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Project Cost and Funding 
 
Estimated Construction Costs (Phase A and B): 
Sewer System Rehabilitation $ 2,673,870 

New Collector/Interceptor Sewers $ 515,130 

Total Estimated Cost $ 3,189,000 

 
Total Funding Required for All Collection System Projects (Phase A and B): 

Potential Funding (Rate Increase, 
Future Loans, etc) 

$ 4,200,000 

Total Funding $ 4,200,000 
1. Funding shall include Engineering, Administration, and Legal-Bond; refer to the Facility Plan in Appendix A for more 

information. 
2. Funding amount would be required to complete all collection system improvements (including the Strahorn 

Interceptor Line) identified in the Facility Plan in Appendix A. 

 
Requested Funding for Collection System and Treatment Facility Upgrade: 

Total DEQ Loan $ 10,400,000 
Portion of DEQ Loan for HLRWSD 
Collection System Projects 

$ 4,200,000 

Total Current REQUESTED Funding 
for HLRWSD Collection System 

$ 4,200,000 

1. Funding shall include Engineering, Administration, and Legal-Bond; refer to the Facility Plan in Appendix A for more 
information. 

2. The District approved an LID in the amount of $7,000,000 to cover their share of the treatment facility ($6,200,000) 
and $700,000 for collection system improvements.  In February 2013, the District requested DEQ consider a 
potential increase to their loan application to fund all collection system projects (Phase A and B).  The District is 
proposing to amend their existing LID to include this additional funding ($3.4 million).  If the LID amendment is not 
approved, the District is considering an increase in sewer rates to fund the projects ($3.4 million).   

 
 

 
  



 

User Costs 
 

Residents and commercial entities (assessed and billed per EDU) that receive sewer 
service from the Hayden Lake Recreational Water and Sewer District and have 
purchased capacity at the HARSB treatment facility will be assessed the cost of 
improving the collection system components. Residents and commercial entities that 
have purchased capacity at the HARSB treatment facility may have vacant lots which 
do not currently receive service but can hook-up at any time. Residents and 
commercial entities within the District boundary that are not currently served by the 
sewer system or who have not purchased treatment capacity will not be assessed the 
cost of these improvements. Therefore, the following fees will be assessed. 

 
Estimated User Costs for Existing Service Area (for Total Collection System 
Project Costs – Phase A and B): 
Current Average Monthly User Charge per EDU3 $ 44.00 

Change in Operation and Maintenance Monthly Charge 
per EDU 

$ 0.00 

Change in Debt Service Monthly Charge per EDU1,2 $ 9.00 

Future Average Monthly User Charge per EDU4 $ 53.00 

1. Financing terms of 2% for 20 years, with additional 1% for reserve (interim financing) (if a DEQ loan was secured). 

2. Cost per user assumes 2,600 LID assessment shares (1,922 are active users) 

3. Current average monthly user charge is paid by active users (1,922 users) 

4. Total estimated user cost evaluated for currently active user.  Non-active users would only pay the debt service. 

 
Estimated User Costs for Existing Service Area (for Requested Funding for  
Collection System1 and Treatment Plant Projects): 
Current Average Monthly User Charge per EDU5 $ 44.00 

Change in Operation and Maintenance (for treatment 
facility) Monthly Charge per EDU per year5  

$ 2.00 

Change in Debt Service Monthly Charge per EDU2,3,4 $ 22.50 

Future Average Monthly User Charge per EDU (first 
year)6 

$ 68.50 

1. Currently requested funded collection system projects consist of Phase A and B. 

2. Financing terms of 2% for 20 years, with additional 1% for reserve (interim financing) 

3. Cost per user assumes 2,600 LID assessment shares (1,922 are active users) 

4. Financing anticipated to occur with a LID amendment (the total LID includes financing for HARSB WWTP upgrade 
and Collection Phase A and B). LIDs are assessed on a yearly basis, so the monthly change to debt service is in 
actuality a yearly change.  If LID is not amended to include the additional funding, the District will consider 
increasing sewer rates to fund the improvements ($3.4 million).   

5. These costs are paid (or will be paid) by active users (1,922 users) 

6. Total estimated user cost evaluated for currently active user.  Non-active users would only pay the debt service. 

 
 



 

 



 

Abstract 
 

The October 2012 Wastewater Collection System Facility Plan for the Hayden 
Lake Recreational Water and Sewer District recommends several improvements to the 
existing sewer collection system to meet current standards and Idaho Department of 
Environmental Quality (IDEQ) rules. The improvements are aimed at improving the 
condition of the lift stations and in addition, installing two gravity sewer interceptors to 
relieve flows at a major lift station in the system. This Environmental Information 
Document briefly addresses the expected environmental impacts of the proposed 
alternatives for the improvements. After receiving public input, the District selected the 
improvement alternatives to be included in the proposed project. The environmental 
impacts associated with the proposed project are assessed in this document. After 
consultation with environmental agencies, mitigation measures were identified to 
address items of concern. Mitigation measures include the following: 

 
• Best Management Practices (BMPs) shall be developed as part of the project 

design and implemented during construction. Since the project will disturb 
more than 1 acre, those portions of the project that drain to a water of the 
United States will fall under the Construction General Permit and a 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan will need to be developed.  

• A floodplain development permit (from the appropriate jurisdiction) will be 
required for construction activities in the mapped flood hazard area.  

• If artifacts (cultural and historic remains) are discovered during the course of 
construction, all work will stop and the Coeur d’Alene Indian Tribe and SHPO 
will be contacted. Mitigation may be further evaluated.  

• The Contractor must mitigate fugitive dust. No burning of construction debris 
or vegetation will be allowed. Additional requirements will be necessary for 
the standby power (generator) to minimize air quality impacts.  
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1. BACKGROUND 

 SYSTEM BACKGROUND 1.1.

The Hayden Lake Recreational Water and Sewer District (HLRWSD or District), 
Wastewater Collection System consists of multiple collection areas and lift stations in 
the City of Hayden Lake and unincorporated portions of Kootenai County, Idaho. The 
HLRWSD lift stations (17 duplex lift stations in total, due to the nature of the terrain 
around Hayden Lake) pump raw and septic tank effluent wastewater through a series 
of gravity and force mains to the H-1D lift station. From there, the wastewater is 
pumped through a series of force mains to the Hayden Area Regional Wastewater 
Treatment Facility, four miles to the northwest of the District. An interagency “joint 
powers” agreement for sewage treatment services was established in 1986 between 
the HLRWSD, City of Hayden and Kootenai County. The agreement is included in 
Appendix B for reference. The treatment facility currently treats to a secondary level 
and discharges to the Spokane River and to a reuse/land application facility.  

The majority of the collection system was constructed in 1987. However, some 
of the pre-existing effluent sewer systems constructed before 1987 have been “taken 
over” by HLRWSD. Currently the wastewater collection system is operated and 
maintained by the HLRWSD. The District contracts with HARSB (Hayden Area Regional 
Sewer Board) to perform certain O&M (operation and maintenance) duties.  

 FACILITY PLAN INFORMATION 1.2.

The HLRWSD Board of Directors has authorized Welch Comer and Associates, 
Inc. to prepare this wastewater system report for the HLRWSD wastewater collection 
system located in Kootenai County, Idaho. The purpose of the report was to identify 
existing and future sub-standard components of the system and to develop a facility 
plan to implement the capital improvements necessary to provide an adequate 
wastewater collection system to its users for the next 20 years, or more. The facility 
plan evaluates current and future compliance with current standards and Idaho 
Department of Environmental Quality (IDEQ) rules (which have been developed to 
protect public health and safety and water quality). 

The analysis of the system components (lift stations and sewer lines) is based 
on the IDEQ requirements identified in the IDAPA 58.01.16 Wastewater Rules. These 
rules were used as a basis to analyze and evaluate the lift station condition and sewer 
lines in the Facility Plan (refer to Appendix A). Based on the analysis, the following 
conclusions were made:  

The system has operated well and protected water quality since it was 
constructed in 1986 and 1987. However, some of the mechanical components 
of the system have worn out or depreciated due to wear and tear and natural 
corrosion.  

a. Interior coatings on most of the 13 lift stations, which are at least 25 years 
old, are beginning to fail in areas and expose the lift station steel structure 
to corrosion.  
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b. Electrical control panels for 13 of the lift stations, which are over 25 years 
old, are operational; however, they do not meet current standards for 
operating safety.  

c. The HLRWSD has the opportunity to install gravity sewer interceptor lines 
in Strahorn Road and Miles Avenue over the next few years, in 
coordination with roadway reconstruction proposed by the City of 
Hayden Lake.  

d. Several collection system improvements such as pressure service 
upgrades, ARV replacement, line sags, and other issues should be 
addressed. 

Refer to the Facility Plan (Appendix A) for further information regarding the system 
deficiencies for existing and projected growth.  

 PURPOSE AND NEED 1.3.

The purpose of the proposed project is to protect public health and safety and 
water quality by proactively addressing the deficiencies with respect to the Idaho Rules 
for Wastewater Systems and Water Quality. Several upgrades and repairs for the 
system, with respect to the Idaho Rules, were identified for system components, such 
as interior coatings of lift stations, electrical control panels, opportunity for gravity 
sewer interceptor lines, and other collection system issues (refer to Section 1.2 above). 
Thus the projects proactively address the public health and safety and water quality 
concerns identified with respect to Idaho Rules (which protect water quality in surface 
and ground water in the surrounding area and describe parameters for providing 
proper wastewater service to users). Specifically, the projects will address the lift 
station condition, collection system issues, and opportunity for gravity sewer 
interceptor lines, to prevent future wastewater spills and provide dependable sanitary 
sewer service to the HLRWSD community. The improvements (described further in 
Section 2) include a variety of options that include modifications to lift stations, 
construction of gravity sewer interceptor lines, and providing dependable sewer 
service.  
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2. PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 
 
Detailed descriptions of the proposed alternatives can be found in the Facility 

Plan (Appendix A) and have been summarized here. Detailed cost estimates for these 
alternatives can be found in Appendix D.  

 LIFT STATION ALTERNATIVES 2.1.

The existing lift stations within the District’s system are in need of both electrical 
and structural/mechanical upgrades. The proposed alternatives aim to address both 
categories of lift station improvements through various alternatives.  

2.1.1. LIFT STATION ELECTRICAL ALTERNATIVES 

Out of the 17 lift stations owned and 
operated by HLRWSD, 12 of these stations 
employ electrical control panels using relays and 
dialer alarm systems1 and are 25 years old or 
older. The other 5 panels, which employ newer 
technologies, include 3 programmable logic 
controls (PLC) and 2 “smart panels” (Multi-
Smart pump station manager hardware).  

It is the goal of HARSB and its three 
partner entities2 to adopt one common model 
for future lift station controls, in order to 
standardize, integrate, and automate all lift 
stations under the HARSB operational 
“umbrella”.  

On September 28, 2011 representatives of HARSB, HLRWSD and the City of 
Hayden met to hold a planning “summit” to evaluate a common approach for future lift 
station control improvements for HARSB and its partner agencies. The following 
options were discussed in detail, as presented by Terry Stulc, P.E., an electrical 
engineer with Trindera Engineering.   

 COMMUNICATION ALTERNATIVE 1: AUTODIALER BASED SYSTEM 2.1.1.1.

This alternative would consist of an autodialer based system which includes: 
hardwired controls, or dedicated level controller (like Siemens/Milltronics Hydroranger) 
for pump control, coupled with Autodialer for remote alarming.  
 Pros: 

1. Simple to implement and maintain  
2. Cost effective solution overall  

                                                 
1 The control panels built in 1986 are simple and still functional; however, these panels do not 
meet present electrical codes for operator safety.  
2 The City of Hayden, HLRWSD, and Kootenai County 

Existing Clark House Lift Station 
Control Panel Built in 1986 
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 Cons: 
1. Requires phone service (landline, cellular or Cable TV, etc.) at each site.  
2. Limited control and monitoring options  
3. No real option for telemetry/SCADA3 
4. Requires site visit to confirm alarms / status  

 COMMUNICATION ALTERNATIVE 2: PLC/RTU BASED SYSTEM 2.1.1.2.

