | OPASS | Qtr1 | OPASS | Qtr1 OPASS | Qtr1 | OPASS | Qtr1 OPASS | Qtr1 | OPASS
O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL
Qtr2 | OPASS | Qtr2 | OPASS | Qtr2 OPASS | Qtr2 | OPASS | Qtr2 OPASS | Qtr2 | OPASS
O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL
Qtr3 | OPASS | Qtr3 | OPASS | Qr3 | OPASS | Qtr3 | OPASS | Qtr3 OPASS | Qtr3 | O PASS
O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL
Qtrd | OPASS | Qtrd | OPASS | Qtr4 | OPASS | Qtr4 | OPASS | Qtr4 OPASS | Qtr4 | OPASS
O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL
Qtr1 | OPASS | Qtr1 | OPASS | Qtr1 OPASS | Qtr1 | OPASS | Qtr1 OPASS | Qtr1 | OPASS
O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL
Qtr2 | OPASS | Qtr2 | OPASS | Qtr2 OPASS | Qtr2 | OPASS | Qtr2 OPASS | Qtr2 | OPASS
O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL
Qtr3 | OPASS | Qtr3 | OPASS | Q3 | OPASS | Qtr3 | OPASS | Qtr3 OPASS | Qtr3 | O PASS
O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL
Qtrd | OPASS | Qtrd | OPASS | Qtr4 | OPASS | Qtrd4 | OPASS | Qtr4 OPASS | Qtr4 | O PASS
O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL
Qtr1 | OPASS | Qtrl | OPASS | Qtr1 | OPASS | Qtr1 | OPASS | Qtrl OPASS | Qtr1 | OPASS
O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL
Qtr2 | OPASS | Qtr2 | OPASS | Qtr2 OPASS | Qtr2 | OPASS | Qtr2 OPASS | Qtr2 | OPASS
O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL
Qtr3 | OPASS | Qtr3 | OPASS | Qtr3 OPASS | Qtr3 | OPASS | Qtr3 OPASS | Qtr3 | OPASS
O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL
Qtrd | OPASS | Qtrd | OPASS | Qtr4 | OPASS | Qtr4 | OPASS | Qtr4 OPASS | Qtr4 | O PASS
O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL
Qtr1 | OPASS | Qtrl | OPASS | Qtr1 | OPASS | Qtr1 | OPASS | Qtrl OPASS | Qtr1 | O PASS
O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL
Qtr2 | OPASS | Qtr2 | OPASS | Qr2 | OPASS | Qtr2 | OPASS | Qtr2 OPASS | Qtr2 | OPASS
O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL
Qtr3 | OPASS | Qtr3 | OPASS | Qtr3 OPASS | Qtr3 | OPASS | Qtr3 OPASS | Qtr3 | OPASS
O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL
Qtr4 | OPASS | Qtr4 | OPASS | Qtr4 OPASS | Qtr4 | OPASS | Qtr4 OPASS | Qtr4 | OPASS
O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL O FAIL
Describe any cause(s) of toxicity:
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UTAH DEPARTMENT of

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Division of Water Quality (DWQ)
WATER UPDES Program
A\ QUALITY

UPDES Municipal (POTW) Permit Application

Part IV. Compliance Information  N/A

Has the facility had an parameter exceedances over the past five years? [OYES NO

If Yes, provide the below information:

Parameter Exceedance Month/Year Cause

Page 6 of 24




UTAH DEPARTMENT of

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Division of Water Quality (DWQ)
WATER UPDES Program
A\ QUALITY

UPDES Municipal (POTW) Permit Application

Part IV. Compliance Information continued
Facility monitoring data. N/A

Please provide the past five years of all parameters required to be monitored in the UPDES permit. The data can be
entered in the section below or an excel spreadsheet. Attached additional sheets if needed.

