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SECTION A: COVER SHEET 

APPLICANT CONTACT 
Mike Dittenber 
Caldwell Housing Authority 
22730 Farmway Road 
Caldwell, ID 83607 
(208) 459-2232 
mike@chaidaho.org 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONTACT 
Josh Reed 
Pharmer Engineering, LLC 
1998 W. Judith Lane 
Boise, Idaho 83705 
(208) 433-1900 
jreed@pharmereng.com 
 

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
Table 2: Estimated Construction Costs 

Item Cost 
Collection System $1,025,000 
Treatment Facility $0 
Solids Handling/lagoon closure $900,500 
Lift Stations $150,000 
Connection Fees $489,000 
Total Estimated Costs $2,564,500 
DEQ Share $2,241,052 
Other Share (City of Caldwell) $323,448 
Total Funding $2,564,500 
 

ESTIMATED USER COSTS 
CHA sewer fees are currently included in the rent assessment.  Currently, CHA spends an average of 
$60,000/year on wastewater operations with no debt service.  Based on vacancy rates from 2011 and 
2012, there are on average 229 of 245 units rented. The average sewer assessment would be 
$21.83/month. Since the recommended alternative is to connect to the Caldwell Sewer System no 
operation and maintenance fees will be required as these will be covered by the City of Caldwell. 

mailto:mike@chaidaho.org
mailto:jreed@pharmereng.com
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However, the residents will be required to pay the monthly service fee to the City in addition to the debt 
service to finance the project. Table 2 shows the potential user rate for the recommended alternative 
based on the current number of connections and an estimated $30/month/connection for monthly 
sewer fees for the City of Caldwell. Any percentage of vacancy rates will increase the user rate.  Utility 
costs are included as part of the rent which is partially subsidized through USDA. The degree of subsidy 
varies based on renter’s incomes and cannot be reliably predicted. 

Table 2: EDU Costs 

Current Average Monthly User Charge per EDU $21.83 
Change in Operation & Maintenance Monthly Charge per EDU -$21.83 
Change in Debt Service Monthly Charge per EDU +$65.17 
Change in Monthly Sewer Payment to City +30.00 
Future Average Monthly User Charge per EDU $95.17 
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ABSTRACT 
The Caldwell Housing Authority (CHA) has proposed the construction of a combination gravity/force 
main to convey the wastewater from the CHA facility to the Caldwell Municipal Wastewater Treatment 
Facility (CMWTF).  Potential environmental impacts related to climate, land use, floodplains, wetlands, 
wild and scenic rivers, cultural resources, recreation and open space, agricultural lands, air quality, 
water quality, public health, energy use, and residual disposal were analyzed to determine the best 
alternative. The main environmental concerns of the proposed pipeline route would be the proximity to 
existing wetlands and crossing the Boise River. Impacts to the wetlands and river due to construction 
will be avoided by design. 

The route of the pipeline will be adjacent to canals, farmlands, constructed wetlands, riparian areas, and 
the Boise River.  These areas will not be adversely affected by the pipeline construction, which will 
remain immediately adjacent to the existing road when paralleling the aforementioned sensitive areas.  
An erosion plan will be implemented to prevent runoff from storm events.  The anticipated erosion and 
sediment control measures could include silt fences, waddles, and hydro seeding the areas adjacent to 
the roadways and will be determined during the design.  

The river crossing and Sebree Canal crossing will likely be done by suspending the pipe from the bridge 
or by drilling under the river/canal.  Both options will allow for construction to be maintained out of the 
riparian areas.  

Completing the project as quickly as possible is an important priority for the CHA. To help meet this goal 
the CHA is planning on phasing the project into two phases. The first phase is to construct the new 
pipeline and lift station and connect the CHA to the City of Caldwell. This phase will eliminate the CHA as 
a wastewater discharge into the Sebree Canal. Phase 2 of the project will demolish the current lagoon 
and treatment facilities at the housing authority. 
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PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT 
CHA currently discharges treated effluent into the Sebree Canal owned by the Farmers Co-op Ditch 
Company (FCDC).  At this time the CHA is involved in a legal dispute with the FCDC, who insists that CHA 
immediately stops the discharge into the canal.  The CHA board of directors has approved their attorney 
to adequately represent the housing authority as necessary.  The anticipated legal fees are expected to 
be substantial, if the legal process is allowed to be carried to fruition.  Assuming a resolution could be 
resolved; the existing treatment facility would require expensive upgrades to continue operating under 
future NDPES requirements.  Being that CHA is located within Caldwell’s impact boundary and included 
in the City’s existing wastewater facility plan, regionalization becomes a more viable and cost effective 
option.  As such, the proposed project would convey the wastewater from CHA to the CMWTF.   

The existing treatment facility is regulated under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit issued by the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The existing permit expired 
November 2, 2004 and was administratively extended. The facility permit number is ID-002545-3. 
According to the Boise River Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Implementation plan developed by the 
Idaho Department of Environmental Quality, discharge concentrations of several constituents of 
concern will become more stringent, specifically phosphorus levels potentially as low as 0.07 mg/L and 
temperature limitations. 

The regionalization approach to treating CHA wastewater will provide a larger economy to scale for 
future treatment improvements required by all Boise River dischargers.   
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ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED 
The facility plan evaluated multiple options for the existing treatment facility to accommodate the 
proposed growth and increasingly stringent discharge permits. All of the options will be summarized in 
the following sections along with a detailed description of the selected alternative. 

NO ACTION 
The “no action” alternative is not a viable option for CHA due to future permit limits that cannot be met 
with the current treatment technology.  Additionally, the increasing legal pressure from the FCDC to 
stop discharging at the current location all together will force CHA into some sort of improvement.  The 
“no action” alternative carries the potential to have incredibly high values for the total present worth, 
when fines and legal fees are included. This option would also have the largest environmental impact.   

MAINTAIN CURRENT DISCHARGE AND UPGRADE PLANT 
The CHA has submitted an application for renewal of its NPDES permit on July 22nd, 2004 and is currently 
operating under an administratively extended permit.  Under the current permit situation, this 
alternative should proceed in two separate phases. Phase 1 would improve the WWTF with the current 
permit as the discharge basis and the improvements should focus on meeting the system deficiencies. 
Phase 2 will then be used to upgrade the plant again to meet the anticipated new loading limits which 
could be part of the new permit. This alternative had the second least expensive total present worth.  
However, with the issuance of a new NDPES permit, the recommended alternatives may need to be 
abandoned for a treatment technology capable of the more stringent permit levels which are 
anticipated.  As such, this would be an expensive, temporary fix.   

CONNECT TO CALDWELL SEWER SYSTEM (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE) 
Alternative 3 is to regionalize the treatment capacity of the WWTF and transfer all of the wastewater to 
the City of Caldwell. This can be completed by adding a gravity sewer line from the WWTF to a pump 
station which would then pump the wastewater to manhole within the Caldwell collection system. 

The proposed pipeline route utilizing existing roads as corridors to minimize environmental mitigation 
issues of disturbing farm land, adjacent wetland parks etc. The principal environmental concerns are 
limited to the construction phase of the pipeline project.  Special attention to wetlands and site erosion 
will be required. From a pollutant mass balance perspective, it is likely that a shorter implementation 
schedule will be required for the City of Caldwell to achieve higher levels of treatment.  As such, on a 
lbs/day basis, fewer pollutants will be discharged into the Boise River and the larger economy to scale 
will be less expensive on a cost/EDU basis.   

This option is currently viewed as the only viable solution by the FCDC and could potentially save a 
substantial amount of money in legal fees.  This option does not have the lowest capital improvements 
cost, but does have the lowest present worth O&M cost.  The low O&M costs make this option the low 
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cost alternative as evaluated over the next 20 years. Regionalization is also encouraged by regulatory 
agencies for both environmental and cost savings purposes.   

CLASS C REUSE ON ADJACENT FARM LAND WITH WINTER STORAGE 
This alternative is to correct the current deficiencies of the existing treatment system land apply Class C 
effluent on adjacent farm land during the growing season.  The treated effluent can be reused during a 7 
month growing season (April – October). Effluent must be stored during the five month, non-growing 
season (November – March). As a result, the land application site and the irrigation system must be 
capable of properly distributing and treating the stored wastewater plus all of the effluent during the 
growing season (GS). The total volume of water produced by the CHA under future average flow 
conditions is estimated at 72 million gallons per year. Any crop grown on the site will need to be 
harvested from the reuse site and selected crops must be capable of extracting constituents to protect 
groundwater sources. As long as the water does not degrade ground water, this option does provide 
typical cost saving advantages of “beneficial use/reuse”.  However, the environmental impacts do 
include potential ground water contamination and construction site erosion.    