This alternative would consist of a PLC/RTU4 based system which includes: 
programmable controller, presumably with Operator Interface for visual information and 
coupled with floats, or level transmitters for level monitoring. This system forces 
reliance on a system integrator (programmer/technician). 
 Pros: 

1. Programmable- meaning customizable and relatively easily changeable  
2. Visual status and alarm information  
3. Telemetry / SCADA add-on is an option  

 Cons: 
1. For remote alarming, still need an autodialer, with phone service (landline, 

cellular or Cable TV, etc.) 
2. Still requires site visit to confirm alarms / status  
3. Programs (in PLC and OIT5) still need to be maintained  

 COMMUNICATION ALTERNATIVE 2A: PLC/RTU BASED SYSTEM WITH TELEMETRY 2.1.1.3.

This alternative would consist of a PLC/RTU based system, as described above, 
but with telemetry, which includes: programmable controller, presumably with Operator 
Interface for visual information and coupled with floats, or level transmitters for level 
monitoring, but with telemetry radio/modem for communications to a master site. This 
system would require periodic upgrades and updates. 
 Pros: 

1. Same as Option 2 
2. Remote indication of status and alarms  
3. Remote control is option 
4. Data logging and historical archiving  
5. Reporting  

 Cons: 
1. Same as Option 2 
2. More expensive  
3. Complicated system  

                                                 
3 SCADA: Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition 
4 RTU: Remote Telemetry Unit 
5 OIT: Operator Interface Terminal 
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4. Probably required continuous third party support (beyond basic options 
staff) 

 COMMUNICATION ALTERNATIVE 3: “MULTITRODE” BASED SYSTEM 2.1.1.4.

This alternative would consist of a “MultiTrode” based system which includes: 
configurable controller with Operator Interface for visual information and coupled with 
level probes and/or level transmitter for level monitoring. 
 Pros: 

1. Configurable with multiple options- meaning relatively customizable but 
not easily changeable (options) after purchased and installed.  

2. Arguable more expensive than PLC/OIT system (Option 2 above) 
3. Visual status and alarm information 
4. Telemetry/SCADA add-on is an option  
5. Has features beyond typical PLC/OIT implementation for motoring motor 

status/information, continuous testing.  
6. Multiple options for level monitoring beyond typical floats  

 Cons: 
1. For remote alarming, still need an autodialer, with phone service (landline, 

cellular or Cable TV, etc.) at each site.  
2. Still requires site visit to confirm alarms/status 
3. Configuration (program) still need to be maintained  
4. Forces reliance on one vendor  

 COMMUNICATION ALTERNATIVE 3A: “MULTITRODE” BASED SYSTEM WITH TELEMETRY 2.1.1.5.

This alternative would consist of a “MultiTrode” based system with telemetry, 
which includes: configurable controller with Operator Interface for visual information 
and coupled with level probes and/or level transmitter for level monitoring, but with 
telemetry radio/modem for communications to master site. However, no other local 
systems have similar configurations as Alternative 3A, which may prove difficult should 
HLRWSD want advice or suggestions from another system.  
 Pros: 

1. Same as Option 3 
2. Remote indication for status and alarms  
3. Remote control is option  
4. Data logging and historical archiving  
5. Reporting  

 Cons: 
1. Complicated system 
2. Probably required continuous third party and/or vendor support (beyond 

basic options staff) 
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 PHASED IMPLEMENTATION 2.1.1.6.

As with most public works improvements, there are costs, benefits and risks to 
consider with evaluating capital improvement options. For example, the 
“MultiTrode/MultiSmart” control panel option is the most expensive alternative; 
however, for high risk or high flow lift stations, this system provides the remote 
monitoring and reset capabilities, data gathering and energy conservation. Allowing 
operators to monitor many of the stations’ functions and alarms remotely could reduce 
operating and labor costs.  

As a result of the HARSB / HLRWSD / Hayden lift station control “summit”, the 
following recommendations have been proposed:  

 
A Tiered Approach to Lift Station Control 

Tier I- High Flow / High Risk Stations  
Implement Option 3A- 
The “MultiTrode/MultiSmart” pump station management system, with 
radio telemetry to a base system as the HARSB treatment facility.  
 

Tier II- Moderate Flow / Moderate Risk Stations  
Implement Option 3- 
Use the “MultiTrode/MultiSmart” panels and probes, with limited optional 
features and defer radio telemetry until a future time.  
 

Tier III- Lower Flow / Lower Risk Stations  
Implement Option 1- 
For small lift stations with a low potential for growth or increased risk, a 
traditional hard wired control panel coupled with an autodialer for remote 
alarming. This approach assumes the small stations will be controlled by 
telemetry.  
 

It is estimated that Tier I lift station control upgrades (for 10 lift stations 
determined to be high flow/high risk) would cost approximately $618,750, Tier II (for 4 
lift stations determined to be moderate flow/moderate risk) would cost approximately 
$233,620, and Tier III (for 2 lift stations determined to be low flow/low risk) would cost 
approximately $90,760. The recommended improvements should reduce call-out costs 
and frequency. However, any savings in O&M should be applied toward future reserve 
and replacement. Thus, the O&M costs are expected to remain the same as those for 
previous years6.  

                                                 
6 Annual O&M for the entire collection system is estimated at $333,500.  
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 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOR COMMUNICATION ALTERNATIVES 2.1.1.7.

The environmental impacts associated with the communication improvements 
would be similar for each alternative. All the alternatives will require the existing panels 
to be replaced with at least Tier III control panel components. The higher risk lift station 
communications will be replaced with Tier I or II control panel components. The 
difference in alternatives is within the electrical panel itself and should not have any 
differing environmental impacts. The primary impacts to the environment are 
anticipated to be higher utility use (due to changed power usage), improvement to 
public health (due to the reduction in risk to the operators by replacing aged 
components), increased energy consumption (due to changed power usage), reduction 
in noise (eliminating the audio/visual alarm system that emits considerable noise, due 
to the installation of telemetry on high risk stations), and improvement to the 
socioeconomic profile (due to the capacity added which will serve future growth).  

 COMMUNICATION “NO ACTION” ALTERNATIVE 2.1.1.8.

The primary result of the “no action” alternative for the communication 
component of the District’s lift stations is the safety to operators (since most of the 
electrical panels are not up to current electrical codes). Additionally, several lift stations 
are located adjacent to either Hayden Lake or Avondale Lake. If the stations were to 
fail in some manner (electrically), there would be very serious effects to the water 
quality of these Lakes and to public health in the area. Improving the communication 
component of the lift stations would provide a quicker and more efficient method for 
operator response to these emergencies.  

There would be minor environmental impacts due to the “no action” alternative 
since no replacement or upgrading would occur. The primary impact to the 
environment is anticipated to be potential risk to public health (due to the risk to the 
operators through aged components and potential for slower/less efficient operator 
response due to communication devices). 

2.1.2. LIFT STATION STRUCTURAL/MECHANICAL ALTERNATIVES 

Section 4 of the Facility Plan (Appendix A) describes in detail the existing 
condition of each lift station. Table 2-1 provides a summary of the 
structural/mechanical condition of each lift station summarized through a rating 
system. The rating system aims to identify the lift stations with more severe repair 
needs.  
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Table 2-1: Structural/Mechanical Condition of Lift Stations, Rating 

Lift Station Age Structural 
Condition 

Mechanical 
Condition 

Environmental 
Risk 

Access/Safety Space for 
Expansion 

Total Score 
(Weighted) 

Avondale 1987 1 3 2 1 3 1.9 

Canterbury Cove 1984 1 3 3 3 3 2.5 

Clark House 1987 2 2 2 3 3 2.3 

Coopers Bay 1985 1 1 2 1 2 1.3 

Country Club 1987 2 3 3 2 3 2.6 

English Point 2010 1 1 1 1 1 1.0 

The Falls at Hayden 2010 1 1 2 1 1 1.2 

Forest Ridge 2008 1 1 1 1 1 1.0 

H-1D 1999 1 1 1 1 1 1.0 

Honeysuckle Beach 1987 2 3 2 1 2 2.1 

Packsaddle 1981 2 3 3 1 1 2.2 

Point Hayden 1982 2 3 2 3 3 2.6 

Sandy Cove 1987 3 3 3 3 2 2.9 

Sherwood Court 1987 1 2 2 1 2 1.6 

Split Rock 1990 1 2 2 2 3 1.9 

Thames Court 1987 3 3 2 3 3 2.8 

Wrights Park 1987 3 3 2 1 3 2.4 

 Notes:        good = 1, fair = 2, low = 3 for Structural Condition, Mechanical Condition, Access/Safety, Space for Expansion 

low = 1, fair = 2, high = 3 for Environmental Risk 

Structural Condition = 25%, Mechanical Condition = 25%, Environmental Risk = 20%, Access/Safety = 20%, Space for Expansion = 10% 
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Based on the ratings in Table 2-1, the following is a list of the lift stations with a score 
of 2 and higher, listed from greatest score – worst condition (2.9) to lowest score – best 
condition (2.1): 

 
Priority 
Rating 

Lift Station 
Condition 

Rating 

1 Sandy Cove 2.9 

2 Thames Court 2.8 

3 Country Club 2.6 

4 Point Hayden 2.6 

5 Canterbury Cove 2.5 

6 Wrights Park 2.4 

7 Clark House 2.3 

8 Packsaddle 2.2 

9 Honeysuckle Beach 2.1 

 
The following alternatives have been identified as potential solutions to the defects 
noted above. 

 STRUCTURAL/MECHANICAL ALTERNATIVE A: REHAB-IN-PLACE (REHABILITATION) 2.1.2.1.

This option would restore the existing steel lift station in-basin place (Refer to 
Appendix C for a figure of Option A Lift Station Rehabilitation). Restoration of the lift 
stations would include the following elements: 

a. Re-coat Interior: Recoat the interior 
of the steel lift stations by sand 
blasting and applying an industrial 
elastomeric coating, such as “spray 
rock”. This would require temporary 
by-pass pumping facilities to maintain 
live sewage service around each lift 
station for at least five days. 

b. New Aluminum Lids: The tops of 
each steel lift station would be 
removed before sand-blasting and 
coating the interior to facilitate 
access. A pre-fabricated aluminum top 
and access hatch would then be bolted on top of each station after re-
coating the interior, including an air tight seal.  

c. Replace Interior Piping and Rails: All interior piping would be replaced 
with stainless steel piping, guide rails, and pump lift chains.  

d. Replace Pumps and Pitless Fittings: All duplex lift stations would be 
supplied with standardized pumps of the same manufacturer, with 
several standardized horsepower sizes to fit the operating criteria. The 

Kingston-Cataldo lift station 
recently rehabilitated with “spray 

rock” liner, 2011 
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pitless adaptors attached to the lift station bottom will also be 
standardized and will facilitate operator’s removal of pumps without 
entering the lift station. FLYGT N-Type7 pumps with semi-open impellers 
are recommended for reduced clogging problems due to fibrous 
materials such as “wipes and swifters”.  

e. New Exterior Valve Vault: All lift stations will be supplied with new 
isolation gate valves and check valves on the discharge force main, and 
will be located in a separate watertight valve vault, as required by current 
IDEQ design requirements. This will require maintenance accessibility and 
operator safety.  

f. Maintain Existing Ground Stability: Some excavation will be necessary 
on the exterior of the existing steel lift stations in order to replace exterior 
piping and valves. However, one primary benefit of this rehabilitation 
option is the fact that the sub-soils and existing concrete anti-flotation 
pad will remain undisturbed.  

g. Site Improvements: Each lift station site will be re-graded to improve 
drainage, vehicle access, and all weather accessibility, which may require 
additional property easements.  

 
This alternative would cost approximately $1,806,740, if all 13 lift stations 

requiring upgrading (those that are 25 years or older) were upgraded using this 
alternative. As stated before8, the O&M would be similar to that of previous years.  

The environmental impacts associated with rehab-in-place would generally 
include change in topography (due to excavation and site restoration), short-term 
change to surface and ground water (protected by stormwater controls to prevent 
pollution of surface and ground water), short-term disturbance to wildlife (noise and 
excavation), small potential for cultural resource impact (disturbance within existing 
footprint, in most cases), improvement to public health (rehabilitating aging lift 
stations will reduce the likelihood of sewer leaks and lift station failures), positive 
impact to sole source aquifer (reducing likelihood of leaks and station failures), and 
improved socioeconomic profile (allowing for growth within the system).  

 STRUCTURAL/MECHANICAL ALTERNATIVE B: REPLACEMENT 2.1.2.2.