Month Year Parameter Min Max Avg MDL/RL*

*MDL/RL is the analysis method detection limit or reporting limit located on the laboratory analysis report.
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UTAH DEPARTMENT of

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Division of Water Quality (DWQ)
WATER UPDES Program
A\ QUALITY

UPDES Municipal (POTW) Permit Application

Part V. Outfalls and Receiving Water(s)

Provide the latitude and longitude to the nearest second for each dewatering outfall. The specified location should be after
all treatment and before release to the receiving water. Provide the name of the initial receiving water. If the initial
receiving water is unnamed, please also indicate the closed named drainage the receiving water flows into (i.e. unnamed
tributary of City Creek). Attach additional sheets if necessary for more outfalls.

Each outfall to a different receiving water segment is subject to additional application fees and annual fees.

Outfall No. Average daily Latitude Longitude Receiving Surface Waters (Name)
flow rate
(0] 3 13 (6] 3 113 .
1 0.135 =« |38 32 6.73 109 36 2.94 Colorado River

O (9 (13 O [3 (13

mgd
O (9 (13 O [3 (13

mgd

Do any of the outfalls described above have a season or periodic discharges?

= YES 0ONO

If so, provide the following information for each applicable outfall.
Outfall No. ! Outfall No. Outfall No.

Number of times per year
discharges occurs
Average duration of each
discharge (specify units)

Daily

Continuously

Average flow of each discharge 0.135 mgd mgd mgd

Months in which discharge occurs Jan - December

Part VI. Collection System

Service Area(s) Population Served Miles of Pipe
Kane Creek Preservation & Dev. 1650 3.75
Total Population Served (1650 Total Miles of Pipe

USMP Program implemented? O YES NO
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UTAH DEPARTMENT of

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Division of Water Quality (DWQ)
WATER UPDES Program
A\ QUALITY

UPDES Municipal (POTW) Permit Application

Part VII. Pretreatment Information N/A

Does the facility have an approved pretreatment program? 0 YES NO
If YES, skip to next section

If No, complete the below industrial user forms and inspections as needed.

A. Industrial Pretreatment Wastewater Survey N/A
Check any of the following that have occurred in the past five years either at the wastewater treatment plant or
in the collection system:

Foaming

Unusual colors

Plugged collection lines caused by grease

Plugged collection lines caused by sand

Plugged collection lines caused by other debris
Discharging of excessive BOD

Discharging of excessive suspended solids

Smells unusually bad or unusual smells

Upsets of the treatment plant due to unknown conditions

OO0O0OOoooon

Does the facility have any industrial users (IUs) which meet any of the following criteria:
1. Has a lot of process wastewater (5% of the flow at the waste treatment facility or more than
25,000 gallons per work day.)
a. Examples: food processor, dairy, slaughterhouse, industrial laundry.
OYES ®NO
1. Is subject to federal categorical pretreatment standards;

a. Examples: metal plating, cleaning or coating of metals, blueing of metals, aluminum
extruding, circuit board manufacturing, tanning animal skins, pesticide formulating or
packaging, and pharmaceutical manufacturing or packaging,

OYES ®NO

2. 1Is a concern to the POTW.
a. Examples: septage hauler, restaurant and food service, car wash, hospital, photo lab, carpet
cleaner, commercial laundry.
OYES ®ENO

Do any users of the water treatment facility caused any of the following to occur: N/A

O YES 0O NO A discharge which creates a fire or explosion hazard in the collection system.

O YES O NO A discharge which creates toxic gases, vapor or fumes in the collection system.

O YES ONO A discharge of solids or thick liquids which creates flow obstructions in the collection system.

O YES 0O NO An acidic discharge (low pH) which causes corrosive damage to the collection system.

O YES O NO Petroleum oil, nonbiodegradable cutting oil, or products of mineral oil origin in amounts that
will cause problems in the collection system or at the waste treatment facility.

O YES O NO Waste haulers are prohibited from discharging without permission.