CLASS C REUSE (SUMMER) WITH WINTER DISCHARGE 
This alternative is to correct the current deficiencies of the existing treatment system and land apply 
Class C effluent on adjacent farm land during the growing season and continue discharging treated 
effluent during the non-growing season months. This would require both a land application permit from 
the State and an NPDES permit from the EPA. The intent of this option would be to discharge during 
months associated with requirements that are less stringent. This would also decrease the amount of 
land required for land application. This alternative does offer the CHA great flexibility however, it will 
also require additional management and there is no guarantee that the discharge permits will continue 
to be less stringent during the winter months. The Farmers Co-operative Ditch Company would prefer 
that CHA not discharge into the canal at anytime. 

The environmental impact of this option is a combination of the beneficial reuse and river discharge 
options.   

SELECTED ALTERNATIVE DETAILS 
The selected alternative will provide wastewater treatment via regionalization with the activated sludge 
facility owned and operated by the City of Caldwell. The CHA wastewater will be conveyed to the 
CMWTF by means of gravity and pressurized sewer lines.  The river crossing and Sebree Canal crossing 
will likely be done by suspending the pipe from the bridge or by drilling under the river/canal.  Both 
options will allow for construction to be maintained out of the riparian areas. All treatment will occur at 
the CMWTF. 

The proposed pipeline will be approximately 12,000 feet in length with a combination of gravity sewer 
pipe and pressurized pipe. Gravity lines will likely be PVC, SDR 26 or 35, per ASTM 3034.  Force mains 
would be an HDPE SDR 11 (ASTM F714).  A larger diameter carrier pipe is likely needed for crossing the 
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river to protect the pipe conveying the wastewater and allow for additional utility crossings.  This will 
pipe will need to be flexible and have an increased wall thickness such as an HDPE SDR 9 (ASTM F714) if 
the crossing is below the river and possibly an insulated steel/plastic pipe if suspended from the bridge. 
Minimum bury depth, lift station design, manholes, minimum slope etc. will be designed per IDAPA 
requirements.  

4,600 feet of gravity sewer line will be constructed and lead to a submersible lift station. Construction of 
the gravity sewer lines and lift station will be contracted out by CHA. The 9,000 feet of pressure sewer 
line will be constructed by the City of Caldwell which will also include crossing the Boise River. No work 
will be completed on land which was previously undisturbed. The easement for crossing the river will be 
obtained from the Idaho Department of Lands. 

This is a regionalization project, one treatment facility will be taken off line and the corresponding flow 
sent to another facility. However, a formal regionalization plan does not exist for this area as the CHA 
property is within the Caldwell planning area.  

A public meeting was held on February 7, 2012 following a 30 day public comment period to solicit 
comments regarding the alternatives (see Appendix C).  On February 28, 2012 the Caldwell Housing 
Authority Board of Directors voted to select the recommended alternative of regionalization with the 
City of Caldwell. 

Location 
The proposed pipeline route and lift station location is seen in the figure below.  A map of the project 
location is shown in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1: Area of Potential Effects (Selected Alternative) 
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Effluent and Sludge Disposal 
All of the treatment and solids handling for the CHA wastewater stream will provided by the CMWTF. 
Any solids generated from the biological process at the CMWTF will be disposed of in accordance with 
the City’s biosolids management plan.  

Permit Requirements 
A permit will be needed for construction on HWY 20/26 from ITD. As long as construction is maintained 
out of riparian and constructed wetlands, no permits will be required from U.S. Army Corp. of Engineers. 
A permit will be required from Canyon County Development Services Department.  An easement will be 
required to cross the river by the Department of Lands.  Permits may also be required from canal 
companies for crossing irrigation canals. 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

PROPOSED PROJECT PLANNING AREA (PPPA) 
Since this project includes a transmission line, the PPPA includes the CHA property and the area 
surrounding the proposed pipeline. The extent of the PPPA is Canyon County since this project is the 
administrative areas of the City of Caldwell, Canyon County, and the CHA. The extent of the area of 
potential effects is shown in Figure 1. The area of potential affects is the geographic area or areas that 
do not have to be contiguous to the project boundaries and within which the project may cause indirect 
or direct alterations in the character or use of a property. This includes all direct and reasonably 
foreseeable indirect effects. The Sebree Canal parallels the southern CHA property line.  Industrial 
property is located immediately to the south of the Sebree Canal and the CHA.  Farmland is located to 
the immediate north, west and east of the CHA facility. At this time the proposed pipeline reaches HWY 
20/26, the Sebree Canal and two minor irrigation canals will be crossed.  While traveling south on Pond 
Lane, the pipeline will parallel a wetlands park owned by the State across from the Caldwell Gun Club 
(see Figure 2) and two additional minor irrigation canals (or intermittent drainages). Riparian areas are 
found near the Rotary Pond Park and the Boise River (see Figure 3).  It will be essential that all staging 
and construction be maintained on the roads to avoid any construction in the riparian and wetland 
areas.  A storm water management plan will need to be implemented and followed to protect said 
riparian/wetland areas. Local property owners in the area of construction are located in Figures 5 and 6. 
Surrounding land use is shown in Figure 7.  

Currently, only a few houses are located within 50 yards of the proposed pipeline.  The proposed 
pipeline may have an appeal to the land owners immediately adjacent of the proposed pipeline.  An 
industrial area is located at the northeast corner of HWY 20/26 and Farmway Rd.  Canyon County has 
tried unsuccessfully to develop the county owned property adjacent to the proposed pipeline through 
revenue bonds specifically for a jail.  The county has also expressed interest and support for the 
development of an industrial park in the area.  Currently, the CMWTF is not accessible to land owners 
located north of the river, thus potentially decreasing future development opportunity and land value. 
The proposed sewer connection could facilitate growth in the surrounding area.  The City of Caldwell has 
included everything north of the river past CHA in the wastewater master plan. While the proposed 
pipeline does not follow the master plan routing, it will still accommodate the growth anticipated to 
occur by the City.  

The additional wastewater generated by the CHA makes up a small volume of the total wastewater 
treated by the City of Caldwell (approximately 2%). Mixing zone calculations to determine the impact 
into the Boise River from the additional wastewater were not completed due to the much higher level of 
treatment used by the City compared to CHA (activated sludge vs lagoon) and the low increase in 
wastewater volume.   
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Figure 2: Potentially sensitive areas near the Caldwell Gun Club  
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Figure 3: Areas of potential concern near the Boise River and Rotary / City Parks. 

 

 

 

 

 



18 
 

MAJOR FEATURES OF THE PROJECT 
The major features of this project with be the forcemain, gravity line and lift station.   

Describe the length, diameter, and type of material for distribution lines. 

Distribution lines (post treatment for reuse) are not included in this project.   

Describe the number, size, depth, and location of the collection system and related equipment and 
structures 

The proposed pipeline will be approximately 12,000 feet in length with a combination of gravity sewer 
pipe and pressurized pipe. Gravity lines will likely be PVC, SDR 26 or 35, per ASTM 3034.  Force mains 
would be an HDPE SDR 11 (ASTM F714).  A larger diameter carrier pipe is likely needed for crossing the 
river to protect the pipe conveying the wastewater and allow for additional utility crossings.  This will 
pipe will need to be flexible and have an increased wall thickness such as an HDPE SDR 9 (ASTM F714) if 
the crossing is below the river and possibly an insulated steel/plastic pipe if suspended from the bridge. 
Minimum bury depth, lift station design, manholes, minimum slope etc. will be designed per IDAPA 
requirements.   

Describe the location and type of treatment facilities.  

The existing CHA treatment facility will be properly abandoned and a closure plan will submitted to IDEQ 
for approval.  The CMWTF is a conventional activated sludge facility. See Figure 4 for the location of 
both facilities.   
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Figure 4: Surface water bodies that will be crossed by the proposed pipeline 

 

Describe any planned new or upgrade construction 

The City of Caldwell’s planning efforts for the future collection system was dictated by topography to 
locate and size, future lines and lift stations.  As such, the most direct and least expensive route for CHA 
does not follow the City’s master plan exactly.  The City does have reimbursement agreements for 
future development however; agreement timelines make the installation of oversized infrastructure by 
CHA a gamble.  There is a definite possibility that CHA will not be reimbursed for the added expense to 
accommodate future growth or be reimbursed for the additional cost of extra pipe if the master plan is 
followed.  The proposed pipeline could potentially be abandoned as growth reaches the limits of the 
City’s impact boundary or the master plan could be revised to accommodate the proposed 
improvements.  
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Explain how the wastewater project fits into a regional plan 

As is a regionalization project, one treatment facility will be taken off line and the corresponding flow 
sent to another facility. However, a formal regionalization plan does not exist for this area as the CHA 
property is within the Caldwell planning area.  

Flow projections for existing and projected (20-year and 40-year) wastewater flows and flow 
contribution (residential, industrial, commercial). 

The CHA is different from a typical municipal wastewater plant in that it does not serve a City. The only 
growth which can take place is controlled and implemented by the CHA. Since this facility planning 
document is designed to provide information over a 20 year period it is difficult to model the 2031 
population using the typical population growth model techniques. 

Due to the issues with the developing a reliable growth model the estimates for the future build out 
population is based on conversations with the housing authority staff.  The current maximum population 
is 1,600 residents (245 units) based occupancy rates and the number of residents/unit. According to the 
CHA Director, it is predicted that future growth may add an additional 60 units over the next twenty 
years.  Assuming each unit holds 4 new residents, the additional residents will total 240 people.  