This option would excavate, remove and dispose of the existing steel lift station 
and replace it with a pre-packaged fiberglass lift station. This existing concrete anti-
floatation pad would remain in place and undisturbed. Refer to Appendix C for a figure 
of Option B Lift Station Replacement. Replacement of the steel lift station would 
include the following elements: 

                                                 
7 These types of pumps will be described further in Section 2.1.4. 
8 The recommended improvements should reduce call-out costs and frequency. However, any 
savings in O&M should be applied toward future reserve and replacement. Thus, the O&M costs 
are expected to remain the same as those in previous years.  
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a. Excavate and Remove Steel Structure: In order to remove the existing 
steel lift stations, and yet leave the existing concrete anti-floatation pads 
in place, excavation would be required to the bottom of each station 
which varies in depth from 12 ft to 16 ft. The soils at each lift station vary, 
however some sites may consist of saturated and unstable clay materials. 
The steel basin structure would be salvaged for recycling.  

b. Bypass Pumping: as with all other options, temporary bypass pumping 
will be required to provide live sewage service around each lift station for 
at least 4 days.  

c. Pre-Fabricated Fiberglass Packaged Lift Station: In order to minimize 
the cost and risk of an extended pump 
by-pass period, the Replacement option 
would include a pre-fabricated fiberglass 
(packaged) lift station. This fiberglass lift 
station would be delivered to the site on 
a semi-trailer, and would be pre-
fabricated and tested prior to shipping, 
including piping, pumps, rails, and 
aluminum access hatch. The new 
fiberglass lift station structure would be 
bolted to the existing concrete anti-
buoyancy slabs, with a supplemental 
concrete “donut” poured to provide 
stability and resistance to buoyancy of 
the structure.  

 
Similar to the other options, all interior 

piping and guide rails would be stainless 
steel. Pumps and pitless adaptors would be 

standardized. The exterior value vault would also be similar to the other 
options, using a watertight concrete manhole and all new isolation gate 
valves and check valves.  

d. Site Restoration: This option would result in the most site disturbance 
during construction. In some locations, the instability of the saturated clay 
soils will either require a very large excavation with gradual sloping, or 
temporary sheet piling to support the excavation walls. The final grading 
will include improvements to drainage, access, and an all-weather gravel 
surface around the stations.  

 
This alternative would cost approximately $3,162,640, if all 13 lift stations 

requiring upgrading (those that are 25 years or older) were upgraded using this 
alternative. As stated before, the O&M would be similar to that of previous years.  

The environmental impacts associated with replacement would generally be 
similar to those for the rehabilitation, but with a larger area of disturbance. The 
impacts would generally include change in topography (due to excavation and site 

Granite Reeder Sewer 
Department pre-packaged 

lift station, 2011 
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restoration), short-term change to surface and ground water (protected by 
stormwater controls to prevent pollution of surface and ground water), short-term 
disturbance to wildlife (noise and excavation), small potential cultural resource 
impact (disturbance within existing footprint, in most cases), improvement to public 
health (replacing aging lift stations will reduce the likelihood of sewer leaks and lift 
station failures), positive impact to sole source aquifer (reducing likelihood of leaks 
and station failures), and improved socioeconomic profile (allowing for growth 
within the system).  

 STRUCTURAL/MECHANICAL ALTERNATIVE C: SLIP-LINE 2.1.2.3.

This option is a hybrid approach, which combines elements of Options A and B. 
The existing steel structure and concrete bases of the lift station would be retained as 
a shell, and then slip-lined with a fiberglass basin, which is pre-fabricated as a 
packaged lift station. Refer to Appendix C for a figure of Option C Lift Station Slip-Line. 

a. Existing Steel Basing: The existing steel basins would remain in place, 
but all the interior piping and penetrations would be removed. The top of 
the basin would be cut off, and the existing coatings would remain as-is.  

b. Fiberglass Slip Line Basin: The inside diameter of the existing steel lift 
station varies among the lift stations. The new fiberglass basin would 
have a smaller outside diameter so it would slip inside the existing steel 
shell. The annular space between the steel and fiberglass basin would be 
filled with fiber reinforced concrete grout. The steel and fiberglass basin 
would have tabs in the annular space so that the concrete grout provides 
a structural bond between the steel and fiberglass basins.  

c. Exterior Piping and Excavation: The exterior of the old steel lift station 
shell must be excavated to the invert elevations of the gravity and 
pressure sewer pipes, in order to re-connect the piping to the new 
fiberglass basin. This will require cutting through the steel basins in order 
to access the pipe hubs on the fiberglass basins.  

d. Fate of the Steel Basins: Since the coatings of the existing steel basins 
will not be repaired, it is expected that the steel will continue to corrode 
in-place and eventually lose any structural stability. This would not affect 
the stability or water-tightness of the inner fiberglass basin which would 
be designed to independently resist buoyant forces. Also, the concrete 
grout would be fiber reinforced and would add structural strength to the 
basin “sandwich”.  

e. New Exterior Value Vault: All lift stations will be supplied with new 
isolation gate valves and check valves on the discharge force main, and 
will be located in a separate watertight valve vault.  

f. Maintain Existing Ground Stability: Similar to Option 1, some 
excavation will be necessary on the exterior of the existing steel lift 
stations in order to replace exterior piping and valves. However, another 
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benefit of this slip line option is the fact that the soils and existing 
concrete anti-flotation pad will remain undisturbed.  

g. Site Improvements: Each lift station site will be re-graded to improve 
drainage, vehicle access, and all weather accessibility. This can generally 
be accomplished with the addition of culverts and gravel.  
 

This alternative would cost approximately $2,113,540, if all 13 lift stations 
requiring upgrading (those that are 25 years or older) were upgraded using this 
alternative. As stated before, the O&M would be similar to that of previous years.  

The environmental impacts associated with slip lining would generally 
include similar impacts as the replacement; but the impacts would be reduced due 
to the smaller disturbed area. The impacts would generally include change in 
topography (due to excavation and site restoration), short-term change to surface 
and ground water (protected by stormwater controls to prevent pollution of surface 
and ground water), short-term disturbance to wildlife (noise and excavation), small 
potential cultural resource impact (disturbance within existing footprint, in most 
cases), improvement to public health (rehabilitating aging lift stations will reduce the 
likelihood of sewer leaks and lift station failures), positive impact to sole source 
aquifer (reducing likelihood of leaks and station failures), and improved 
socioeconomic profile (allowing for growth within the system).  

 STRUCTURAL/MECHANICAL “NO ACTION” ALTERNATIVE 2.1.2.4.

Several lift stations are located adjacent to either Hayden Lake or Avondale 
Lake. If the stations were to fail in some manner (structurally or mechanically), there 
would be very serious effects to the water quality of these Lakes and to public health in 
the area. Therefore, it is imperative that the District improve the components of each lift 
station that have been identified above, proactively.  

The environmental impacts associated “no action” would generally include 
risks to public health and safety and water quality. The impacts would generally 
include surface and ground water (risk due to potential lift station failure and 
pollution to surface and ground water), public health (aging lift stations increase the 
likelihood of sewer leaks and lift station failures), and socioeconomic profile (small 
potential for growth within the system).  

2.1.3. STANDBY GENERATOR IMPROVEMENTS 

Several of the system’s lift stations do not have standby generators. Standby 
generators provide operation for the lift stations during periods of power outages or in 
other emergencies. Many of the major lift stations (and the newer stations) have 
standby generators, and thus the capability to provide pumping capacity during 
emergency situations. Consequently, standby generators will be installed at those lift 
stations currently without standby generating power.  

The cost of providing standby generators to the seven lift stations currently 
without standby generating power would cost approximately $538,300. As stated 
before, the O&M would be similar to that of previous years.  
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The environmental impacts associated with the standby generator installation 
are fairly minor. Generally, the impacts would consist of potential impacts to physical 
aspects (minor excavation for the generator); positive impacts to water quality 
(protection from further damage to water quality by providing pumping capacity during 
emergency situations); flora and fauna (minor site disturbance); air quality (minor 
construction emissions and longer term intermittent emissions due to operation); 
positive impacts to public health (improvement to existing conditions).  

 STANDBY GENERATOR “NO ACTION” 2.1.3.1.

As stated above, standby generators provide pumping capacity during power 
outages and emergency situations. Without these generators, lift stations would have 
no pumping capability during these emergency situations, which can lead to potential 
uncontrolled, unmonitored discharges to both surface and ground water bodies.  

The environmental impacts associated with the “no action” alternative would be 
minor since no installation would occur. The impacts would generally include surface 
and ground water (risk due to potential failures and pollution to surface and ground 
water), and public health (lack of pumping capability during emergencies increase the 
likelihood of sewer leaks and lift station failures). 

2.1.4. SUBMERSIBLE PUMP REPLACEMENT 

As lift station pumps require replacement, or 
when lift stations receive a major upgrade, the 
HLRWSD Board has adopted a policy to replace all 
raw sewage pumps with FLYGT N-Series semi-open 
impeller pumps. This style of pump has a proven 
design to be more reliable in pumping fibrous 
materials, like “wipes and swifters”, without plugging.  

In recent years, the marketing and use of 
“disposable” fibrous cleaning products have added a 
new problem in pumping wastewater. This fact can be 
seen in the increased frequency of call-outs by 
HARSB personnel to HLRWSD lift stations due to 
plugged (rags) in pump impellers. In addition, pumps, which continue to perform at 
high-efficiency without plugging, not only save money from labor savings and 
emergency response, but also cuts energy costs. Since the majority of the pumps 
within the system would consist of this type of pump (after structural/mechanical 
improvements, Section 2.1.2), purchasing back-up pumps of this type would provide 
more efficient pump replacement, if needed.  

The cost to have four to five back-up pumps of this type is approximately 
$50,000. As stated before, the O&M would be similar to that of previous years.  

The environmental impacts of installing these submersible pumps, as needed 
(back-ups) throughout the system are fairly minor due to installation within existing 
structures. Generally, the impacts would consist of potential positive impacts to water 
quality (protection from further damage to water quality by reducing potential 
maintenance issues, which can lead to more significant leaks); positive impacts to 
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public health (improvement to existing conditions, reducing likelihood of leaks by 
utilizing more efficient pumps); and positive impacts to socioeconomic profile (pumps 
potentially reduce operating costs for system due to reduction in call-outs and pump 
maintenance).  

 SUBMERSIBLE PUMP REPLACEMENT “NO ACTION” 2.1.4.1.

Utilizing a consistent type of pump for replacement throughout the system 
allows for streamlining and efficiency in operation, especially as back-up pumps are 
purchased. In addition, this type of pump (FLYGT N-Series) has been proven to reduce 
call-outs and maintenance problems at the lift stations. Thus, while installation of these 
pumps is not a major improvement or necessary, they will prolong the life of the 
system and maintain its good working order. Thus, “no action” for this installation is 
not anticipated to have significant effects, but will be preventative in that it will maintain 
the system.  

There would be minor environmental impacts due to the “no action” alternative 
since no replacement or upgrading would occur. The impacts would generally include 
surface and ground water (risk due to potential failures and pollution to surface and 
ground water), public health (delayed pump replacement increase the likelihood of 
sewer leaks and lift station failures), and socioeconomic profile (pumps maintain 
current operating costs for system due to call-outs and pump maintenance). 

2.1.5. LIFT STATION DISCUSSION 

Each lift station requires different repairs based on its condition, risk, and safety. 
The following is a discussion of the needs for each lift station.  

 AVONDALE LOOP 2.1.5.1.

The overall condition of the lift station is good, but the mechanical components 
require upgrading. The electrical component for the station consists of a “smart panel”, 
but does require upgrading for telemetry. Thus, this station would require either 
rehabilitation or slip-line improvements, but not a replacement. The station is at a high 
risk/high flow capacity and would therefore require a Tier I communication upgrade.  

 CANTERBURY COVE 2.1.5.2.

The overall condition of this lift station is very poor. The structural condition is 
good, but the mechanical components are in fair condition. This lift station’s location is 
a safety and environmental risk. Thus, this station would require a replacement and 
relocation. Replacing this lift station would entail providing three grinder pumps for the 
residences that would be below gradient of the new location for the lift station. This lift 
station is a low risk/low flow (once relocated) and would therefore only require a Tier III 
communication upgrade.  

 CLARK HOUSE 2.1.5.3.

The overall condition of this lift station is fair; however, access to this lift station 
is a safety risk since the lid of the station is below gradient and the electrical panel is 
under the lid (to the side of the station). Therefore, this station would require either 
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rehabilitation or slip-line, but not a replacement. The repair would include raising the 
station to grade, for ease of access. The station is a moderate flow/moderate risk 
capacity and would therefore require a Tier II communication upgrade. The station 
does not currently have a standby generator, which should be included in the 
improvements, but may require additional property easements to install it across the 
South Hayden Lake Road from the current lift station location.  