O YES O NO Does the facility believe that illegal dumping is occurring in the jurisdiction?
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UTAH DEPARTMENT of
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

WATER
QUALITY

A

Division of Water Quality (DWQ)
UPDES Program

UPDES Municipal (POTW) Permit Application

Part VII. Pretreatment Information continued N/A

Complete and submit a preliminary inspection of each business that is discharging process wastewater to the wastewater

treatment plant

B. PRELIMINARY INSPECTION FORM
Inspection Date TBD

Name of Business

Kane Creek Preservation and Development, LLC

Inspection Time

Person Contacted TBD

Street Address 2481 Kane Creek Boulevard

City Moab

Email Address TBD

Phone Number TBD

Description of Business:

Principal product or service:

Raw Materials used:

Production process is:

O Batch = Continuous [ Both

If yes, briefly describe seasonal production cycle.

This facility generates the following types of wastes (check all that apply):
1. B Domestic wastes (Restrooms, employee showers, etc.)

O Cooling water, non-contact
O Boiler/Tower blowdown
O Cooling water, contact
O Process
B Equipment/Facility washdown
O Air Pollution Control Unit
O Storm water runoff to sewer
9. 0O Other describe
Wastes are discharged to (check all that apply):
O Evaporation
O Ground water
B Sanitary sewer
B Other (describe below)

e el

O Storm sewer
B Surface water
=  Waste haulers

Drip irrigation system

Name of waste hauler(s), if used

B Yes O No
O Yes O No

Is a grease trap installed?
Is it operational?
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Part VIIL Pretreatment Information continued N/A

B. PRELIMINARY INSPECTION FORM continued

Does the business discharge a lot of process wastewater?
e More than 5% of the flow to the waste treatment facility? O Yes = No
e More than 25,000 gallons per work day? O Yes O No
Does the business do any of the following or manufacture any of the following?
[J Adhesives
0 Aluminum Forming ] Nonferrous Metals Manufacturing
[0 Battery Manufacturing I Organic Chemicals Manufacturing or Packaging
[ Car Wash [0 Paint & Ink Manufacturing
[0 Carpet Cleaner [ Pesticides Formulating or Packaging
[J Copper Forming O Petroleum Refining
O Dairy [ Pharmaceuticals Manufacturing or Packaging
O Electric & Electronic Components I Photo Lab
[0 Explosives Manufacturing [ Plastics Manufacturing
O Food Processor [0 Restaurant & Food Service
[0 Foundries [0 Rubber Manufacturing
[0 Hospital [ Septage Hauler
O Industrial Porcelain Ceramic Manufacturing [0 Slaughter House
[0 Inorganic Chemicals Mfg. or Packaging [0 Soaps & Detergents Manufacturing
[0 Iron & Steel [0 Steam Electric Generation
[0 Laundries [0 Tanning Animal Skins
[0 Metal Finishing, Coating or Cleaning LI Textile Mills
[] Mining
Are any process changes or expansions planned during the next three years? O Yes No

Inspector Name Printed

If yes, attach a separate sheet to this form describing the nature of planned changes or expansions.

Wastewater Treatment Facility

Any questions regarding the form or assistance with inspecting business please contact

Jennifer Robinson

Pretreatment Coordinator
Division of Water Quality

P. O. Box 144870

Salt Lake City, Utah 84114-4870

Phone: (801) 536-4383
Fax:  (801) 536-4301
E-Mail:jenrobinson@utah.gov
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UPDES Program

Either list all businesses below or provide a list of business licenses issued in the facilities service area.

Name of Business

Jurisdiction

SIC Codes

Total Average
Process Flow

(gpd)

Total Average
Facility Flow

(gpd)

Facility Description (dentist, manufacturing
[state product], dairy, assisted living facility,
etc.)

See attached proposed uses.

10

11
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Part VIII. Bisolids Information N/A

Was the Biosolids Annual Report submitted? [ YES NO
O Attach a Biosolids Management Plan with application

Serve Connections?