To account for any additional units or increased growth which is not anticipated this report uses a 10 
percent factor of safety to leave the final estimate at 2,000 residents. Table 3 summarizes the 
population estimates developed within this Plan. 

Table 3: Population Estimates 

Parameter Population (residents) 

Current Population. (2011)  1,600 

Future Population. (2031) 1,840 

Future Population. (2031) w/ additional 10% 2,000 

 

The design flows for the future conditions were estimated from the population estimate of 2,000 future 
residents with an average influent flow of 100 gallons per capita day (gpcd). The peak hourly flow rate 
was calculated from the 10 State Standard method. 

The peaking factor based on this equation and a population of 2,000 residents is 3.586.The estimated 
flows based upon the build out population total, assumed 100 gpcd wastewater values, and the peak 
hour design value developed from the above equation are provided below in Table 4. 
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Table 4: 2009 &2031 Estimated Flows 

Parameter Flow (gpd) Flow (gpm) 

2009 Current   

Average Daily Flow  120,000 84 

Peak Hour Flow* 439,200 305 

   

2031 Future   

Average Daily Flow  200,000 139 

Peak Hour Flow* 717,200 498 

*2009 peaking factor of 3.66, 2031 peaking factor of 3.586 

After the population and flows were developed the estimated future loads were calculated. The future 
loads were developed from the average of typical medium strength wastewater values and typical high 
strength wastewater values found in Metcalf and Eddy (Wastewater Engineering Treatment and Reuse, 
2003). This strategy was implemented for the CHA load development based on influent BOD data 
recorded by the CHA between January 2008 and September of 2009. The average influent BOD during 
this period was 280 mg/L which was close to the average between the medium and high strength 
wastewater numbers found in the text.  

The calculated values are shown in Table 5 below. 

Table 5: 2031 Estimated Loads 

Constituent mg/L lbs/day 

BOD (mg/L) 280 467 

TSS (mg/L) 305 509 

NH3 as N (mg/L) 35 58 

TP (mg/L) 9.5 16 

TKN (mg/L) 55 92 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF PROPOSED PROJECT 
This section will evaluate the major manmade and natural features that have been taken into 
consideration for this project. The listing of items taken into consideration has been taken directly from 
The Idaho Department of Environmental Quality Clean Water State Revolving Fund “Outline and 
Checklist for Environmental Information Documents (EIDs)”. This section will be broken up into 
questions and answers from the EID Outline including in depth discussion of pertinent items. 

PHYSICAL ASPECTS (TOPOGRAPHY, GEOLOGY, AND SOILS) 
Are there physical conditions that might be adversely affected by or might adversely affect construction 
of the facilities? 

The route of the pipeline will be adjacent to canals, farmlands, constructed wetlands, riparian areas, and 
the Boise River.  These areas will not be adversely affected by the pipeline construction, which will 
remain immediately adjacent to the existing road when paralleling the aforementioned sensitive areas.  
An erosion plan will be implemented to prevent runoff from storm events.  The anticipated erosion and 
sediment control measures could include silt fences, waddles, and hydro seeding the areas adjacent to 
the roadways and will be determined during the design.  

The river crossing and Sebree Canal crossing will likely be done by suspending the pipe from the bridge 
or by drilling under the river/canal.  Both options will allow for construction to be maintained out of the 
riparian areas.  These methods may require more specialized contractors. 

Are there similar physical conditions in the planning area that might make development unsuitable? 

The majority of the construction area slated for the lift station and pipeline are in flat areas, with stable 
subsurface conditions. In general, the physical conditions do allow for quality construction sites.  Gravels 
and sands may be experienced further to the South that may require shoring in areas with low cohesion 
strength. Dewatering may also be required in this area.  Shoring and dewater will be temporary and 
related to construction.  

Are there any unusual or unique geological features that might be affected? 

No, the planning area is comprised of predictable sediments which do not have any discernable 
outcrops or exposed areas which would constitute a unique or unusual geologic feature. 

Are there any hazardous areas that might affect construction or development? 

The planning areas have not historically experienced earthquake/fault activity nor have slides occurred 
in the planning areas. Temporary shoring may be required for digging in subsurface areas with low 
cohesion strength or as required by depth. 
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CLIMATE 
Are there any unusual or special meteorological constraints in the planning area that might result in an 
air quality problem? 

The planning area does not have any special meteorological constraints. Air inversions do occur in the 
winter months in the area which can trap emissions near the ground surface and create areas of dense 
fog. 

Are there any unusual or special meteorological constraints in the planning area that affect the 
feasibility of the proposed alternative? 

There are no unusual or special meteorological constraints which affect the feasibility of the project. 

POPULATION 
Are the growth rates excessive for the 20-year planning period? 

Being that the facility is being constructed for the CHA and is not for the City of Caldwell, future planning 
capacity covers the potential growth of the housing authority. However, river crossings are expensive 
and provide a natural barrier for extending services; the City does anticipate paying for the over sizing of 
the line which crosses the river for future expansion and development. Currently, it is suspected to be 
oversized to a 30” carrier pipe. Based on the City of Caldwell 2008 North Area Sewer Master Plan the 
area around the CHA is zoned as industrial and commercial. Areas east of the lift station are zoned 
residential, see Figure 7. The Master Plan assumes development densities between 2.5 and 3.5 DU/acre 
and have a total residential area near the new lift station of 120 acres which equals 360 new dwelling 
units. Using 2000 Census data for Canyon County of 2.85 people per dwelling unit the new population 
estimate based on in direct growth from the project is 1,026 people.  

The total population growth from this project which includes direct (CHA) and indirect (area) would add 
420 new dwelling units to the City (60 CHA + 360 Area).  This is less than 500 new units which would not 
be considered excessive growth according to the State of Idaho Clean Water Revolving Fund criteria. The 
City of Caldwell population estimates were used since the project is adding wastewater directly to the 
City.  

Do the plans call for sufficient extra capacity? 

The design criteria for the combined wastewater treatment plant are based on the per capita loading 
and the population projections developed in the plan. The industrial inputs values are based on the 
existing industrial loading along with capacity for expanded operations. The expanded operations values 
were developed from conversations with plant management. The standard facility planning period of 
20-years provides the capacity basis. If growth rates fall below the projections, then extra capacity will 
be available. If population projections are higher than anticipated, then the extra capacity will be 
allocated sooner. 
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A detailed discussion on direct flow rates was developed in the CHA Facility Plan. Indirect flow rates are 
anticipated to be 350 gpm based on the City of Caldwell 2008 North Area Sewer Master Plan for flow 
rates on the Gravel Lane Lift Station which is being replaced by the new CHA lift station. 

ECONOMICS AND SOCIAL PROFILE 
Does documentation exist that suggests that the local populace can afford to build the project? 

The anticipated municipal sewer service rate is $95.17 per connection (See Table 2). The Association of 
Idaho Cities published a 2010 Idaho Utility and Franchise Survey which identified the utility rates for the 
cities belonging to the Association of Idaho Cities. The average wastewater charge for 5,000 gallons per 
month is $26.00. The potential sewer service rate at CHA is one of the highest in the State and the 
majority of the fee is due to the debt service of the connecting pipeline.  It is very plausible that most 
cities in the State, still operating with a sewer rate ≤$25 have not had a major treatment upgrade within 
the last two to three decades to meet increasingly stringent effluent requirements or they have a sizable 
enough economy to scale to pay for such an upgrade.  Idaho has 200+ cities, and only nine (9) cities have 
a population > 30,000 residents and twenty-one (21) cities with a population >10,000 residents, the vast 
majority of Idaho cities will see dramatic rate increases for advanced treatment systems simply due to 
the economy of scale.    

The higher sewer service charges in the State and the corresponding median household income is 
included in 6. The City of Greenleaf is currently facing $80+/month for the construction of their new 
wastewater facility which is not reflected in the Table 6. 

Being that the CHA median household income is $13,958 and the potential unsubsidized sewer fee 
would be 6.8% of the MHI, the housing authority will need substantial grants/subsidies from funding 
agencies and in-kind contributions from the City. What funding agencies consider being “excessive” 
varies from agency to agency and the determination of whether or not local populace can “afford” the 
project is slightly subjective. The sewer fee which is 6.8% of MHI exceeds the criteria for the Idaho 
CWSRF disadvantaged loan eligibility criterion.  It is less expensive to pay the high sewer rates than the 
potential consequences of not complying with the Clean Water Act, making the recommended low cost 
alternative more affordable than any other recommendation. 