 COOPERS BAY 2.1.5.4.

This lift station has been upgraded recently and does not require significant 
repairs. However, the station could be upgraded to new pumps (FLYGT N-Series), 
which would require new mechanical components. Thus, this station could be 
rehabilitated or slip-lined but does not require replacement. This station is a high 
flow/high risk capacity and would require a Tier I communication upgrade.  

 COUNTRY CLUB 2.1.5.5.

The overall condition of this lift station is fair. The structural condition of the 
concrete is good, but the mechanical components are in poor condition. Thus, this 
station could be rehabilitated or slip-lined but does not require replacement. The 
station may require an additional pump if the sewer alignment improvements (see 
Section 2.2) are not included in the system improvements. This station is high flow/high 
risk and would therefore require a Tier I communication upgrade.  

 ENGLISH POINT 2.1.5.6.

This station is in excellent condition and was constructed recently. The electrical 
components are sufficient, but require telemetry upgrades. Thus, the only improvement 
to this station would be the addition of telemetry (Tier I communication upgrade, just 
telemetry) and safety grates9.  

 THE FALLS AT HAYDEN 2.1.5.7.

This station is in excellent condition and was constructed recently. The electrical 
components are sufficient, but require telemetry upgrades. Thus, the only improvement 
to this station would be the addition of telemetry (Tier I communication upgrade, just 
telemetry) and safety grates.  

 FOREST RIDGE 2.1.5.8.

This station is in good condition and was constructed recently. The electrical 
components are sufficient, but require telemetry upgrades. Thus, the only improvement 
to this station would be the addition of telemetry (Tier I communication upgrade, just 
telemetry) and safety grates.  

 
 

                                                 
9 Safety grates would be installed on the lid of the lift station to reduce the likelihood of an 
operator falling into the lift station. These grates are included on the structural/mechanical 
options.  
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 H-1D 2.1.5.9.

This station is in good condition and does not require upgrades at this time. 
HARSB will be installing radio telemetry in 2012, so communication upgrades are also 
not needed. 

 HONEYSUCKLE BEACH 2.1.5.10.

The lift station is in poor condition, overall. Both the structural and mechanical 
components of the lift station are in poor condition. Therefore, any of the three 
alternatives for structural/mechanical improvements could be considered. The station 
has a great deal of ragging due to a restroom located near the station. A macerator 
(Muffin Monster) or a manual screen system should be installed on the restroom inlet 
line, but the District may wish to request that this unit be supplied by City of Hayden, 
who owns the public restroom facility, which contributes to the ragging issue. The 
station is a moderate flow/moderate risk station, due to the lack of storage capacity, 
and will need a Tier II communication upgrade. The station does not currently have a 
standby generator, which should be included in the improvements. 

 PACKSADDLE 2.1.5.11.

The lift station is in very poor condition, receiving raw sewage and functioning 
as a siphon. Therefore, replacement, installing a raw sewage grinder station, should be 
considered. This lift station is a low flow/low risk capacity and would only require a Tier 
I communication upgrade. The station does not currently have a standby generator, 
which should be included in the improvements. 

 POINT HAYDEN 2.1.5.12.

The overall condition of this lift station is poor. The station was recently slip-
lined with a fiberglass liner, but this reduced the capacity of the lift station. Thus, this 
lift station does not require any of the three structural/mechanical improvements, but 
could be upgraded by adding an overflow basin for additional capacity10. This station is 
a high flow/high risk capacity and would therefore require a Tier I communication 
upgrade.  

 SANDY COVE 2.1.5.13.

The overall condition of this lift station is very poor. The structural condition of 
the steel is in good condition, but the mechanical components require repair. Thus, this 
lift station would require either rehabilitation or slip-line, but may not require 
replacement. This station is a high flow/high risk due to a pending subdivision and 
would therefore require a Tier I communication upgrade. The station does not currently 
have a standby generator, which should be included in the improvements. 

 
 

                                                 
10 It was ultimately determined that this lift station should be replaced due to capacity issues. 
Refer to Section 3 for a list of the selected improvements.  
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 SHERWOOD COURT 2.1.5.14.

The overall condition of this lift station is fair. The structural condition of the steel 
is in good condition, but the mechanical components are in fair condition. Thus, this lift 
station would require either rehabilitation or slip-line but not replacement. This station 
is moderate flow/moderate risk and would therefore require a Tier II communication 
upgrade. The station does not currently have a standby generator, which should be 
included in the improvements, but may require additional property easements to install. 

 SPLIT ROCK 2.1.5.15.

This lift station receives raw sewage from a septic tank and is located in a high 
hydraulic head situation. The mechanical components of the station are in fair 
condition, but the routine maintenance required for the filtration system is not 
conducted regularly and can leave the station in poor condition. Thus, this station 
should be considered for replacement to eliminate the well pump and screen 
configuration. The high hydraulic head will be a design issue and may require larger 
pumps or a new location. The station is a high flow/high risk capacity and would 
therefore require a Tier I communication upgrade. The station does not currently have a 
standby generator, which should be included in the improvements. 

 THAMES COURT 2.1.5.16.

The overall condition of this station is very poor. The structural condition of the 
steel is poor and the mechanical components are in poor condition. Thus, any of the 
three alternatives could be considered for this lift station. The station is a high flow/high 
risk capacity and would require a Tier I communication upgrade.  

 WRIGHTS PARK 2.1.5.17.

The overall condition of this station is fair. The structural condition of the steel is 
poor and the mechanical components are in poor condition. Thus, any of the three 
alternatives could be considered for this lift station. The station is a high flow/high risk 
capacity and would require a Tier II communication upgrade. The station does not 
currently have a standby generator, which should be included in the improvements. 

 GRAVITY SEWER INTERCEPTOR LINE ALTERNATIVES 2.2.

2.2.1. STRAHORN ROAD GRAVITY SEWER INTERCEPTOR LINE 

A new gravity sewer main line (10-inch) is proposed along Strahorn Road 
between Bruce Road and Honeysuckle Avenue. The interceptor (or relief line) would 
ease the loading to the system and would allow for flow to be redirected by gravity flow 
directly to H-1D instead of going through the Country Club lift station which is adjacent 
to Hayden Lake. Refer to Appendix C for a figure of the Strahorn Relief Areas (map of 
the service areas that could be redirected from the Country Club lift station).  

The sewer interceptor line would connect to an existing manhole at the 
intersection of Bruce Road and Strahorn Road (at the North end of the project) and 
continues down Strahorn Road heading south to an existing manhole on Fieldstone 
Drive. This proposed gravity line would have a total length of 4,600 feet. This route 
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would also require an additional segment along Honeysuckle Ave. in order to connect 
the interceptor line directly to H-1D, adding approximately 1,050 feet to the route as 
well as additional cost.  

As an alternate to this route described above, the interceptor line could be 
routed down Strahorn Road and then tie-in to H-1D from the north side. This proposed 
gravity line would have a total length of 6,450 feet. This alternate route is less 
expensive and is the recommended route for the interceptor line.  

The City of Hayden Lake has plans to repave Strahorn Road The District could 
cooperate with the City of Hayden Lake to install the interceptor line during this time 
with potential for cost sharing for the pavement removal and replacement. This 
cooperative venture between these two entities would result in significant cost savings 
for the public. Refer to Appendix C for a figure of the Strahorn Road Gravity Sewer 
Relief Line (shows the proposed sewer relief line, first route through Forest Hills), and 
the Strahorn Road Gravity Sewer Relief Line (Alternate) (shows the proposed sewer 
relief line, second route down Strahorn Road).  

The estimated cost for this interceptor line is approximately $464,88011. As 
stated before, the O&M would be similar to that of previous years.  

The environmental impacts associated with the Strahorn Interceptor Line would 
generally include excavation and site restoration for approximately 20 feet width for the 
length of the interceptor line, short-term change to surface and ground water 
(protected by stormwater controls to prevent pollution of surface and ground water), 
short-term disturbance to wildlife (noise and excavation), small potential cultural 
resource impact (disturbance within previously disturbed areas), improvement to public 
health (reducing loading on Country Club lift station), positive impact to sole source 
aquifer (reducing likelihood of leaks and station failures), and improved socioeconomic 
profile (allowing for growth within the system).  

2.2.2. MILES AVENUE/BRUCE ROAD SEWER INTERCEPTOR LINE 

Another gravity sewer interceptor line that would alleviate an additional amount 
of the loading on the current Country Club lift station would be a sewer line running 
along either Miles Avenue or Bruce Road connecting to the Strahorn Road Gravity 
Sewer Interceptor Line (discussed in Section 2.2.1 above). Thus, the Miles Avenue or 
Bruce Road interceptor lines should be constructed in conjunction with the Strahorn 
Road Gravity Sewer Interceptor Line, or as a separate project.  

 MILES AVENUE INTERCEPTOR LINE 2.2.2.1.

This interceptor line would tie-in to a manhole that would be part of the 
proposed Strahorn Interceptor Line (see Section 2.2.1) and be constructed in Miles 
Avenue, between Strahorn Road and Lakeview Drive. The line would capture the flow 
from the existing Avondale and Lakeview Drive sewer lines, leaving these flows in-
service while construction is taking place. Valves would be added to the connection at 
Lakeview Drive, providing for additional routing options for the force main from 
Lakeview Drive in case of breaks or repairs. Refer to Appendix C for a figure of Miles 

                                                 
11 Utilizing the alternate route (6,450 feet) 
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and Strahorn Relief Areas (areas that will be redirected from the Country Club lift 
station).  

 Additionally, it is anticipated that Miles Avenue would be under re-construction 
by the City of Hayden Lake, so installing gravity sewer in Miles Avenue would not 
require replacing the roadway asphalt, which would be a cost savings. The two 
possible challenges to this interceptor line would be the additional existing lines that 
would be crossed (30” concrete lined, 12” steel water line, gas, and TV cable) and 
gaining easement/permission from Avondale Country Club. Refer to Appendix C for a 
figure of the Miles Avenue Relief Line.  

The estimated cost for this interceptor line is approximately $170,250. As stated 
before, the O&M would be similar to that of previous years.  

 BRUCE ROAD INTERCEPTOR LINE (ALTERNATE ROUTE) 2.2.2.2.

This interceptor line would tie-in to an existing manhole on Strahorn Road and 
run east toward Avondale Loop, running parallel to an existing sewer line. The line 
would capture the flow from the existing Avondale sewer lines, leaving this flow in-
service while construction is taking place. This interceptor line will not capture the 
Lakeview Drive sewer line. Therefore the same areas (same as Strahorn relief areas) 
would be bypassed, but the Lakeview Bypass would not be installed as part of this 
interceptor line. Additionally, Bruce Road will not be under construction in the near 
future, so installing a sewer line would require replacing the roadway asphalt. Refer to 
Appendix C for a figure of the Bruce Road Relief Line. Therefore, this option is not 
recommended.  

The estimated cost for this interceptor line is approximately $161,920. As stated 
before, the O&M would be similar to that of previous years.  

 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 2.2.2.3.

The environmental impacts associated with the either Miles or Bruce Interceptor 
Lines would generally include excavation and site restoration for approximately 20 feet 
width for the length of the interceptor line, short-term change to surface and ground 
water (protected by stormwater controls to prevent pollution of surface and ground 
water), short-term disturbance to wildlife (noise and excavation), small potential cultural 
resource impact (disturbance within previously disturbed areas), improvement to public 
health (reducing loading on Country Club lift station), positive impact to sole source 
aquifer (reducing likelihood of leaks and station failures), and improved socioeconomic 
profile (allowing for growth within the system).  

2.2.3. GRAVITY SEWER INTERCEPTOR LINE “NO ACTION” 

The gravity sewer interceptor lines would alleviate a significant amount of flow 
from a major lift station (Country Club lift station) and redirect it directly to the H1-D lift 
station. The Country Club lift station is located adjacent to Hayden Lake and if the 
station were to fail in some manner, there would be very serious effects to the water 
quality of the Lake and to the public health in the area. Therefore, installing the gravity 
sewer interceptor lines to alleviate the loading on a major lift station would reduce the 
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likelihood of uncontrolled, unmonitored discharges to impact surface and ground water 
bodies as well as the public health and welfare of the District’s residents.  