Provide the total dry metric tons per the latest 365-day period of sewage sludge generated, treated, used and disposed of:

Practice Dry Metric Tons per 365-day Period

Amount generated at the facility

Amount treated at the facility

Amount used (i.e., received from offsite) at the facility

Amount disposed of at the facility

Treatment Provided at Your Faciity

Identify the treatment process(es) used at your facility to reduce pathogens in sewage sludge

O Preliminary operations (e.g., sludge grindling and B Thickening (concentration)
degritting) O Anaerobic digestion
O Stablilization O Conditioning
= Composting = Dewatering (e.g. centrifugation, sludge drying beds,
O Disinfection sludge lagoons)
O Heat drying O Thermal reduction
O Methane or biogas capture and recovery

Sewage Sludge Disposal Method TBD

Land Application of Bulk Sewage Sludge

Is sewage sludge form your facility applied to the land? B YES O NO If No, Skip to next section
Total dry metric tons per 365-day period of sewage sludge applied to all land sites:

Surface Disposal

Is sewage sludge from your facility placed on a surface disposal site?
O YES NO IfNo, Skip to next section
Total dry metric tons of sewage sludge from your facility placed on all surface
disposal sites per 365-day period:
Do you own or operate all surface disposal sites to which you send sewage sludge for disposal?
O YES NO IfNo, complete the below information

Surface disposal site you do not operate

Site name TBD

Mailing address

City State Zip
Contact Name Title

Phone Number Email Address
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Part VIIIL Bisolids Information continued N/A

Incineration

Is sewage sludge from your facility fired in a sewage sludge incinerator?
O YES NO If No, Skip to next section
Total dry metric tons of sewage sludge from your facility fired in all sewage sludge
incinerators per 365-day period:
Do you own or operate all sewage sludge incinerators in which sewage sludge from facility is fired?
O YES ONO IfNo, complete the below information

Incinerator location you do not operate

Site name

Mailing address

City State Zip
Contact Name Title

Phone Number Email Address

Disposal in a Municipal Solid Waste Landfill
Is sewage sludge from your facility placed on a municipal solid waste landfill?
B YES [ONO If No, Skip to next section
Total dry metric tons of sewage sludge from your facility placed in this municipal
solid waste landfill per 365-day period: TBD
Do you own or operate the municipal solid waste landfill in which sewage sludge is disposed?
O YES NO If No, complete the below information

Municipal Solid Waste Landfill you do not operate

Site name TBD

Mailing address

City State Zip
Contact Name Title

Phone Number Email Address
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Part IX. Reuse Information

Is wastewater applied to land?

O YES NO If YES, complete the below information.

Land Application Site and Discharge Data
Location Size Average Dal!y Volume How often
Applied
O Seasonal
O Continuous
acres gpd [ Intermittent
O Seasonal
O Continuous
acres gpd O Intermittent
O Seasonal
O Continuous
acres gpd | O Intermittent
Seasonal land application.
Indicate months of seasonal land application
O January O April O July O October
O February O May O August 0 November
O March O June O September O December

Where is the Reuse water distributed
O Residential irrigation
O Urban uses
O Non-residential landscape irrigation
O Golf course irrigation
O Toilet flushing
O Fire protection

O Irrigation of food crops (direct contact with edible part) — spray irrigation
O Irrigation of food crops (Non direct contact with edible part) — no spray irrigation

O Trrigation
O Sod farms
O Silviculture
O Limited access highway rights of way

O Other areas where human access is restrict or unlikely to occur
O Trrigation of animal feed crops other than pasture for milking animals
O Impoundment of wastewater where direct human contact is not allowed or is unlikely to occur

O Cooling water
O Soil compaction or duct control in construction areas
O Other

O Attached an updated Reuse Project Plan

An updated Reuse Project Plan is required during every permit renewal.
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Part X. Antidegradation Review

The objective of antidegradation rules and policies is to protect existing high quality waters and set forth a process
for determining where and how much degradation is allowable for socially and/or economically important reasons.
In accordance with Utah Administrative Code (UAC R317-2-3), an antidegradation review (ADR) is a permit
requirement for any project that will increase the level of pollutants in waters of the state. The rule outlines
requirements for both Level I and Level I ADRs, as well as public comment procedures. This review form is
intended to assist the applicant and Division of Water Quality (DWQ) staff in complying with the rule but is not a
substitute for the complete rule in R317-2-3.5. Additional details can be found in the Utah Antidegradation
Implementation Guidance and relevant sections of the guidance are cited in this review form.