The CHA is a subsidized housing development which is funded through the USDA. Although property 
values will increase as utility services are provided to this area of Canyon County due to the nature of 
the CHA and USDA subsidies low-income CHA rate payers should not be subsidizing the value of 
adjoining properties due to rent caps and the USDA subsidies which fund the CHA. 
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Table 6: Sewer service charge and median household income 

City 
Sewer Service Charge 

/ Month 
Median Household 

Income % of MHI 
Bellevue $61 $55,251 1.32% 
Burley $46 $33,829 1.63% 
Deary $41 $50,047 0.98% 
Dover $58 $27,861 2.50% 
Filer $48 $37,319 1.54% 
Heyburn $43 $38,400 1.34% 
McCall $44 $50,162 1.05% 
Nezperce $41 $49,946 0.99% 
Plummer $47 $39,352 1.43% 
Potlatch $45 $38,775 1.39% 
Rigby $52 $36,443 1.71% 
Roberts $40 $42,995 1.12% 
Shoshone $42 $42,947 1.17% 
Soda Springs $40 $49,813 0.96% 
Tetonia $45 $58,810 0.92% 
Average $46 $43,463 1.27% 

 

Will certain landowners benefit substantially from the development of land due to trunk line routing or 
wastewater treatment plant location and size? 

Yes, the property value of all landowners adjacent to the pipeline route will increase due to the service 
extension across the river.  Currently this area is not accessible to City sewer, potable water and other 
utilities.  See Figure 5 and Figure 6 for the adjacent land owners. Currently, CHA has been contacted by 
phone by multiple land owners inquiring about the possibility to utilize the pipeline.   
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Figure 5: Land owners adjacent to the pipeline route down pond lane and parallel to the rail road 
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Figure 6: Land owners adjacent to the pipeline route down Farmway and HWY 20/26. 

 

Will the facilities adversely affect land values? 

No, the extended service will benefit land owners, the County, the City and CHA.  As seen in Figure 7, the 
City plans to develop this area for industrial purposes which correspond with the County’s plans.   
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Figure 7: Land use of area surrounding CHA from the City’s 2008 North Area Sewer Master Plan 

 

Are any poor or disadvantaged groups adversely affected by the project? 

This project is for the residents who pay a reduced rent at the housing authority and are considered 
poor/disadvantaged. Since the CHA is designed to serve poor and disadvantaged groups the increased 
rates will be offset by rent reduction through USDA subsidies to maintain a reasonable rent structure.    

 

 

Possible 
farmland 
conversion 
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LAND USE 
Is the location of the wastewater treatment plant or other facilities incompatible with local land use 
plans? 

No, the proposed project is compatible with existing land use and the City’s approved land use master 
plan.  See Figure 7. 

Will inhabited areas be adversely impacted by the construction project? 

The pipeline corridor will not affect nearby inhabited areas.   

Will new development stimulated by a new wastewater facility have adverse effects on older, existing 
land uses? 

The only existing land use that could be influenced by new development would be the gun range.  
Development near the gun range would require mitigation with the range to minimize risk i.e. lighter 
shot in shells.  A similar approach has been effectively applied to gun ranges south of Boise that is near 
new development. It is assumed that the City has evaluated the benefits and consequences of zoning 
the area surrounding the gun club as industrial. Indirect impacts of the project could cause 
approximately 120 acres of farmland to be converted to other uses based on the availability of utilities 
see Figure 7. 

Effects Summary: 

 Direct Effects – No farmland will be affected by the lift station or pipeline route as all the 
property is listed zoned as commercial (Figure 7). 

 Indirect Effects – Dust during construction could land on land in the area. Farmland could be 
converted to residential, industrial, or commercial use. 

 Short Term Effects – The proposed project will facilitate the City’s short term development 
according to their approved land use master plan. 

 Long Term Effects –The proposed project will facilitate the City’s long term development 
according to their approved land use master plan. 

 Cumulative Effects – The City of Caldwell will continue to expand and convert agricultural lands 
to residential, commercial and industrial uses.   
 

FLOODPLAIN DEVELOPMENT 
Has the community determined if any part of the planned wastewater project will be located within the 
100-year floodplain? 

The existing CHA wastewater facility which is to be abandoned is not located within the 100-year 
floodplain.  Consultation with the Idaho Department of Water Resources has identified that large 
portions of the pipeline route will be located within the 100-year floodplain (see Figure 8). The largest 
portion of the pipeline within the floodplain will be pressurized and buried. However, some gravity 
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sewer and the lift station will be within the 100 year flood plain. Since the majority of construction for 
this project is located in the flow plain flood plain development permit will have to be issued by the City 
of Caldwell before construction can begin. If there are going to be permanent changes to the ground 
elevation over the pipeline route a no rise analysis may need to be completed. It is not anticipated that 
this project will cause permanent elevation changes. Manholes will need to be equipped with seals to 
prevent leakage and pump stations will need to have electrical panels elevated above the based flood 
elevation. The pipeline which will be hung on the bridge to cross the river will not lower the bridge cord 
and cause subsequent changes to the flood plain.  

 

Figure 8:  Floodplain map for the associated CHA and Caldwell areas 

 

Lift Station 

Gravity Sewer 

Pressure Sewer 
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If some part of the planned wastewater facility will be located within the 100-year floodplain, and no 
practicable alternative to this exists, has the community indicated that measures will be included in the 
design of the facilities to minimize or avoid adverse effects to the floodplain? 

The existing CHA wastewater is not located within the 100-year floodplain and will be abandoned.  

Will the facility be able to fully function and operate during the 100-year flood event? 

The proposed lift station site will be able function during the 100-year flood event. Electrical equipment 
will be located above the flood plain according to IDAPA and vaults and sumps will be sealed to prevent 
inflow. The existing CHA wastewater is not located within the 100-year floodplain and will be 
abandoned. Based on discussions with the City of Caldwell the pipeline to be attached the bridge will 
not affect the bridge cord. The City owns the bridge. 

If the 100-year floodplain will be impacted by the proposed project, has the community indicated how 
the public will be notified of this and public input will be recorded? 

No 

If the project or some part of it will be in the 100-year floodplain, is the grantee currently participating in 
the National Flood Insurance Program? 

No, the CHA is not currently participating in the NFIP.  

Effects Summary: 

 Direct Effects – Flood plain development permits required from the City of Caldwell. Design of 
lift station and manholes to address flood issues. 

 Indirect Effects –None 
 Short Term Effects – None 
 Long Term Effects – None 
 Cumulative Effects – None 

WETLANDS 
Is any portion of the project planning area located within wetlands as defined and mapped by the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service or as determined through site visits by the U.S. Corps of Engineers, the Soil 
Conservation Service, or a private consultant? 

Initial review of U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service wetland maps show that wetlands are found near the 
pipeline route (See Figure 9 and Figure 10).  Consultation with the U.S. Corps of Engineers also indicates 
that the project area contains waters of the US and wetlands.  
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Figure 9: Wetlands located adjacent to Pond Lane pipeline route 

Lift Station 

Pipeline route 
along Pond Lane 
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Figure 10: Wetlands located adjacent to railroad and river 

 

The pipeline route is maintained outside of all the wetlands except for one stretch across the entrance 
to a City Park found in Figure 0.  

As seen in Figure 11, the wetland map does not account for the existing access road which separates the 
wetland into two individual sections. The pipeline will be within the road boundary and not encroach on 
the wetlands.   
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Figure 11: Pipeline route near City Park and apparent wetland conflicts 

The determination found that the project area contains wetlands and waters of the US (included in 
Appendix B).  Based on this information a 404 permit will be required. In addition, a Department of the 
Army (DA) permit must be acquired before discharging dredged or fill material into wetlands or waters 
of the US. If there is no dredge material below the ordinary high water mark of any of the canals, Boise 
River, or adjacent wetlands, then a DA permit is not required. However, if any water body will be 
crossed using an open trenching method a DA permit would be required. This area should not affect the 
usability of the proposed route and will be protected using BMPs prior to and following the project. 

Will part of the proposed project be located in or affect wetlands, as determined by maps and/or site 
investigations? 

No 

Will a 404 dredge and fill permit be required from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers? 

Yes 

Have alternatives to keeping the project outside the identified wetland been proposed in the EID or 
facility plan? 

No 
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If part of the proposed project will be located in an identified wetland, and no practicable alternative 
exists, has a wetlands assessment of measures to minimize adverse affects been made? 

No 

Effects Summary: 

 Direct Effects – No direct effects to wetlands will be experienced. A 404 DA permit will be 
required for open cutting to cross canals. 

 Indirect Effects – Wetlands adjacent to the site will be protected during construction  
 Short Term Effects – None. 
 Long Term Effects – None. 
 Cumulative Effects – None. 

WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 
Does the planning area contain a designated or proposed wild and scenic river? 

No. The Sebree Canal, Conway Gulch, and the Boise River are not listed on the Wild and Scenic River List. 
A map from the IDWR website showing the Wild and Scenic Rivers of Idaho is provided below in Figure 
12. 
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Figure 12 Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Canyon County 
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Effects Summary: 

 Direct Effects – None 
 Indirect Effects – None 
 Short Term Effects – None 
 Long Term Effects – None 
 Cumulative Effects – None 

 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Has the State of Idaho Historic Preservation Officer been consulted to determine if there are any 
properties in the planning area that are listed or eligible for listing, on the National Register of Historic 
places? 