The environmental impacts associated “no action” would generally include 
risks to public health and safety and water quality. The impacts would generally 
include surface and ground water (risk due to potential Country Club lift station 
failure and pollution to surface and ground water), public health (“overloaded” lift 
stations increase the likelihood of sewer leaks and lift station failures), and 
socioeconomic profile (small potential for growth within the system).  

 GENERAL COLLECTION SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS 2.3.

There were several deficiencies identified (in the Facility Plan, refer to Appendix 
A) within the collection system, such as pressure service upgrades, air release valve 
(ARV) replacements, line sags, infiltration and inflow (I&I) issues, and root issues. The 
pressure service upgrades and the ARV replacements will be included in the 
improvements for this facility plan. It is projected that the line sags, I&I, root issues, and 
miscellaneous other issues will be monitored and repaired with existing O&M funds.  

Since the flow data used for the facility plan was not optimal (refer to Section 
3.3.3 in Facility Plan, Appendix A), an improved system for reading or monitoring flows 
for the District’s lift stations should be implemented. The individual lift stations required 
draw down tests in order to utilize the pump hour information. The H-1D lift station has 
a flow meter, but it took several iterations before realistic values were obtained. It is 
unknown whether flow values that are included in this report could be erroneous. 
Therefore, an improved system should be implemented in order to produce more 
reliable and useable flow data for the District.  

Lastly, as was mentioned in Section 3 of the Facility Plan (Appendix A), an 
updated O&M manual should be written for the District. This will help the operators 
maintain the system more consistently and will provide a valuable reference for the 
system.  

The cost for the pressure service upgrades and ARV replacements is 
approximately $570,150. The other improvements will be covered utilizing existing 
reserve funds and are not included in this cost estimate. As stated before, the O&M 
would be similar to that of previous years.  

The environmental impacts associated with the collection system improvements 
are fairly minor. Generally, the impacts would consist of potential impacts to physical 
aspects (minor excavation for replacements and installations); positive impacts to 
water quality (protection from further damage to water quality); flora and fauna (site 
disturbance); air quality (minor construction emissions); positive impacts to public 
health (improvement to existing conditions).  

2.3.1. GENERAL COLLECTION SYSTEM  “NO ACTION” 

The general collection system requires improvements in terms of maintenance, 
safety, and prevention of significant failures. While these improvements are not major, 
they will prolong the life of the system and maintain its good working order. Thus, “no 
action” for these improvements are not anticipated to have significant effects, but will 
be preventative in that they maintain the system.  
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There would be minor environmental impacts due to the “no action” alternative 
since no replacement or upgrading would occur. The impacts would generally include 
surface and ground water (risk due to potential failures and pollution to surface and 
ground water), public health (delayed maintenance of system components increase the 
likelihood of sewer leaks and lift station failures). 

 ALTERNATIVE COMPARISON 2.4.

An additional comparison of the alternatives has been included in Appendix D. 
This comparison highlights the major impacts anticipated for each alternative 
discussed above.  

 HARSB TREATMENT PLANT UPGRADE 2.5.

The HLRWSD is part of a regional facility, HARSB, as discussed in Section 1.1.  
The HARSB facility is proposing to update their facility in order to meet the new EPA 
NPDES permit for their river discharge.  The improvements to their facilities include 
upgrades to the treatment plant, river discharge, and land application site.  These 
improvements are discussed in a separate document.  

As one of the partners in this regional facility, HLRWSD must participate in 
funding these improvements.  The District will fund a proportionate share of the 
improvements, according to their purchased capacity in the system.  While this is a 
separate project, the cost impact has been included on the Cover Sheet of this 
document so that the full effect of both the collection system and treatment facility 
improvements to the HLRWSD users can be reviewed.   
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3. PROPOSED ACTION/SELECTED ALTERNATIVES 

 SELECTED ALTERNATIVE 3.1.

Based on input from the community, the Board decided to proceed with the 
following improvements to the wastewater collection system: 

• Lift Stations: Each lift station was evaluated in terms of condition, risk, 
and safety to determine which capital improvement option was 
recommended for each lift station. From this evaluation, each lift station 
has a separate improvement priority and need (selecting a 
communication, structural/mechanical, and standby generator option for 
each lift station). These improvements will be included in the 
recommended funding for the capital improvement plan.  

• Interceptor Lines:  The gravity sewer interceptor lines at Strahorn and 
Miles were selected and will be included in the recommended funding for 
the capital improvement plan.  

• Submersible Pumps:  As recommended, 4-5 back up pumps will be 
purchased for the maintenance of the system. These will be included in 
the recommended funding for the capital improvement plan.  

• General Collection System Improvements:  These improvements include: 

o Pressure service upgrades 

o ARV replacement 

o Line sags 

o I&I issues 

o Root issues 

o Miscellaneous issues 
 The general collection system improvements are proposed to be funded 
through future O&M reserves from the sewer user rates. 

As mentioned above, these repairs may be funded through capital financing 
such as an LID, or may be funded through future O&M reserve from the sewer user 
rates.  

The following table (Figure 3-1) shows the recommended alternatives for each 
lift station and the other improvements included in this capital improvement plan.  
The improvement options were separated into phases: Phase A are improvements with 
a near-term need, Phase B are improvements with a mid-term need, and O&M are 
improvements with a long-term need. Phase A and B are improvements proposed to 
be funded through capital financing (such as an LID). O&M improvements are 
proposed to be funded through future O&M funds. 
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Priority Capital Improvement Projects Notes Phase Priority Capital Improvement Projects Notes Phase
1 Thames Court Lift Station Rehabilitation (Rehab-In-Place) A 11 Honeysuckle Beach Lift Station ** Rehabilitation (Rehab-In-Place) B

Electrical Tier I A Muffin monster (City of Hayden supplied) B
Electrical Tier II B

2 Strahorn Interceptor Line *** A Generator B
3 Miles Interceptor Line *** A
4 Point Hayden Lift Station Replacement A 12 Coopers Bay Lift Station Rehabilitation B

Electrical Tier I A Electrical Tier I B

5 Sandy Cove Lift Station Replacement A 12 Country Club Lift Station Electrical Tier I B
Electrical Tier I A
Generator B 12 English Point Lift Station Electrical Tier I (Telemetry) O&M

Safety grate O&M
6 Canterbury Cove Lift Station * Replacement (+3 grinders for houses) A

Electrical Tier III A 12 Falls at Hayden Lift Station Electrical Tier I (Telemetry) O&M
Safety grate O&M

7 Clark House Lift Station Rehabilitation (Rehab-In-Place) A
Electrical Tier II A 12 Forest Ridge Lift Station Electrical Tier I (Telemetry) O&M
Generator A Safety grate O&M

7 Avondale Loop Lift Station Rehabilitation (Rehab-In-Place) B 12 H-1D Lift Station Repairs/Improvements O&M
Electrical Tier I (Complete) HARSB installing radio (2012)

8 Wrights Park Lift Station Rehabilitation (Rehab-In-Place) B 12 Packsaddle Lift Station Replacement (raw sewage grinder station) B
Electrical Tier II B Electrical Tier III B
Generator B Generator B

9 Sherwood Court Lift Station Rehabilitation (Rehab-In-Place) B 12 Back-up Pumps For 4-5 pump types B
Electrical Tier II B 13 Pressure Service Upgrades For 157 Services O&M
Generator B 13 ARV Replacement For 6 Replacements O&M

13 Line Sags For 18 Line Sags (13 Severe) O&M
10 Split Rock Lift Station Replacement B 13 I&I Identification For 22 Locations O&M

Electrical Tier I B 13 Root Issues For 4 Locations O&M
Generator B 13 Miscellaneous Issues For 9 Miscellaneous Issues O&M

Figure 3-1: Capital Improvement Plan Recommended Improvements 

*     Requires additional considerations 

**    Assumes cooperation with City of Hayden 

***   Assumes cooperation with City of Hayden Lake 
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The recommended alternative reflects the selected option with respect to both 
cost and environmental impact. The recommended repair and replacement options for 
the lift stations and collection system improvements were chosen to address the 
deficiencies at each lift station while balancing cost to the user and environmental 
impacts. Thus, the recommended alternative is a combination of replacement, repair, 
and new installation (of interceptor lines) for the lift stations and collection system.  

 COST ESTIMATES FOR THE SELECTED PLAN  3.2.

Cost estimates for the selected improvements were updated to reflect changes 
that occurred during the planning process and construction of multiple improvements 
as one project. The expected construction costs for the sewer improvement project are 
summarized in the following table. A detailed opinion of costs for the project is 
presented in Appendix D. 

 
Table 3-1: Estimated Construction Costs 

Lift Station Improvements $2,623,900 

Interceptor Lines   $515,100 

Other Collection System Improvements   $50,000 

Total Project Construction Cost $3,189,000 

 

Table 3-2: Estimated Project Costs 
Construction  $3,189,000  
Engineering $1,000,000  
Administration/Legal $100,000  
Interim Financing ***  

Project Sub Total $4,200,000  

***Interim Financing will be collected through an additional  

1% on proposed LID Assessments 
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4. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ANTICIPATED IMPACTS 

 SERVICE AREA / AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT / PROPOSED PROJECT PLANNING AREA 4.1.

The HLRWSD surrounds the entirety of Hayden and Avondale Lake and includes 
the City of Hayden Lake which is located just east of Hayden, Idaho. To the east is 
Kootenai County lands (Idaho Panhandle National Forest) and to the south is the City 
of Dalton Gardens. The District provides water and wastewater services to the 
residents within the water and sewer service area, respectively. The sewer system 
service area is covered within this document. The District boundary surrounds the full 
perimeter of Hayden Lake; although, the sewer service area only includes the western 
third of the District boundary. Thus, for this project, the Proposed Project Planning 
Area (PPPA) consists of the entire District boundary and the area necessary for the 
proposed project improvements. For this project the Area of Potential Effect (APE) is 
the same as the PPPA boundary; maps reference the APE, which should be 
considered the PPPA/APE boundary. Refer to Appendix C for an overview of the APE 
and PPPA for the sewer system. The majority of the connections are single-family 
residences which are both year-round and seasonal. The APE/PPPA is located in 
portions of Sections 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 34 
Range 3 West, and Section 12, 13, 24, 25 Range 4 West, Township 51 North, Boise 
Meridian. 

The project area is located along the western side of Hayden Lake and is 
variable in topography. The terrain is generally very steep and hilly in the eastern 
portions of the project area while the western portions are generally flatter with the 
exception of the area around Avondale Lake. The elevation of the system varies from 
3,000 feet in the southeast to 2,250 near the Hayden Lake shore. The area is flat and 
treed in the more densely populated areas and forested in the other areas. The service 
area consists of varying lot sizes. There are several major creeks (Hayden Creek, 
Yellowbanks Creek, Mcleans Creek, Windy Creek, Harrison Creek, Colburn Creek, 
Mokins Creek, Nilsen Creek, Jim Creek) in addition to several smaller tributaries.  

 PHYSICAL ASPECTS 4.2.

4.2.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The HLRWSD is located around Hayden and Avondale Lake and is located just 
east of Hayden, Idaho. The boundary of the APE and the service area is shown in a 
map in Appendix C.  

 TOPOGRAPHY 4.2.1.1.

The topography in the area is variable. The terrain is generally very steep and 
hilly in the eastern portions of the project area while the western portions are generally 
flatter with the exception of the area around Avondale Lake. A topographical map of 
the area is included in Appendix E.  
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 GEOLOGY 4.2.1.2.

The Geologic Map of Coeur d’Alene, Idaho Quandrangle (Lewis et. al, 2002) was 
consulted to determine the geologic information for the project area. This map can be 
found in Appendix E. In addition, Appendix E provides an enlarged version of the 
above map for the area within the APE/PPPA. The types of rock present are: 

• Holocene Deposits – Alluvial Deposits (Holocene), Lacustrine Sediments and 
Alluvium (Holocene), Fluvial Gravel (Pleistocene and Holocene) 

• Catastrophic Flood Deposits and Reworked Outwash – Channel Gravel, 
Undivided (Pleistocene), Gravel of Dalton Gardens fan (Pleistocene), Gravel 
of Garwood (Pleistocene), Gravel of Green Ferry, Fan Facies (Pleistocene), 
Gravel of Hayden Lake (Pleistocene) 

• Older Sediments – Sediment (Miocene) 

• Columbia River Basalt Group, Wanapum Formation – Priest Rapids Member 
(Miocene) 

• Intrusive Rocks – Biotite Granodiorite (Cretaceous) 

• Belt Supergroup – Wallace Formation, Middle and Lower Members, 
Undivided (Middle Proterozoic), Burke Formation (Middle Proterozoic) 

 
Detailed descriptions of these deposits, sediments, basalt and bedrock can be found in 
Appendix C on the geological map. There are two high-angle faults and one normal 
fault in the southern portion of the District. However, the associated description of the 
map does not identify major, active faults in this area. The Miocene and Younger Faults 
in Idaho Map (included in Appendix E), was also consulted and found that the faults do 
not appear to be active. The Fault map also indicates that the project area is within the 
Lewis and Clark Fault Zone (a pre-Miocene fault zones with possible Miocene and 
younger strike-slip motion). Additionally, there are a few instances of “strike and dip of 
compositional layering interpreted as bedding” in the southern portion of the District 
(as indicated on the geologic map).  