ADRs should be among the first steps of an application for a UPDES permit because the review helps establish
treatment expectations. The level of effort and amount of information required for the ADR depends on the nature
of the project and the characteristics of the receiving water. To avoid unnecessary delays in permit issuance, DWQ
recommends that the process be initiated at least one year prior to the date a final approved permit is required.

DWQ will determine if the project will impair beneficial uses (Level I ADR) using information provided by the
applicant and whether a Level II ADR is required. The applicant is responsible for conducting the Level Il ADR.
For the permit to be approved, the Level Il ADR must document that all feasible measures have been undertaken to
minimize pollution for socially, environmentally or economically beneficial projects resulting in an increase in
pollution to waters of the state.

For permit requiring a Level II ADR, this antidegradation form must be completed and approved by DWQ before
any UPDEs permit can be issued. Typically, the ADR form is completed in an iterative manner in consultation with
DWAQ. The applicant should first complete the statement of social, environmental and economic importance (SEEI)
in Section C and determine the parameters of concern (POC) in Section D. Once the POCs’ are agreed upon by
DWQ, the alternatives analysis and selection of preferred alternative Section E can be conducted based on
minimizing degradation resulting from discharge of the POCs. Once the applicant and DWQ agree upon the
preferred alternative, the review is considered complete, and the form is submitted to DWQ.

What are the designated uses of the receiving water (R317-2-6)?
B Domestic Water Supply
B Recreation
B Aquatic Life
B Agricultural Water Supply
O Great Salt Lake

Antidegradation Category 1, 2 or 3 of receiving water

(R317-2-3.2,-3.3, and -3.4): Category 3
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Part X. Antidegradation Review continued

Effluent flow reviewed: #ypically, this should be the maximum daily discharge at the design capacity of the
facility. Exceptions should be noted.

270,000 gpd

What is the application for? (Check all that apply)
B A UPDES permit for a new facility, project, or outfall.
O A UPDES permit renewal with an expansion of modification of an existing wastewater treatment
works.
O A UPDES permit renewal requiring limits for a pollutant not covered by the previous permit and/or
an increase to existing permit limits.
O A UPDES permit renewal with no charges in facility operations.

Section B. Is a Level II ADR required?

This section of the form is intended to help applicants determine if a Level Il ADR is required for specific
permitted activities. In addition, the Executive Secretary may require a Level Il ADR for an activity with the
potential for major impact on the quality of waters of the state (R317-2-3.5a.1).

B1. The UPDES permit is new or is being renewed and the proposed effluent concentration and
loading limits are higher than the concentration and loading limits in the previous permit and any
previous antidegradation review(s).

B YES — (Proceed to B3 of the Form)
O NO — No Level I ADR is required and there is no need to proceed further with the review questions.
Continue to the Certification Statement and Signature page.

B2. Will any pollutants use assimilative capacity of the receiving water, i.e. do the pollutant
concentrations in the effluent exceed those in the receiving waters at critical conditions? For most
pollutants, effluent concentrations that are higher than the ambient concentrations require an
antidegradation review? For a few pollutants such as dissolved oxygen, and antidegradation review is
required if the effluent concentrations are less than the ambient concentrations in the receiving water.
(Section 3.3.3 of Implementation Guidance)

B YES — (Proceed to B4 of the Form)

O NO — No Level I ADR is required and there is no need to proceed further with the review questions.

Continue to the Certification Statement and Signature page.
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Part X. Antidegradation Review continued

B3. Are water quality impacts of the proposed project temporary and limited (Section 3.3.4 of
Implementation Guidance)? Proposed projects that will have temporary and limited effects on water quality
can be exempted form a Lev le II ADR.

O YES — Identify the reason used to justify this determination if B4.1 and proceed to Section G. No Level

IT ADR is required.