SHPO was contacted and provided comments on March 5th 2012 located in Appendix B. No additional 
investigations were recommended by SHPO. The APE does not contain any historic properties and no 
historic properties will be affected by this project. 

If cultural resources have been identified in the project area, will the project have direct or indirect 
adverse impacts on any listed or eligible property? 

No cultural resources have been identified within the project area. 

Have all Native American tribes with ancestral jurisdiction in the proposed project area been consulted 
about possible historic or religious properties? 

Yes. The Shoshone-Bannock tribe, the Shoshone-Paiute tribe, and the Burns-Paiute tribe were all 
consulted about possible historic or religious properties. The only tribe which provided comments was 
the Shoshone-Paiute Tribes. They suggested that their office be contacted if any Native American sites 
or human remains are discovered. This suggested will be incorporated into the plans and specification in 
the form of a stop work order and notification requirement in the general requirements. The Shoshone 
Bannock Tribes and Burns Paiute Tribes were sent another consultation letter on April 30, 2012 and 
were called 6/5/2012 with no response.  

The agency consultation letters and responses are included in Appendix B of this EID.  

Has the community developed mitigation measures to avoid or reduce adverse impacts to historic, 
tribal, and cultural resources identified in the proposed project area? 

No historic tribal or cultural resources will be impacted by the project; therefore no mitigation measures 
will be necessary. 

 



38 
 

Effects Summary: 

 Direct Effects – None 
 Indirect Effects – None 
 Short Term Effects – None 
 Long Term Effects – None 
 Cumulative Effects – None 

 

FLORA AND FAUNA 
Has the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service been consulted concerning threatened and endangered species 
that may inhabit the proposed project site? 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) have been consulted concerning threatened and endangered 
species that may inhabit the proposed project site. FWS provided a table to generate project-specific 
species list. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service have no concerns regarding the temporary disturbance 
near the wetlands.  

The Idaho Department of Fish and Game was also sent consultation letters on February 24th, 2012 and 
April 30th 2012. No comment was received. 

Are there any designated threatened or endangered species or habitats in the planning area? 

No. The threatened and endangered species listed in Appendix B are found in portions of Canyon 
County, but are not located within the planning area. A summary of the threatened and endangered 
species list for Canyon County is show in Table 7 below.  

Table 7: Summary of Threatened and Endangered Species 

Name Scientific Name Classification 
Yellow Billed Cuckoo Coccyzus americanus Candidate Species 
North American Wolerine Gulo Gulo luscus Candidate Species 
Snake River Physa Haitia (Physa)natricina Endangered 
Chinook Salmon O.tshawytscha Threatened 
Sockeye Salmon Oncorhynchus nerka Endangered 
Steelhead O.mykiss Threatened 

 

There is no essential fish habitat (EFH) within the PPPA/APE shown in Figure 13 below. 
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Figure 13 EFH in Idaho  
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Will the project have direct or indirect adverse impacts on any such designated species or habitats? 

The project will not have direct or indirect adverse impacts on any designated species based on the 
explanations listed above. 

Will the project have direct or indirect adverse impacts on other fish and wildlife, or their habitats, 
including migratory routes, wintering, or calving areas? 

The project may have an indirect impact on spring nesting of migratory waterfowl caused by loud 
construction equipment. Construction near the wetlands will be scheduled to occur after July 15th and 
before January 1st to prevent disturbing the migratory birds during construction. During construction on 
other parts of the project (away for the nesting site) the project will maintain a distance of 200 yards 
from the wetlands between January 1st and July 15th. 

Does the planning area include a sensitive habitat area designated by a local, state, or federal wildlife 
agency? 

No. The planning area does not include any sensitive habitat areas. 

Effects Summary: 

 Direct Effects – No threatened or endangered species will be affected by the project.  
 Indirect Effects – None 
 Short Term Effects – Increased activity during construction may disrupt the usage patterns of 

migratory waterfowl, but these effects will be mitigated by construction during the summer 
instead of spring nesting season. Construction can continue throughout the nesting season as 
long as 200 yards of separation is maintained between construction sites and wetlands areas. 

 Long Term Effects – The pipeline will be constructed in such a way to prevent a pipe leak or 
failure from contaminating the wetlands. 

 Cumulative Effects – None 
 

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE 
Will the project eliminate or modify recreation open space, parks, or areas of recognized scenic or 
recreational value? 

The project does parallel the State owned, Wetlands Park located on Pond Lane (see Figure) and use the 
same access road to the Rotary Park and City Park (Figure ). Construction of the recommended 
alternative will not eliminate or modify these areas.  Special care will be required to minimize access 
limitations and other nuisances i.e. dust, noise, garbage, construction staging, etc. Short term effects of 
the project will limit access to the Wetlands Park and Rotary and City Park during different phases of 
construction. Limited access will only be short term and will not be a long term issue.  
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Is it feasible to combine the project with parks, bicycle paths, hiking trails, waterway access, and other 
recreational uses? 

Yes, this project will allow the addition of public restrooms to the adjacent park areas. No other public 
recreational benefit will directly result from this project.  

Effects Summary: 

 Direct Effects – None 
 Indirect Effects – None 
 Short Term Effects – Limited access to public parks during construction 
 Long Term Effects – None 
 Cumulative Effects – None 

AGRICULTURAL LANDS 
Does the planning area contain any environmentally significant agricultural lands as defined in the EPA 
Policy to Protect Environmentally Significant Agricultural Lands, dated September 8, 1978? 

No. A consultation letter was submitted to NRCS for consultation on the Federal Farmland Protection 
Policy Act and a response was received on March 27th 2012. The response contained a Farmland 
Conversion Impact worksheet which showed no environmentally significant agricultural lands within the 
area of impacts. The NRCS response is located in Appendix B. 

If yes, will the project directly or indirectly encourage the irreversible conversion of environmentally 
significant agricultural lands to uses that result in the loss of these lands as and environmental or 
essential food production resource?  

No 

Effects Summary: 

 Direct Effects – None 
 Indirect Effects – None 
 Short Term Effects – None 
 Long Term Effects – None 
 Cumulative Effects – None 

AIR QUALITY 
Will there be any direct air emissions from the project which will not meet federal and state emission 
standards contained the State Air Quality Implementation Plan (SIP)? 

No, the U.S. EPA and IDEQ were both contacted regarding air quality due to the project on a short term 
and long term basis and they did not identify any specific concerns with the project. The DEQ Boise 
Regional Office did provide references to state regulations regarding Air Quality, fugitive dust, trade 
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waste burning, permits to construct and odor control plans. These rules and regulations will be reviewed 
and followed during the construction phase of the project. 

The U.S. EPA Idaho Operations Office has stated they have no specific comments relating to this project. 

Does the project service area located in an area without an approved or conditionally approved SIP? 

Yes. The area is not considered to be a non-attainment area so no SIP is required.  

Does the project violate national ambient air quality standards in an attainment or unclassified area? 

No. The project site is not located within a non-attainment area. Canyon County is an Area of Concern 
for fine particulate matter smaller than 2.5 microns and ozone. The project will not have any long term 
impacts on either PM2.5 or Ozone. PM 2.5 will be affected by short term impacts during construction. 
The non-attainment area map from IDEQ is provided below in Figure 14. 
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Figure 14 Nonattainment Areas Map 

Will the facilities cause odor or noise nuisance problems? 

The project will eliminate the lagoons currently in use. This will remove a potential odor nuisance. The 
lift station will not provide any noise nuisance problems. During construction there will be small amount 
of exhaust and noise but these will be short term effects. 

Effects Summary: 

 Direct Effects – Dust generated from construction activities will be limited via site watering, but 
will be increased over the existing amounts.  
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 Indirect Effects – None 
 Short Term Effects – exhaust generated from non-highway vehicles will decrease air quality 

locally and dust generation will be increased. Watering of the construction site will aim to limit 
dust generation. No idling of equipment during construction, use equipment in good working 
order and no burning on site to limit the short term effects on PM2.5.  

 Long Term Effects – Reduction of odors 
 Cumulative Effects – None 

WATER QUALITY 
 Are present stream classifications being challenged as too low to protect present or recent stream 
uses? 

No 

Is there a substantial risk that the proposed discharge will not meet existing stream standards or will not 
be of sufficient quality to protect present or recent stream uses? 

No 

Will project construction and development served by the project result in nonpoint water quality 
problems (sedimentation, urban storm water, etc.)? 

The construction phase of the project always presents runoff and sedimentation issues which need to be 
properly addressed. Best management practices will be performed during the construction phase to 
limit construction site runoff and sediment transport including SWPP permitting. The EPA requires a 
construction general permit (CGP) be completed and submitted to address stormwater discharges.  

Will the project adversely affect water rights? 

No 

Will stream habitat be affected as a result of the change in flow or stream-bank modification? 

No 

Will the project adversely affect quality or quantity of a ground water source? 

No 

Does the project adversely affect a sole-source aquifer or stream flow source area or recharge area? 