 SOILS 4.2.1.3.

The soils in the area are mapped primarily as loams (silt, stony, and gravelly) by 
the USDA Soil Survey (although large portions of the project area have not been 
mapped in the Idaho Panhandle National Forest). The mapped soils are generally well 
drained with other soils ranging from poorly drained to somewhat excessively drained. 
These soils also have higher shrink-swell potential, but since the excavation will occur 
in previously disturbed areas, this may be reduced. The majority of the soils have a low 
possibility of erosion due to the moderate grain size. There is a small percentage (~9 
percent) of soils that have a possibility of erosion since they are loams with low 
portions of larger grain sizes; these soils are located near the river and creek areas as 
well as in the flatter portions of the project area. A Natural Resources Conservation 
Service, Web Soil Survey map and soil descriptions is provided in Appendix E. In 
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addition, the erosion potential survey and shallow excavation suitability is included in 
Appendix E.  

4.2.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

 TOPOGRAPHY 4.2.2.1.

The proposed project will primarily consist of improvements within the 
previously disturbed areas. The gravity interceptor lines will be constructed within the 
roadway prism and thus are anticipated to be placed in previously disturbed areas. The 
lift station improvements consist of rehabilitation (in-place), replacement, or 
telemetry/minor repairs. The only lift station improvements that are anticipated to 
extend beyond the original disturbance limits (disturbance from installing the lift station 
25 years ago) would be the lift station replacements. Replacement of the lift station 
may occur in the same location as the original, but also may be relocated to a more 
feasible location. Thus, there may be some new disturbance associated with the lift 
station relocation; however, the relocation is not anticipated to negatively impact the 
existing topography. The existing topography will be restored to its existing condition 
upon completion of the project (for all improvements).  

Therefore, short-term direct impacts due to ground disturbance (gravity 
interceptor lines and lift station improvements) are anticipated, but no long-term, 
indirect, or cumulative impacts are anticipated.  

 GEOLOGY 4.2.2.2.

No active fault lines or unusual geological features that may impact the 
proposed project were identified within the project planning area. Therefore, no 
impacts (short-term, long-term, direct, indirect, or cumulative) to geology are 
anticipated.  

 SOILS 4.2.2.3.

The soils in the area are mapped as silt loam to gravelly loam by the USDA Soil 
Survey. The soils have some possibility of erosion due to the fine grained particle size. 
Best Management Practices (BMPs) will be implemented during construction to 
minimize the potential for the soils to erode and leave the construction site.  

Therefore, there will be short-term direct impacts due to ground disturbance 
(gravity interceptor lines and lift station improvements) are anticipated, but long-term, 
indirect, or cumulative impacts are not anticipated.  

 CLIMATE 4.3.

4.3.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The following climate information for the Hayden Lake area was obtained from 
weather.com, based on monthly averages: 

• Average Annual Temperature High – 58o F 

• Average Annual Temperature Low – 39o F 

• Average Annual Precipitation – 25.8 inches 
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• Average Annual Snow Fall – 32.5 inches12 
The prevailing wind in the area is North, Northeast, according to the Western Regional 
Climate Center. There are no known special or unusual meteorological constraints in 
the area.  

4.3.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

There are no known special or unusual meteorological constraints that would affect the 
feasibility of the proposed project. Therefore, no impacts (short-term, long-term, direct, 
indirect, or cumulative) are anticipated.  

 POPULATION AND FLOW PROJECTIONS 4.4.

4.4.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The system currently serves 1,922 equivalent residences (ERs13). A total of 2,645 
ERs have treatment capacity through the HARSB facility. Thus, 723 ERs are currently 
vacant within the District but can hook up at any time. Based on the lift stations daily 
pump hour readings provided by the District and lift station drawdown tests, the 
wastewater flows for the system were determined per ER. 

The number of current ERs served by the system (2011) is based on billing 
information provided by the District. The following table provides the current number of 
ERs within the system.  

Table 4-1:  2011 ER Summary 

 

Residential 

Large/Commercial 
Dormant 

Connections 
Total 
Active Total Country 

Club/Restaurant
/Beach 

Assisted 
Living 

Professional 
Offices 

Number of 
ERs 

1,879 34.5 5.5 3 723 1,922 2,645 

              1. Residential includes all units that are billed as one ER. 

 
The current population in the District’s sewer system can be estimated using the 

U.S. Census Bureau’s estimate for average person per household in Kootenai County 
(2.24 for 2010) multiplied by the ERs served by the District. Thus, the population served 
by the District’s sewer system is approximately 4,208 people (residential population).  

The U.S. Census Bureau estimates the population growth rate for Kootenai 
County from 2000 to 2010 to be 27.4% or 2.74% annually. Many of the lift station 
service area basins in the District have already essentially reached their “build-out” 
growth. However, there are a few service areas that still have potential for growth. 
Therefore, a growth rate of 2% will be utilized in the growth projections in these areas. 

                                                 
12 Average annual snow fall for Hayden Lake (Coeur d’Alene Station) was obtained from NOAA 
13 The term “equivalent residence” or ER will be used throughout this document as the common 
denominator for projecting future sewer flows or comparing flows on an equal basis. An ER is 
equivalent to the amount of wastewater produced by the average single-family detached 
housing unit within a sewer system. 
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The District has seen a decrease in the District hook-ups over the last few years, 
despite two large peaks in ERs sold (see Figure 4-1 and Figure 4-2 below). The hook-
ups are generally indication of market conditions (how many residents are building out 
their lots) and the ERs sold can be subject to outside conditions. For example, in 2005 
and 2008, a large number of lots were bought due to a development and an LID, 
respectively.  

 

 
Figure 4-1: HLRWSD Hook-Ups 

 

 
Figure 4-2: HLRWSD ERs Sold 

 
Taking into account the recent trends, the District anticipates that over the next 

20 years, growth within the sewer service area will be able to be accommodated within 
the existing ER allocation (2,645). This is less than the projected 2% growth (which 
would yield 2,856), but accounting for recent trends, may be more reasonable. If 
market conditions should change this assumption within the next 20 years, then any 
additional capacity demand within the District should be able to be provided within the 
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scope of the HARSB pool reserve of 391 ERs14. Beyond the next 20 years, the District 
will most likely need to negotiate additional capacity to serve growth in excess of the 
existing capacity and pool reserve, which would most likely occur outside the service 
area (growth outside the existing service area).  

As was shown in the Section 3.3.3 of the Facility Plan (Appendix A), the 
computed flow estimates for the District’s 17 duplex lift stations is highly variable due 
to hour readings and drawdown information that could be contributing to erroneous 
flow estimates. In addition, flow meter readings at H-1D could be contributing as well. 
Therefore, the forecast of future flows will utilize an average daily flow of 250 gallons 
per day per ER. The peak day can be achieved by applying a 1.5 peaking factor. The 
peak flow or peak instantaneous flow is estimated by multiplying the peak day flow by 
a peaking factor of 2.5. Table 4-2 shows the resulting flows for the projected growth. 
The estimated number of ERs shown in Table 4-2 was determined utilizing a mapping 
account of the current, vacant, and service area growth areas; as can be seen, these 
do not match the estimates discussed above. However, the numbers presented in 
Table 4-2 can provide a relative estimate for the future flows for each lift station’s 
service area within the District. Buildout is anticipated to occur within the next 20 
years, and service area growth is estimated to occur beyond the next 20 years.  

 

                                                 
14 HARSB has established a pool reserve of 391 ERs available on a “first come – first served 
basis”, available to all HARSB entities.  



 

Page 32 

Table 4-2: Projected Wastewater Flows for HLRWSD 

Notes: 

1. Average Daily Flow utilizing 250 gallons/day/ER 

2. Peak Daily Flow utilizing 1.5*Average Daily Flow 

3. Peak Instantaneous Flow utilizing 2.5*Peak Daily Flow 

 
 

Serv. Area
Basin Growth Average Peak Day Inst. Peak Average Peak Day Inst. Peak Average Peak Day Inst. Peak
Avondale 56 62 62 14,000 21,000 52,500 15,500 23,250 58,125 15,500 23,250 58,125
Canterbury Cove 15 15 15 3,750 5,625 14,063 3,750 5,625 14,063 3,750 5,625 14,063
Clark House 32 32 32 8,000 12,000 30,000 8,000 12,000 30,000 8,000 12,000 30,000
Coopers Bay 177 257 279 44,250 66,375 165,938 64,250 96,375 240,938 69,750 104,625 261,563
Country Club 354 384 446 88,500 132,750 331,875 96,000 144,000 360,000 111,500 167,250 418,125
English Point 2 2 604 500 750 1,875 500 750 1,875 151,029 226,543 566,358
Falls at Hayden 3 46 46 750 1,125 2,813 11,500 17,250 43,125 11,500 17,250 43,125
Forest Ridge 6 77 83 1,500 2,250 5,625 19,250 28,875 72,188 20,750 31,125 77,813
H1D 810 961 1068 202,500 303,750 759,375 240,250 360,375 900,938 267,000 400,500 1,001,250
Honeysuckle Beach 29 30 31 7,250 10,875 27,188 7,500 11,250 28,125 7,750 11,625 29,063
Packsaddle 53 58 62 13,250 19,875 49,688 14,500 21,750 54,375 15,500 23,250 58,125
Point Hayden 74 93 95 18,500 27,750 69,375 23,250 34,875 87,188 23,750 35,625 89,063
Sandy Cove 23 33 34 5,750 8,625 21,563 8,250 12,375 30,938 8,500 12,750 31,875
Sherwood 58 58 59 14,500 21,750 54,375 14,500 21,750 54,375 14,750 22,125 55,313
Split Rock 39 46 49 9,750 14,625 36,563 11,500 17,250 43,125 12,250 18,375 45,938
Thames 98 107 109 24,500 36,750 91,875 26,750 40,125 100,313 27,250 40,875 102,188
Wrights Park 50 50 60 12,500 18,750 46,875 12,500 18,750 46,875 15,000 22,500 56,250
Commercial 31 7,750 11,625 29,063 7,750 11,625 29,063 7,750 11,625 29,063

Total 1910 2311 3134 477,500 716,250 1,790,625 585,500 878,250 2,195,625 791,279 1,186,918 2,967,296

Serv. Area Growth
Flow  (gal/day)No. Users (ERs)

Current Buildout
Current Buildout
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The 20 year population estimation (utilizing the 2,614 residential ERs estimation) is 
approximately 5,855 people (2,614 ERs x 2.24 people per household).  

4.4.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

The proposed improvements will support the anticipated growth for the District, 
and the growth is not anticipated to be excessive. The Idaho Division of Financial 
Management’s statewide projected 2010-2030 growth rate is 1.57 percent. The 
projected District’s estimated growth over that time period is 723 EDUs. When 
compared to the statewide projections for that time period (increase of 1,327 EDUs), 
the District’s growth is smaller than the statewide projection. However, the estimated 
growth for the District is more than 500 EDUs over the lift of the project. Therefore, the 
direct and indirect impacts to the population should be positive in the long-term since 
the improvements will support the anticipated growth for the District. Short-term and 
cumulative impacts are not anticipated. 

 ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL PROFILE 4.5.

4.5.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The majority of the homes served by the District are primary, year-round and 
seasonal single family dwelling units. The wastewater collection system also serves the 
several country club facilities, professional offices, and restaurants in the area. 
Although no social-economic data is available specifically for this area, data exists for 
the City of Hayden Lake and Kootenai County. The U.S. Census Bureau reports that 
11.9 percent of the population in Kootenai County and 4.2 percent of the population in 
the City of Hayden Lake is below the poverty level. The median household income in 
2010 was reported as $46,336 for Kootenai County and $59,934 for the City of Hayden 
Lake15. 