B NO - A Level IT ADR is required (Proceed to Section C)
B3.1 Complete this question only if the applicant is requesting a Level II review exclusion for
temporary and limited projects (See R317-2-3.5(b)(3) and R317-2-3.5(b)(4)). For projects requesting a
temporary and limited exclusion please indicate the factor(s) used to justify this determination (check
all that apply and provide details as appropriate) (Section 3.3.4 of Implementation Guidance):

O Water quality impacts will be temporary and related exclusively to sediment or turbidity and fish

spawning will not be impaired.
Factors to be considered in determining whether water quality impacts will be temporary and
limited:

a) The length of time during which water quality will be lowered:

b) The perfect change in ambient concentrations of pollutants:

c) Pollutants affected:

d) Likelihood for long-term water quality benefits:

e) Potential for any residual long-term influences on existing
uses:

f) Impairment of fish spawning, survival and development of
aquatic fauna excluding fish removal efforts:

Additional justification, as needed:

Page 18 of 24




UTAH DEPARTMENT of

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Division of Water Quality (DWQ)
WATER UPDES Program
A\ QUALITY

UPDES Municipal (POTW) Permit Application

Part X. Antidegradation Review continued

Level I ADR

Section C, D, E, and F of the form constitute the Level Il ADR Review. The applicant must provide as much
detail as necessary for DWQ to perform the antidegradation review. Questions are provided for the
convenience of applicants, however, for more complex permits it may be more effective to provide the
required information in a separate report. Applicants that prefer a separate report should record the report
name here and proceed to Section G of the form.

. Kane Creek Preservation and Development, LLC, Water and Wastewater Feasibility Report, 10-18-2022
Option Report Name:

Section C. Is the degradation from the project socially and economically necessary to accommodate
important social or economic development in the area in which the waters are located? The applicant
must provide as much detail as necessary for DWQ to concur that the project is socially and economically
necessary when answering the questions in the section. More information is available in Section 6.2 of the
Implementation Guidance.

C1. Describe the social and economic benefits that would be realized through the proposed project,
including the number and nature of jobs created and anticipated tax revenues.

Page 8

C2. Describe any environmental benefits to be realized through implementation of the proposed
project.

Page 10

C3. Describe any social and economic losses that may result from the project, including impacts to
recreation or commercial development.

Page 10

C4. Summarize any supporting information from the affected communities on preserving assimilative
capacity to support future growth and development.

Page 10
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Part X. Antidegradation Review continued

C5. Please describe any structures or equipment associated with the project that will be placed within
or adjacent to the receiving water.

Treated wastewater is planned to be discharged as shown on attached map. A discharge line will be
installed from the MBR Treatment plant to the discharge location. The discharge will distributed through
a rock/rip rap bed along the river bed&bank. Discharge from the plant is disinfected and treated to
exceed drip irrigation and discharge standards.

Page 10

C6. Will the discharge potentially impact a drinking water source, e.g., Class 1C waters? Depending
upon the locations of the discharge and its proximity to downstream drinking water diversions,
additional treatment or more stringent effluent limits or additional monitoring, beyond that which may
otherwise be required to meet minimum technology standards or in stream water quality standards,
may be required by the Director in order to adequately protect public health and the environment
(R317-2-3.5 d.).

= YES
O NO

Section D. Identify and rank (from increasing to decreasing potential threat to designated uses) the
parameters of concern. Parameters of concern are parameters in the effluent at concentrations greater than
ambient concentrations in the receiving water. The applicant is responsible for identifying parameter
concentrations in the effluent and DWQ will provide parameter concentrations for the receiving water. More
information is available in Section 3.3.3 of the Implementation Guidance.

Parameters of Concern: Ambient Source Concentrations Attached Spread Sheet.

Rank Pollutant Ambient Concentration | Effluent Concentration
1. TDS 763 mg/L <250 mg/L + 400 mg/L
2. TSS 16 mg/L <10 mg/L

3. Ammonia - N 0.09 mg/L <2.2 mg/L

4. P 0.04 mg/L <1 mg/L

5.
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Part X. Antidegradation Review continued

Pollutants Evaluated that are not Considered Parameters of Concern:

Pollutant Ambient Concentration | Effluent Concentration | Justification
1.BOD : <10

,. TSS 40 <10 MBR Treament
3. TDS 740mg/l < 1Ton/day(240)

4.

5.