No. The area does not have any sole-source aquifers. A sole source aquifer map for EPA Region 10 
provided by IDEQ is shown in Figure 15. 
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Figure 15 Regional sole-source aquifers 

Does the project adversely affect a source water area for a public drinking water system? 

No. See Figure 15. 

Could other water conservation measures be implemented to reduce wastewater generation? 

Not for this project. In discussion with the City of Caldwell the City WWTP has adequate capacity to 
accept the CHA waste. 

Effects Summary: 

 Direct Effects – GCP from EPA is required before construction can be completed. 
 Indirect Effects – None 
 Short Term Effects – None 
 Long Term Effects – None 
 Cumulative Effects – None 

 

Canyon County 
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PUBLIC HEALTH 
Will there be adverse direct or indirect noise impact from the project? 

The construction phase of the project will have significant amounts of short-term project related noise 
including: heavy truck traffic, hammering, saws, jack hammers, concrete cutting etc. The construction 
phase noise will not exceed that of other construction projects routinely carried out within the City.  

Will there be a vector problem (e.g., mosquito) generated by the project? 

 No. This project will eliminate a potential for vector generation by eliminating wastewater lagoons. 

Will there be unique public health problems as a result of the project (e.g., increased disease risk)? 

The project will decrease the risj of health problems as the wastewater will be treated by more advance 
treatment technologies before discharge. 

Effects Summary: 

 Direct Effects – Vector elimination 
 Indirect Effects – None 
 Short Term Effects – None 
 Long Term Effects – None 
 Cumulative Effects – None 

SOLIDS WASTE/SLUDGE MANAGEMENT 
Will sludge disposal occur in an area with inadequate sanitary landfills or on land not suited to land 
application?  

No. Solids from the demolished lagoons will be land applied in a way to meet all EPA 503 guidelines 
including a complete site evaluation and permitting via Idaho Department of Environmental Quality will 
be performed. 

Are there special sludge problems that make disposal difficult (hazardous, difficult to treat)? 

No. The sludge generated during the lagoon demolition at the facility will be similar to most other sludge 
generated at municipal lagoon systems.. 

Is the selected sludge technology controversial? 

No. Land application of lagoon sludge is one of the most common forms of sludge handling methods. 

Does the sludge management plan conform to the EPA 503 regulation for municipal sludge? 

Yes. Sludge stabilization and vector attraction requirement of EPA 503 will be met by the sludge 
handling system. 
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ENERGY 
Are there additional cost-effective measures to reduce energy consumption or increase energy recovery 
that could be included in the project? 

The CHA will experience lower electric bills as the lagoons are taken off line. Energy savings will be due 
to decommissioning the lift station pumps and aerators at the lagoons. The City will have higher energy 
costs as they will be responsible for operating the new lift station. Energy efficient pumps will be used at 
the new lift station. The overall project will use more energy than the current lagoon treatment system 
due to larger pumps which are required for the expanded collection area. It is estimated that the future 
lift station will require approximately double the horsepower (30 hp vs 13 hp) to meet peak flow. 

Have air quality issues of energy recovery been addressed? 

No energy recovery measures are intended to be included with the project. 

Effects Summary: 

 Direct Effects – Reduced energy use for CHA compared to existing lagoon treatment system 
 Indirect Effects – None 
 Short Term Effects – None 
 Long Term Effects – Increased cost of power bill to City and increased use of Idaho Power 

system 
 Cumulative Effects – Increased power use and increased power generation requirements 

 

REUSE/LAND APPLICATION OR SUBSURFACE DISPOSAL SYSTEM 
Has a new or unproved technique been selected? 

No. No reuse or land application is a portion of the project. 

Will rapid infiltrations basins be in use? 

No 

Will slow-rate land application be used? 

No 

Will subsurface sewage disposal be used? 

No 

Has application for a permit been made in accordance with Idaho Code, State Wastewater Reuse Rules, 
and the Individual/Subsurface Sewage Disposal Rules? 

No 
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Is there public controversy about the project? 

No. Initial public meetings have not generated any controversy. 

Will the project require additional water rights or impact existing water rights? 

No  

Is the project multi-purpose? 

The project is intended to allow the CHA to end discharging into the Sebree Canal and to expand service 
for the City of Caldwell across the river.  

Effects Summary: 

 Direct Effects – None 
 Indirect Effects – None 
 Short Term Effects – None 
 Long Term Effects – None 
 Cumulative Effects – None 

REGIONALIZATION 
Are there jurisdictional disputes or controversies over the project? 

No. The City of Caldwell and local land owners support the CHA project. 

Have intermunicipal agreements been signed? 

Yes. A memorandum of understanding has been approved by the City Council of Caldwell and is 
attached in Appendix C. 

Have intermunicipal agreements been discussed with surrounding communities? 

Yes. Meetings have been held with the City of Caldwell to discuss the project. An email from the City 
supporting the project is located in Appendix C. The planned scope of the project will have the CHA 
completing work on the gravity sewer line and lift station while working with closely with the City of 
Caldwell. The City will complete the pressure sewer line and river crossing portions of the project. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF PROPOSED PROJECT 
 Land Use 

o Direct Effects – No farmland will be affected by the lift station or pipeline route as all the 
property is listed zoned as commercial. 

o Indirect Effects – Dust during construction could land on land in the area. Farmland 
could be converted to residential, industrial, or commercial use. 

o Short Term Effects – The proposed project will facilitate the City’s short term 
development according to their approved land use master plan. 

o Long Term Effects –The proposed project will facilitate the City’s long term development 
according to their approved land use master plan. 

o Cumulative Effects – The City of Caldwell will continue to expand and convert 
agricultural lands to residential, commercial and industrial uses.   

o Direct Effects – Flood plain development permits required from the City of Caldwell. 
Design of lift station and manholes to address flood issues. 

 Flood Plains 
o Direct Effects – Flood plain development permits required from the City of Caldwell. 

Design of lift station and manholes to address flood issues. 
 Wet Lands 

o Direct Effects – No direct effects to wetlands will be experienced. A 404 DA permit will 
be required for open cutting to cross canals. 

o Indirect Effects – Wetlands adjacent to the site will be protected during construction  
 Flora and Fauna 

o Direct Effects – No threatened or endangered species will be affected by the project.  
o Short Term Effects – Increased activity during construction may disrupt the usage 

patterns of migratory waterfowl. 
o Long Term Effects – The pipeline will be constructed in such a way to prevent a pipe leak 

or failure from contaminating the wetlands. 
 Recreation and Open Space 

o Short Term Effects – Limited access to public parks during construction 
 Air Quality 

o Direct Effects – Dust generated from construction activities will be limited via site 
watering, but will be increased over the existing amounts.  

o Short Term Effects – exhaust generated from non-highway vehicles will decrease air 
quality locally and dust generation will be increased. Watering of the construction site 
will aim to limit dust generation. Short term production of PM 2.5 from diesel motors on 
equipment used for construction. 

o Long Term Effects – Reduction of odors 
 Water Quality 

o Direct Effects – GCP from EPA is required before construction can be completed. 
 Public Heath 

o Direct Effects – Vector elimination 
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 Energy 
o Direct Effects – Reduced energy use for CHA compared to existing lagoon treatment 

system 
o Long Term Effects – Increased cost of power bill to City and increased use of Idaho 

Power system 
o Cumulative Effects – Increased power use and increased power generation 

requirements 

 

MEANS TO MITIGATE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
 River Crossing 

o Idaho Department of Lands permit 
 Flood Plains 

o Flood plain development permits required from the City of Caldwell. Design of lift 
station and manholes to address flood issues. 

 Wet Lands 
o A 404 DA permit will be required for open cutting to cross canals. 
o Wetlands adjacent to the site will be protected during construction during. 

 Flora and Fauna 
o Construction to continue throughout the nesting season as long as 200 yards of 

separation is maintained between construction sites and wetlands areas  
o Construction within 200 yards of nesting sites will be completed after July 15th and 

before January 1st instead of spring nesting season. 
o The pipeline will be constructed in such a way to prevent a pipe leak or failure from 

contaminating the wetlands. 
 Air Quality 

o Dust generated from construction activities will be limited via site watering, but will be 
increased over the existing amounts.  

o Watering of the construction site will aim to limit dust generation. 
o No idling of equipment during construction, use equipment in good working order and 

no burning on site to limit PM2.5 production. 
 Water Quality 

o GCP from EPA is required before construction can be completed. 
 Energy 

o Design of lift station to incorporate energy efficient pumps. 
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PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
During the planning process if the environmental review process has determined that something other 
than a categorical exclusion is appropriate, has the public been given at least 14 days to review and 
comment on the alternatives under consideration for the proposed project and commensurate 
environmental impacts of each alternate? 