Environmental Justice is the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all 
people regardless of race, color, national origin, or income with respect to the 
development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, 
and polices. The HLRWSD will seek the input of all persons within the APE/PPPA 
through public meetings. All members of the community will be treated the same and 
have equal access to the District’s public services and decision-making process.  

The residents within the District will benefit from the proposed project by 
receiving service from a reliable public sewer system. The project is anticipated to 
reduce environmental risk to surrounding water bodies through improvement to aging 
facilities. In addition, the project will allow for future growth and economic expansion 
within this area.  

4.5.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

The residents within the District will benefit from the proposed project by 
receiving service from a reliable public sewer system. The project will prevent future 
compliance action/fines which could be levied to the District by improving aging 

                                                 
15 U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 State and County QuickFacts and American Fact Finder 
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facilities. The budgeted project will increase the user rates to 1.37 percent of their 
monthly income (Kootenai County value), it is currently 1.14 percent. In addition, the 
project will allow for future growth and economic expansion within this area, which is a 
positive long-term impact associated with the project.  

Therefore, the direct and indirect impacts to economic and social profile 
(allowing for future growth and economic expansion) should be positive in the long-
term. Short-term and cumulative impacts are not anticipated. 

 LAND USE 4.6.

4.6.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The HLRWSD encompasses land use classifications from several entities. The 
City of Hayden Lake, City of Hayden, and Kootenai County together comprise the land 
use classifications for the District. The land area within the District is mainly comprised 
of urban/residential and rural residential. See Appendix F for land use maps from the 
three entities. The improvements are not anticipated to impact the existing land uses 
for the area. In addition, there are a few areas that are considered part of an “overlay 
district” zone within the Hayden Lake city limits that consists of country club facilities, 
professional offices, and restaurants. Table 4-3 provides a summary of all of the 
commercial properties within the District: 

 

Table 4-3: Commercial Uses in HLRWSD 

Name No. of Properties 

Country Club 2 

Restaurant 2 

Marina 1 

Assisted Living 3 

Beach Facility  1 

Professional Offices 2 

Bed and Breakfast 1 

 

4.6.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

The completion of the improvements is not anticipated to negatively impact the 
current land use or zoning. Therefore, no impacts (short-term, long-term, direct, 
indirect, or cumulative) are anticipated.  

 FLOODPLAINS AND WETLANDS 4.7.

4.7.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Based on the Kootenai County, Idaho and Incorporated Areas Flood Insurance 
Rate map, dated May 3, 2010, there are some proposed improvements located within 
the 100 year flood hazard area. A portion of the floodplain map is provided in Appendix 
G. Two lift station improvements appear to be within the 100 year flood hazard area; 
one is a replacement and one is a rehab-in-place. The Canterbury Cove lift station 
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replacement will most likely be located further up on the hillside (and thus out of the 
flood hazard area). The Honeysuckle Beach rehabilitation (in-place) will disturb some 
area and may occur within the floodplain area, but disturbance is not anticipated to 
extend beyond the original disturbance area (from 25 years ago). The other 
improvements are not within the 100 year flood hazard area.  All three communities 
(City of Hayden Lake, City of Hayden, and Kootenai County), which the HLRWSD is 
located within, participate in the National Flood Insurance Program.   

United States Fish and Wildlife Service provided a National Wetlands Inventory 
database16. A map of wetlands (also showing the improvements) within the project area 
was prepared using the database and is included in Appendix G. There is only one lift 
station improvement (Canterbury Cove) that appears to be within the designated 
wetland area. The Canterbury Cove lift station replacement will most likely be located 
further up on the hillside (and thus out of the wetland area). The other improvements 
are not within the designated wetland areas. 

4.7.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Best management practices (BMPs) will be utilized to protect the water quality 
of the wetlands and floodplains and to prevent sediment from leaving the construction 
site.  

The Idaho Department of Water Resources was consulted regarding the impact 
of the improvements on floodplains in the project area. According to them, the 
improvements may be located outside the mapped flood hazard areas around 
Avondale and Hayden Lakes. However, they recommended contacting the floodplain 
administrators in the appropriate jurisdictions (City of Hayden Lake, City of Hayden or 
Kootenai County) to determine whether a floodplain development permit will be 
required. A floodplain development permit will likely be required for construction 
activities in the mapped flood hazard area from the City of Hayden and the Kootenai 
County.  

The Army Corps of Engineers also provided consultation regarding the wetland 
locations for this project. The Corps determined that there were no waters of the 
United States, including wetlands, within the Corps’ regulatory jurisdiction. Therefore, 
both the Idaho Department of Water Resources and the Idaho Department of Lands17 
were contacted to conduct follow-up consultation regarding the wetlands. The IDWR 
indicated that they do not have jurisdiction over the project area. The IDL also 
indicated that they would only have jurisdiction if the project areas were below the 
elevation 2,239 on Hayden Lake. Since none of the project areas fall within this 
requirement, none of these agencies have jurisdiction over the areas. The District will 

                                                 
16 The geodatabase is only effective as of the date of extraction (2012). Also the dataset 
represents the extent, approximate location and type of wetlands and deepwater habitats in the 
US. Refer to http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/Data/Wetlands-Geodatabase-User-Caution.html for 
more information on the geodatabse. 
17 Generally, the IDWR has jurisdiction when the water body or wetland is “flowing” and the IDL 
has jurisdiction when the water body or wetland is “isolated”.  

http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/Data/Wetlands-Geodatabase-User-Caution.html
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need to employ the use of BMPs to ensure that sediment from the construction sites 
does not leave and enter wetlands (non-jurisdictional or otherwise).  

Therefore, short-term direct impacts are anticipated for floodplains or wetlands 
due to potential for sediment to leave the construction site and enter wetlands and 
floodplains near to the proposed project sites (which will be mitigated through best 
management practices (BMPs). In addition, submittal of and compliance with a 
floodplain development permit from Kootenai County and the City of Hayden will be 
required for the construction activities. Indirect, long-term positive impacts are 
expected since existing water sources will be protected by improving the overall 
system reliability. Cumulative impacts are not anticipated.  

 WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 4.8.

4.8.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The nearest designated Wild and Scenic River to the project area is a portion of 
the St. Joe River. This is approximately 60 miles from the Hayden Lake area. See 
Appendix H for a map of the Wild and Scenic Rivers in the area.  

4.8.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Since there are no designated wild and scenic rivers in the project area, no 
impacts (short-term, long-term, direct, indirect, or cumulative) are anticipated.  

 CULTURAL RESOURCES 4.9.

4.9.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

A search of the Idaho sites listed on National Register of Historic Places, 
provided in Appendix I, shows the historic sites located in the Hayden Lake area and 
Kootenai County. There are two historic properties within the District service area and 
two others within the APE/PPPA. John A. Finch Caretaker’s House is located near the 
Hayden Lake Country Club and the Clark House is located on Hayden Lake Road; both 
are within the current service area. The Jacob and Cristina Thunborg House and the 
East Hayden Lake School II are on the other side of Hayden Lake near Chicken Point; 
both are within the APE/PPPA. Appendix I also contains a map with the location of 
these four properties. The closest Tribal Land is the Coeur d’Alene Indian Reservation, 
which is approximately 15 miles south of the project area.  

4.9.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Since the majority improvements will be occurring within previously disturbed 
areas, impacts to cultural resources are not anticipated.  

The State Historic Preservation Office was consulted regarding the impact to 
cultural resources from this project. They indicated that the lift station replacement 
sites (project components that would disturb previously undisturbed ground, other 
components will be within existing disturbed areas) would require an archeological 
survey. They also indicated that the project area is within an area where archeological 
sites may exist.  
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Therefore, Northwest Archeological Associates conducted an archeological 
survey for the project. The survey involved both a field survey and a records search in 
addition to correspondence with the affected Tribes. Records search revealed that 
cultural resource studies have been completed within one mile of the project and 
approximately 50 cultural sites have been identified in the area. However, due to the 
steep slopes and construction of roads and building sites in the lift station replacement 
areas, historical resources in the project area was judged relatively low. The field 
survey revealed no artifacts. Therefore, the project is not expected to impact cultural 
resources. If artifacts are discovered during the course of construction, all work will 
stop, the Coeur d’Alene Indian Tribe and SHPO will be contacted, and mitigation may 
be further evaluated. 

The cultural resource assessment was completed and submitted to the Idaho 
Department of Environmental Quality, but is not included for confidentiality reasons. 
The SHPO reviewed the cultural resource assessment and documented that it meets 
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. No additional investigations were 
recommended. Refer to Appendix P for correspondence with the SHPO.  

Therefore no impacts (short-term, long-term, direct, indirect, and cumulative) to 
cultural resources are anticipated.  

 PLANTS AND WILDLIFE 4.10.

4.10.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The US Fish and Wildlife Office was consulted to determine the threatened and 
endangered plant and animal species in Kootenai County. A list from the Office can be 
found in Appendix J. According to this agency’s database, there are no endangered 
species within the county. Threatened species include the following: Canada Lynx, Bull 
Trout, Spalding’s Catchfly, and Water Howellia. Candidate species include the 
following: Yellow-billed Cuckoo and North American Wolverine. In addition, critical 
habitat has been identified in the Columbia River Basin for the protection of Bull Trout, 
but there are no designated critical habitat areas in the District area, as can be seen in 
Appendix J.  

4.10.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

As mentioned above, the project area is not located in a critical habitat area and 
it is not anticipated that the species or habitat areas will be affected by the project.  

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Office provided consultation for this project. They 
indicated that no Federally listed, proposed, or candidate species are likely to occur in 
the vicinity of the project and thus have no concerns. In addition, the Idaho Department 
of Fish and Game does not anticipate that the proposed project will have a significant 
impact on the fish and wildlife in the project area, since the improvements will fall 
within existing rights-of-way. 

Therefore, no impacts to plants and wildlife (short-term, long-term, direct, 
indirect, or cumulative) are anticipated.  
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 RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE 4.11.

4.11.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The project area has been recognized by many sources for its beautiful scenery 
and recreational uses. There are small city parks throughout the more densely 
populated areas, one public beach (Honeysuckle Beach), a national recreational trail 
(English Point), and two campgrounds/boat launches (Sportsman Park and Mokins 
Bay). The only improvement located within these areas is the Honeysuckle Beach lift 
station rehabilitation (in-place). This improvement will occur within the pre-existing lift 
station disturbance area. The other improvements are not located within recreational 
areas. Refer to Appendix K for a map showing these locations.  

4.11.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

The Honeysuckle Beach lift station improvement is not anticipated to disturb 
areas beyond its original disturbance (25 years ago) and thus is not anticipated to 
negatively impact recreational areas. Therefore, short-term, direct impacts are 
anticipated in association with disturbance for the Honeysuckle Beach lift station 
rehabilitation. No long-term, indirect, or cumulative impacts are anticipated.  

 AGRICULTURAL LANDS 4.12.

4.12.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Prime agricultural classification is provided as part of the USDA Soil Survey 
conducted for the soil information in Section 4.1. According to the Soil Survey, 
“farmland classification identifies map units as prime farmland, farmland of statewide 
importance, farmland of local importance, or unique farmland. It identifies the location 
and extent of the soils that are best suited to food, feed, fiber, forage, and oilseed 
crops.”  There are several areas that are listed as areas of prime farmland (with varying 
classifications) and are summarized in Table 4-4 below.  

 

Table 4-4: Prime Farmland Classifications 

Classification Percent (by acreage) of APE/PPPA  

Prime farmland if irrigated 11 

Prime farmland if drained and either protected from flooding 
or not frequently flooded during the growing season 

0.4 

Farmland of statewide importance 0.6 

Farmland of statewide importance, if drained and either 
protected from flooding or not frequently flooded during the 
growing season 

0.1 

Farmland of statewide importance, if drained 5 

 
The areas listed as “prime farmland if irrigated” are primarily located in golf 

course areas (which are irrigated). The lift station replacements are not located in these 
areas, but some of the lift station rehabilitations (in-place) are located in these areas. 
The rehabilitations are not anticipated to disturb any area beyond what was disturbed 
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for the original lift station (25 years ago) and thus are not anticipated to irreversibly 
convert classified farmland areas. Additionally, the gravity interceptor lines will be 
located within the roadway prism and are not anticipated to irreversible convert 
agricultural lands (even though they are located in these classified farmland areas).  