Section E. Alternative Analysis Requirements of Level II Antidegradation Review. Level II ADRs
require the applicant to determine whether there are feasible less-degrading alternatives to the proposed
project. More information is available in Section 5.5 and 5.6 of the Implementation Guidance.

E1. The UPDES permit is being renewed without any changes to flow or concentrations. Alternative
treatment and discharge options including changes to operations and maintenance were considered
and compared to the current processes. NO economically feasible treatment or discharge alternatives
were identified that were not previously considered for any previous antigradation review(s).

O YES — (Proceed to Section F)

= NO or Does Not Apply (Proceed to E2)
E2. Attach as an appendix to this form a report that describes that following factors for all alternative
treatment options (see 1) a technical descriptions of the treatment process, including construction costs
and continued operation and maintenance expenses, 2) the mass and concentration of discharge
constituents, and 3) a description of the reliability of the system, including the frequency where
recurring operation and maintenance may lead to temporary increases in discharged pollutants. Most
of this information is typically available from a Facility Plan, if available.

Report Name: ~ Kane Creek Preservation and Development, Water & Wastewater Feasibly Report

E3. Describe the proposed method and cost of the baseline treatment alternative. The baseline
treatment alternative is the minimum treatment required to meet water quality based effluent limits
(WQBEL) as determined by the preliminary or final wasteload analysis (WLC) and any secondary or
categorical effluent limits.

See Page 11 of report..
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Part X. Antidegradation Review continued

E4. Were any of the following alternatives feasible and affordable?

No Discharge

Alternative Feasible Reason Not Feasible/Affordable
Pollutant Trading O YES NO
Water Recycling/Reuse O YES NO
Land Application = YES 0ONO
Connection to Other Facilities O YES NO Environmental concerns, cost, level of treatment
Upgrade to Existing Facility O YES NO Environmental concerns, cost, level of treatment
O YES NO
Total Containment N/A
o O YES O NO N/A
Improved O&M of Existing Systems
) B YES ONO
Seasonal or Controlled Discharge
) B YES ONO
New Construction
O YES NO

Combination of drip irrigation and discharge.

ES. From the applicant’s perspective, what is the preferred treatment option?

water users.

Page 11

The preferred treatment option is a MBR treatment process with the addition of post
treatment. The Water and Wastewater Feasibility Report includes an analysis of the
treatment process. The objective is to obtain a discharge permit that exceeds regulatory
requirements, produces high quality water for drip irrigation and discharge for downstream

Connecting to the City of Moab treatment plant was considered. The preferred alternative
was selected because of cost, permitting wetland disturbances, rock excavation, and level
of wastewater treatment with connecting to the City of Moab treatment plant.
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Part X. Antidegradation Review continued

E6. Is the preferred option also the least polluting feasible alternative?
H YES ONO

If No, what were less degrading feasible alternative(s)?

If No, provide a summary of the justification for not selecting the least polluting feasible alternative
and if appropriate, provide a more detailed justification as an attachment.

Section F. Optional Information

F1. Does the applicant want to conduct optional public review(s) in addition to the mandatory public
review? Level Il ADRs are public noticed for a thirty day comment period. More information is
available in Section 3.7.1 of the Implementation Guidance.

O YES NO
F2. Does the project include an optional mitigation plan to compensate for the proposed water quality

degradation?
HYES ONO
Kane Creek Preservation and Development, LLC, Water and Wastewater Feasibility Report
Report Name:
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Part XI. Certification Statement and Signature

I certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments were prepared under my direction or
supervision in accordance with system designed to assure that quailed personnel properly gather and evaluate the
information submitted. Based on my inquiry of the person or persons who manage the system or those persons
directly responsible for gathering the information, the information submitted is, to the best of my knowledge and
belief, true, accurate and complete. I am aware that there are significant penalties for submitting false information,
including the possibility of fine and imprisonment of knowing violations.

Craig Weston —— President L/ /z 5/2}
F e = 1

PRINT Signatory Signature Title ate
Authority
The Division of Water Quality may request addition information.

Important: The UPDES Permit Application will not be considered complete unless you answer every question. If an item does not
apply to you, enter “Not Applicable” to show that you considered the question.
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