Yes. Public meetings were held in February and September of 2012. The February public meeting had a 
30 day comment period starting January 4th when the Facility Plan draft approved for public comment 
was made available until the public meeting on February 7th. The meeting and comment period were 
advertised in the local paper over the month of January and flyers in English and Spanish were hung in 
the mail room and other public places throughout the housing authority according to Executive Director 
Mike Dittenber. Copies of the flyers were not retained for inclusion into the EID. Another public meeting 
was held on September 11, 2012. The meeting time and comment period were advertised within the 
Idaho Press Tribune seven times between August 19th and August 25th 2012 and flyers were also posted 
throughout the CHA in English and Spanish according to Mr. Dittenber. The advertisement stated that a 
copy of the EID was available for review at the CHA front office and that the comment period would be 
open until September 14th, 2012. A copy of the advertisement and public meeting attendance sheets are 
provided in Appendix C.  A copy of the posted Spanish flyer is located in Appendix C. 

Have dates and meeting locations for all public hearings and meetings concerning the engineering 
report and EID been described in the EID? 

Public meetings are required before an alternative can be selected. The meeting must meet DEQ 
guidelines such as providing notice to the community before the meeting and accepting comments for 
at least 14 days after the initial meeting before an alternative can officially be selected. Draft Facility 
Plan approved for public comment was made available to the public on January 4th 2012. A meeting was 
held on February 7, 2012 to hear public comments on the proposed project. Comments were received 
until February 7th. No comments were submitted. The CHA meet on February 28th to select the 
alternative.  Two additional meetings have been held for the CHA governing body. One was held on April 
21st 2011, and another was held on June 28th 2011. These meetings were held with the CHA governing 
body and used as workshops to discuss the development of the facility plan. 

The public meeting describing the selected alternative and environmental information document was 
held on September 11th, 2012. The meeting discussed the different alternatives described within the EID 
and the environmental impacts.  

Have all substantive issues raised by the public in meeting, hearings, and by correspondence been 
described in the EID? 

Yes. 

Have substantive public concerns been addressed in the engineering report or facility plan and final 
environmental document? 
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Yes. No comments were received during the February comment period. The comments received during 
the September public meeting and corresponding comment period are attached in Appendix C. The only 
comment received was from the Farmers Co-Operative Ditch Company. The Co-Operative fully supports 
the CHA connecting to the City of Caldwell and will provide assistance when possible to help move the 
process forward as quickly as practical. 

Have significant substantive comments received from state and federal agencies been described and 
considered in the engineering report or facility plan and final environmental document? 

Yes. This document address all comments received from state and federal agencies with regards to this 
project. 
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Mailing/Agencies Consulted List   



Mailing/Agency Consultation List for DEQ Grant SRF Loan Environmental Reviews - Boise Region 
as of January 2013

Name Representing Environmental Resource Associated with 
Contact Agency Address City State Zip Phone / E-Mail Email Date Sent

Date 
Comments 
Received

Agency Comments Recontacted

Greg Martinez /Eric Gerke

Department of the Army, Walla 
Walla District, Corps of 
Engineers, Boise Regulatory 
Office

Wetlands, 404 Permits, Flood plains 10095 West Emerald Street Boise ID 83704-9754 208-345-2154 Greg.J.Martinez@usace.army.mil 2/24/12 4/3/2012 Requires 404 if in rivers, canals
3/27/2012 - 
Voicemail

Clay Fletcher, Supervisor, Snake River Fish and 
Wildlife Office

US Fish and Wildlife Service
Threatened, Endangered  Species, other 
wildlife and flora

1387 South Vinnell Way, Room 
368

Boise ID 83709 208-378-5256 clay_fletcher@fws.gov 2/24/12 Send Correspondance to Brian Kelly
3/27/2012 - 
Voicemail

Brian Kelly, State Supervisor, Snake River Fish and 
Wildlife Office

US Fish and Wildlife Service
Threatened, Endangered  Species, other 
wildlife and flora

1387 South Vinnell Way, Room 
368

Boise ID 83709 208-378-5256 Send letter, please no email 3/28/12 6/1/2012
Avoid spring construction, prevent pipe 
leaks

Letter 4/30/12

Todd Crutcher-Grant & Loan Environmental Review 
Contact

Department of Environmental 
Quality, Boise Regional Office

Water Quality, Air Quality 1445 N Orchard Boise ID 83706 208-373-0550 Todd.Crutcher@deq.idaho.gov 2/24/12 2/28/2012 No comment
3/27/2012 - Email 
(out til 4/3)

James Werntz
U.S. EPA, Idaho Operations 
Office

Water Quality, Air Quality 1435 North Orchard Boise ID 83706 208-378-5746 werntz.james@epa.gov 2/24/12 3/29/2012
Both EPA reponses from Maria Lopez, 
Environmentla Scientest, Boise Office

3/27/2012 - 
Voicemail

Mike Lidgard, Manager, NPDES Unit EPA Region 10 Projects discharging to waters of the US 1200 6th Avenue, OWW 130 Seattle WA 98101 206-553-1755 lidgard.michael@epa.gov 2/24/12 6/5/2012 CGP permit required Letter 4/30/12

Sue Ennes, Hydrogeologist
EPA Region 10, Office of 
Environmental Assessment (OEA-
095)

For any project located over a Sole Source 
Aquifer or Streamflow Source Area 

1200 6th Avenue, OWW 136 Seattle WA 98101 206-553-6249 ennes.susan@epa.gov

   District Conservationist - go to: ftp://ftp-
fc.sc.egov.usda.gov/ID/contact/directory.pdf   or:  
http://www.scc.state.id.us/pdf/2008DirectoryFinal.pdf

USDA-NRCS-served by Soil 
Conservation Districts

Prime Agricultural & Rangelands, Soil 
Surveys for Wetlands & Floodplain assistance

James Eller, District Conservationist
USDA NRCS, Canyon Soil 
Conservation District

Prime Agricultural & Rangelands, Soil 
Surveys for Wetlands & Floodplain assistance 2208 E. Chicago, Suite A

Caldwell ID 83605 208 454 8684 James.Eller@id.usda.gov 2/24/12 5/10/2012 No comment Letter 4/30/12

Mary McGown, State NFIP Coordinator Idaho Dept. of Water Resources
Floodplain management, maps, general 
program assistance

322 East Front Street PO Box 
83720

Boise ID 83720-0098 208-287-4928 Mary.McGown@idwr.idaho.gov 2/24/12 4/5/2012 Floodplain permits required by City
3/27/2012 - 
Voicemail

Rob Whitney

Idaho Dept. of Water Resources
Western Region

If decommissioning or drilling new drinking 
water well

322 East Front Street PO Box 
83720

Boise ID 83720-0098 208.334.2190 rob.whitney@idwr.idaho.gov

Bruce Haak, Nongame Biologist, Southwest Idaho
Dept of Fish and Game, 
Southwest Region

Biological resources, non game plant and 
animal species

3101 S. Powerline Rd. Nampa ID 83686 208-465-8465 bhaak@idfg.idaho.gov 2/24/12 No response Letter 4/30/12

 Diane Evans Mack, Nongame Biologist, McCall Office 
(If project is in Valley County)

Dept. of Fish and Game, McCall 
Subregion Office

Biological resources, non game plant and 
animal species

555 Deinhard Lane McCall ID 83638 208-634-8137 devansmack@idfg.idaho.gov

Gary Bahr Idaho Department of Agriculture Important Farmland P.O. Box 790 Boise ID 83701 208-332-8500 Gary.Bahr@agri.idaho.gov 2/24/12 3/19/2012 No Comments

Rob Howarth, Environmental Health Director
Central District Health 
Department (Ada, Elmore, Boise 
& Valley Counties)

Solid Waste 707 N Armstrong Place Boise ID 83704 208-327-7499

David Loper, Environmental Health Director Southwest District Health 
Department (Canyon, Adams, 
Payette, Washington, Gem, 
Owyhee Counties)

Solid Waste 920 Main Street Caldwell ID 83605 208-455-5401 2/24/12 3/28/2012 Will the system accomidate future 
connections? 3/27/2012 - spoke 

with

Kurt Houston Department of Lands State Land Use
300 North 6th Street, Ste. 103
P.O. Box 83720

Boise ID 83720-0050 208-334-0200 khouston@idl.idaho.gov 2/24/12 3/1/2012 Require easement for river crossing

Carol Garrison, Rural Development Specialist USDA-RD If funding is being requested from USDA-RD. 2208 E. Chicago, Suite C Caldwell ID 83605 208-459-0761 X116 12/28/2011 No comment

Dennis Porter, State Program Manager 
Idaho Dept of Commerce and 
Labor

If funding is being requested for a Idaho 
Community Development Block Grant

700 West State Street, PO Box 
83720

Boise ID 83720
208-334-2470  
Dennis's Ext 2140   
Susan's Ext 2146

2/24/12 3/2/2012 No comment

Suzi Pengilly, Deputy SHPO Idaho State Historical Society
Historic and archaeological sites and sensitive 
areas

210 Main Street Boise ID 83702 208-334-3847 suzi.pengilly@ishs.idaho.gov 2/24/12 3/2/2012 No comment
3/27/2012 - spoke 
with

Carolyn Boyer Smith, Cultural Resources Coordinator Shoshone-Bannock Tribes
 Historic and archaelogical and sensitive 
religious sites

P.O. Box 306 Fort Hall ID 83203 478-3707 3/5/2012 No response Letter 4/30/12

Ted Howard, Cultural Resources Program Shoshone-Paiute Tribe
 Historic and archaelogical and sensitive 
religious sites 

PO Box 219 Owyhee NV 89832
775-757-3161 ext 243 
or 208-759-3100

howard.ted@duckvalley.com 3/5/2012 5/29/2012
Contact in case of Native American site or 
human remains

Letter 4/30/12

Kenton Dick, Cultural Resource Program Mgr
Burns-Paiute General Council 
(Contact only if project is in 
tribe's area of concern.)

 Historic and archaelogical and sensitive 
religious sites

HC-71 100 Pasigo Street Burns, OR 97920-9303 541-573-2088 3/5/2012 No response Letter 4/30/12

Rod Nielsen, President
Farmers' Co-Operative Ditch 
Company

P.O. Box 729 Parma ID 83660-0729 208-722-5044

Brent Orton, Public Works Director/City Engineer City of Caldwell 621 E. Cleveland Caldwell ID 83605 208-455- 4734 borton@ci.caldwell.id.us
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Joshua Reed

From: Kibler, Bob <bob_kibler@fws.gov>
Sent: Monday, February 04, 2013 11:59 AM
To: Joshua Reed
Subject: Re: Caldwell Housing Authority follow up questions

Hi Josh: 
 
Yes, I believe the construction window and the alternate proposed setback distance would be sufficient to 
minimize the chance of harassment to nesting birds. 
 
Thanks 

On Mon, Feb 4, 2013 at 11:38 AM, Joshua Reed <jreed@pharmereng.com> wrote: 

Hi Bob, 

  

We are finalizing the EID and wanted to discuss specifics with regards to the spring nesting of migratory birds. 
If we plan on construction to occur after July 15th and before January 1st  near the wetlands would this be an 
acceptable time frame to avoid disturbance? During construction on other parts of the project (away for the 
nesting site) will maintaining a distance of 200 yards from the wetlands between January 1st and July 15th be 
acceptable?  

  

Thanks for your time,  

  

Josh Reed, P.E. 

Process Engineer 

  

Pharmer Engineering 

1998 W. Judith Lane 

Boise, ID 83705 

Phone: 208.433.1900 

Fax: 208.433.1901 
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--  
Bob Kibler 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service-Ecological Services 
Idaho Fish and Wildlife Office 
1387 South Vinnell Way, Room 368 
Boise, Idaho  83709 
 
(208) 378-5255 Phone 
(208) 378-5262 Fax 
Bob_Kibler@FWS.GOV Email 
http://www.fws.gov/idaho/ Internet Site 















Endangered Species Act Status of West Coast Salmon & Steelhead 
(Updated Aug. 11, 2011) 

Species1 

Current 
Endangered 
Species Act 

Listing Status2 

ESA Listing Actions  
Under Review 

Sockeye Salmon 
(Oncorhynchus 
nerka) 

 
 
 
 
 
 

1 Snake River Endangered 

 

2 Ozette Lake Threatened 

3 Baker River Not Warranted 

4 Okanogan River Not Warranted 

5 Lake Wenatchee Not Warranted 

6 Quinalt Lake Not Warranted 

7 Lake Pleasant Not Warranted 

Chinook Salmon 
(O. tshawytscha) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8 Sacramento River Winter-run Endangered 

 

9 Upper Columbia River Spring-run Endangered 
10 Snake River Spring/Summer-run Threatened 
11 Snake River Fall-run Threatened 
12 Puget Sound Threatened 
13 Lower Columbia River Threatened 
14 Upper Willamette River Threatened 
15 Central Valley Spring-run Threatened 
16 California Coastal Threatened 
17 Central Valley Fall and Late Fall-run Species of Concern 
18 Upper Klamath-Trinity Rivers Not Warranted 
19 Oregon Coast Not Warranted 
20 Washington Coast Not Warranted 
21 Middle Columbia River spring-run Not Warranted 
22 Upper Columbia River summer/fall-run Not Warranted 
23 Southern Oregon and Northern California Coast Not Warranted 
24 Deschutes River summer/fall-run Not Warranted 

Coho Salmon 
(O. kisutch) 
  
 
 
 
 
 

25 Central California Coast Endangered 

 26 Southern Oregon/Northern California Threatened 

27 Lower Columbia River Threatened • Critical habitat 

28 Oregon Coast Threatened  

29 Southwest Washington Undetermined 

30 Puget Sound/Strait of Georgia Species of Concern 

31 Olympic Peninsula Not Warranted 

Chum Salmon 
(O. keta) 
 
 
 

32 Hood Canal Summer-run Threatened 

 

33 Columbia River Threatened 

34 Puget Sound/Strait of Georgia Not Warranted 

35 Pacific Coast Not Warranted 

Steelhead 
(O. mykiss) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

36 Southern California Endangered  

37 Upper Columbia River Threatened  

38 Central California Coast Threatened  

39 South Central California Coast Threatened  

40 Snake River Basin Threatened  

41 Lower Columbia River Threatened  

42 California Central Valley Threatened  

43 Upper Willamette River Threatened  

44 Middle Columbia River Threatened  

45 Northern California Threatened  

46 Oregon Coast Species of Concern 

 

47 Southwest Washington Not Warranted 

48 Olympic Peninsula Not Warranted 

49 Puget Sound   Threatened • Critical habitat 

50 Klamath Mountains Province Not Warranted  
Pink Salmon 
(O. gorbuscha) 
 

51 Even-year Not Warranted 

 52 Odd-year Not Warranted 
 

1 The ESA defines a “species” to include any distinct population segment of any species of vertebrate fish or wildlife. For Pacific salmon, NOAA 
Fisheries Service considers an evolutionarily significant unit, or “ESU,” a “species” under the ESA. For Pacific steelhead, NOAA Fisheries Service 
has delineated distinct population segments (DPSs) for consideration as “species” under the ESA. 
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Joshua Reed

From: Brent Orton [borton@ci.caldwell.id.us]
Sent: Friday, September 28, 2012 3:31 PM
To: Mike Dittenber
Cc: Joshua Reed; todd.crutcher@deq.idaho.gov; Garret Nancolas
Subject: RE: Intent leter
Attachments: City wastewater letter pdf..docx.pdf

Good afternoon Mike: 
 
Please forgive the informality of an email response to your attached letter.  
 
We agree with you on what is proposed in your letter.  We will take the lead and will seek to make the project an 
economic boon to meet the needs of the Housing authority and also provide opportunities for water and sewer 
connections in that area.  Any costs above what would be required to serve the housing authority will not be born by the 
housing authority.   
 
Thanks for all your help and good communication.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Brent Orton 
 
Brent Orton, PE, MSCE  
Public Works Director/City Engineer  
City of Caldwell, Idaho  
208 455 4734  
208 455 3012 (Fax)  
borton@ci.caldwell.id.us 
 

From: Mike Dittenber [mailto:mike@chaidaho.org]  
Sent: Thursday, September 20, 2012 7:40 PM 
To: Brent Orton 
Cc: 'Joshua Reed'; todd.crutcher@deq.idaho.gov 
Subject: Intent leter 
 
Hello Brent— 
 
Attached is the letter I said I would get to you summarizing our meeting this morning.  I will send the original in the mail.
 
Thanks, 
 

Mike Dittenber 
Executive Director, CHA 
(208) 459-2232 x-13 
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IDAHO PRESS TRIBUNE
ORDER CONFIRMATION (CONTINUED)

Salesperson: AMANDA WEAVER             Printed at 08/15/12 10:16 by awe14
−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−
Acct #: 31014                          Ad #: 733090        Status: N

LEGAL NOTICE

NOTICE OF PUBLIC 
HEARING

The  Caldwell  Housing  Au-
thority (CHA), located at 22730
Farmway Road, Caldwell,  Ida-
ho  83607,  will  hold  a  public
hearing  on Tuesday,  Septem-
ber 11, 2012 at the aforemen-
tioned  address  at  6:30  PM.
The  principal  reason  of  the
hearing is to

1. Explain the treatment and
upgrade  alternatives  ad-
dressed in the facility  plan in-
cluding  potential  environmen-
tal impacts of each alternative.

2. Explain  funding  options
available  to  the CHA and po-
tential financial impacts on the
tenants.

3. Explain  potential  impacts
to nearby land owners.

4. Explain the potential envi-
ronmental impacts and mitiga-
tion measures.

5. Solicit  verbal  and written
comments  regarding the alter-
natives under consideration.  

A copy of the environmental
information document  is  avail-
able  at  the  CHA  front  office
beginning  Tuesday,  August
28,  2012  for  review.   Written
comments will be accepted for
a period of  17  days  after  the
first day of document availabil-
ity,  ending  Tuesday,  Septem-
ber 14, 2012.  

After  considering  and  ad-
dressing  comments  the  envi-
ronmental  information  docu-
ment  will  be  submitted to  the
Idaho Department  of  Environ-
mental Quality for approval. 

August  19,  20,  21,  22,  23,
24, 25, 2012
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