4.12.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

The planning area includes several areas of prime farmland (with varying 
classifications). The areas listed as “prime farmland if irrigated” are primarily located in 
golf course areas (which are irrigated). There are some improvements that are located 
within these classified areas but are not anticipated to irreversible convert agricultural 
lands (due to minimal disturbance of existing disturbed areas). Therefore short-term, 
direct impacts are anticipated due to ground disturbance for the improvements (lift 
station rehabilitations and interceptor lines). Long-term, indirect, or cumulative impacts 
are not anticipated.  

 AIR QUALITY 4.13.

4.13.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The State of Idaho has been delegated authority to regulate air quality through 
the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Clean Air Act. The State 
Implementation Plan provides the rules and regulation to maintain acceptable air 
quality standards within the state and site specific plans delineating areas that do not 
meet air quality standards. Areas that do not meet specific air quality standards are 
known as Nonattainment Areas. A map showing Nonattainment Areas and Areas of 
Concern for the State of Idaho is provided in Appendix M. The proposed project 
planning area is not located in a Nonattainment area or an area of concern. 
Additionally, Kootenai County is classified as “attainment” or “unclassified” for all 
Criteria Pollutants; but it is in an area of concern for particulate matter and is currently 
included in an “Interim Air Quality Plan” for managing particulate matter emissions in 
the county. Potential air quality impacts may arise from land clearing, demolition, 
construction and subsequent operational phases of the project18.  

Noise from the collection system only occurs when alarms activate for the lift 
stations. A high-pitched alarm sounds when certain conditions occur within the lift 
station. Residents have been bothered by this in the past, but it is the secondary 
notification for the District since the autodialers call the operator and/or District directly 
should alarms be activated. The new lift stations will have similar alarm systems to the 
existing system or will be operated with a radio telemetry system.  

 

4.13.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

The IDEQ was consulted, and they require that reasonable controls be 
implemented during construction and maintenance to prevent fugitive dust during all 
phases of the project. The project plans should also describe the proper disposal of 
any demolition and construction debris in accordance with solid waste regulations. 

                                                 
18 Information on Kootenai County classification for Criteria Pollutants and the Interim Air Quality 
Plan was provided by IDEQ’s agency consultation.  
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Open burning of demolition or construction debris is not allowed. Vegetation/land 
clearing should be accomplished using mechanical methods to avoid generation of 
smoke. Demolition and construction debris must be treated in accordance with solid 
waste regulations. 

Additionally, the facility’s standby power (generator) is exempted from 
permitting requirements (limited by IDAPA 58.01.01.222.02.d, shown below) if the 
generator meets these requirements.  

“Stationary internal combustion engines used exclusively for emergency 
purposes which are operated less than five hundred (500) hours per year 
and are fueled by natural gas, propane gas, liquefied petroleum gas, 
distillate fuel oils, residual fuel oils, and diesel fuel; waste oil, gasoline, or 
refined gasoline shall not be used”.  

This is a Category II exemption (according to the IDAPA referenced above). 
Documentation of total hours of operation per year, available to IDEQ at any time, is 
required for compliance.  

The standby power must also meet National Emission Standards for Hazardous 
Air Pollutants for Reciprocating Internal Combustion Engines (RICE rule). After 
completing the web-based tool19, the applicable federal standards are 40 CFR part 60, 
subpart IIII (for compression ignition) or 40 CFR part 60, subpart JJJJ (for spark 
ignition).  

Short-term impacts are anticipated in association with construction emissions; 
however, the impact to air quality is not anticipated to exceed state or federal limits. 
Long-term, indirect or cumulative impacts are not anticipated, but documentation of 
exemption compliance (total hours of operation per year) must be available for IDEQ at 
any time.  

 WATER QUALITY 4.14.

4.14.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

 SURFACE WATER 4.14.1.1.

The primary surface water bodies within the District are Avondale Lake and 
Hayden Lake as can be seen in the topographical map in Appendix E. Both of the lakes 
are fed by small tributaries (Hayden Creek, Yellowbanks Creek, Mcleans Creek, Windy 
Creek, Harrison Creek, Colburn Creek, Mokins Creek, Nilsen Creek, Jim Creek) and 
discharge to the Spokane Valley-Rathdrum Prairie Aquifer. Avondale Lake is of good 
quality. Hayden Lake currently has a TMDL (Total Maximum Daily Load, established by 
the EPA) for total phosphorus. The phosphorus originates from Hayden Creek, Mokins 
Creek, and other tributaries, atmospheric fallout, residential storm water, and shoreline 
septic systems (not within the District service area). The phosphorus entering the lake 
does not discharge to another surface water body, rather it either stays in the lake or 
the lake bottom sediments and eventually travel to the Spokane Valley-Rathdrum 
Prairie Aquifer. Since portions of the project are adjacent to Hayden Lake, excess 

                                                 
19 http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/rice/output/quiz.html  

http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/rice/output/quiz.html
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nutrients cannot be input into the Lake from the project (due to the limitations 
expressed in the TMDL). For more information on the Hayden Lake TMDL20, see 
Appendix N.  

During construction, BMPs will be developed and implemented to protect the 
quality of the nearby surface water bodies from further degradation.  

 GROUND WATER 4.14.1.2.

The Spokane Valley-Rathdrum Prairie Aquifer underlies the western portion of 
the District, and the District is within the source area for the Aquifer, as can be seen in 
the map of the Aquifer in Appendix N. The Aquifer is classified as a “Sole Source 
Aquifer” by the EPA. A sole source aquifer classification indicates that the aquifer 
supplies at least 50 percent of the drinking water consumed in the area overlying the 
aquifer. This aquifer is the sole source of drinking water for the majority of residents 
within the District and makes the protection of the source very important.  

Both Hayden Lake and Avondale Lake recharge the Spokane Valley-Rathdrum 
Prairie Aquifer. Hayden Lake’s discharge is the major contributor to the recharge flows 
in the aquifer. Area lakes contribute about 20 percent of the inflow into the Aquifer. 
Hayden Lake’s inflow into the Aquifer constitutes the largest inflow from area lakes (62 
cubic feet per second), contributing approximately 22 percent of the overall inflow from 
area lakes, which is considerable relative to Hayden Lake’s size.  

The project is not anticipated to affect water rights or the quantity of ground 
water available for private drinking water wells. Since the project will improve the 
existing system with sewer line improvements and new/rehabilitated lift stations, the 
ground water quality will be further protected from future pollution through 
uncontrolled untreated discharges.  

During construction, BMPs will be developed and implemented to protect the 
quality of the ground water from further degradation from uncontrolled untreated 
discharges.  

4.14.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

 SURFACE WATER 4.14.2.1.

The primary surface water bodies within the District are Avondale Lake and 
Hayden Lake, as can be seen in the topographical map in Appendix N. Hayden Lake 
currently has a TMDL for total phosphorus. Since portions of the project are adjacent 
to Hayden Lake, excess nutrients cannot be input into the Lake from the project (due 
to the limitations expressed in the TMDL).  

The IDEQ was consulted, and they require the protection of surface water and 
control of erosion and sedimentation by the use of acceptable best management 
practices (BMPs). If the project disturbs an area greater than 1 acre and drains to a 
water of the United States, the project will need to comply with the most recent edition 
of the Construction General Permit, a permit administered by the EPA. The project will 

                                                 
20 Sub-Basin Assessment of Total Maximum Daily Loads of Lakes and Streams Located on or 
Draining to the Rathdrum Prairie (17010305) 
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need to have a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, which complies with the 
Construction General Permit, if it is determined that compliance is necessary. 

The National Resource Conservation Service was also consulted regarding the 
project and inquired if there would be any possibility of wastewater contamination in 
the area due to the temporary by-pass of wastewater during construction of the lift 
stations. The stations will be drained prior to construction; the existing wastewater will 
be pumped through a by-pass pump, by-passing the existing station until it is 
operational again. The by-pass system will be set-up in order to minimize any threat of 
wastewater contamination.  

Therefore, short-term impacts to water quality (surface water) are anticipated 
due to ground disturbance near surface water bodies, but the surface water bodies will 
be protected utilizing BMPs during construction, as required by IDEQ. Indirect, long-
term positive impacts are expected since existing water sources will be protected by 
improving the overall system reliability. Cumulative impacts are not anticipated.  

 GROUND WATER 4.14.2.2.

The Spokane Valley-Rathdrum Prairie Aquifer underlies the western portion of 
the District, and the District is within the source area for the Aquifer, as can be seen in 
the map of the Aquifer in Appendix N. The Aquifer is classified as a “Sole Source 
Aquifer” by the EPA. This aquifer is the sole source of drinking water for the majority of 
residents within the District and makes the protection of the source very important.  

The project is not anticipated to affect water rights or the quantity of ground 
water available for private drinking water wells. Since the project will improve the 
existing system with sewer line improvements and new lift stations, the ground water 
quality will be further protected from future pollution through uncontrolled untreated 
discharges.  

The EPA Sole Source Aquifer Program provided consultation for this project.  
They reviewed the information provided and found that the project would not have a 
significant adverse impact on the Spokane Valley-Rathdrum Prairie Aquifer.   

Thus, short-term, long-term, direct and indirect positive impacts to water quality 
and sole source aquifer (ground water) are anticipated due to improvement of existing 
system to decrease likelihood of unmonitored, untreated discharges from entering the 
ground water system. Short-term impacts are anticipated due to ground disturbance 
but will be mitigated through the use of BMPs. Cumulative adverse impacts are not 
anticipated.  

 PUBLIC HEALTH 4.15.

4.15.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The recommended improvements to the HLRWSD collection system and lift 
stations will provide a better protection against sewer spills and leaks which could 
potentially pose a serious public health and environmental hazard, should a failure 
occur. If the District continues utilizing their current system, un-improved, they could 
be posing a potential future risk to public health and water quality if a sewer spill or 
leak were to occur. This would potentially subject the District to future fines for 
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unpermitted discharges and non-compliance.  
 
 

4.15.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Currently, the District’s wastewater collection system operates well and is 
maintained. Improving the system with this project will extend the life of the system 
reduce the potential risk to public health and water quality.  

The Panhandle Health District was consulted regarding the project and provided 
general support of the project, due to rehabilitation of the existing system.  

Thus, the impacts to public health are anticipated to be positive in the long-
term, short-term, directly, indirectly, and cumulatively since the system will improve the 
Districts system condition, which reduces the likelihood of untreated, uncontrolled 
discharges.  

 SOLID WASTE/SLUDGE MANAGEMENT 4.16.

4.16.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Sludge management is conducted at the HARSB facility and includes a 
biosolids stabilization and dewatering system (aerated sludge holding tank, sludge 
dewatering disposal). Since sludge management occurs at the HARSB facility, it is not 
covered under the scope of this document.  

4.16.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

The improvements for the system will not significantly change sludge 
management or solid waste handling. Therefore no impacts (short-term, long-term, 
direct, indirect, or cumulative) are anticipated.  

 ENERGY PRODUCTION/CONSUMPTION 4.17.

4.17.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Replacing the aged components with new, energy efficient components (pumps, 
controls, etc.) has the potential of decreasing the current energy consumption by 
improving efficiency. New components will be implemented and the old, aged 
components may be replaced to improve energy efficiency.  

4.17.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

With the replacement of aged components (pumps, controls, etc.) and the 
addition of new, more efficient components, the overall energy consumption is likely to 
be reduced as a result of these improvements. Therefore, the impact to energy 
consumption is anticipated to be positive in the long-term, directly since old 
components will be replaced with new higher efficiency components. Short-term, 
indirect, and cumulative negative impacts are not anticipated. 
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 REUSE/LAND APPLICATION 4.18.

4.18.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The treatment facility discharges either through discharge to the Spokane River 
or to a reuse farm (alfalfa and poplars are grown utilizing the wastewater reuse). Since 
reuse and discharge occur at the HARSB facility, it is not covered under the scope of 
this document.  

4.18.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

The improvements will not significantly impact the reuse or land application of 
wastewater. Therefore, impacts to reuse/land application (short-term, long-term, direct, 
indirect, or cumulative) are not anticipated.  

 REGIONALIZATION  4.19.

4.19.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The HLRWSD, City of Hayden, and Kootenai County (airport facilities) all pump 
wastewater to the regional HARSB Facility. Thus, HLRWSD is already a part of a 
regionalization facility.  

4.19.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

The improvements to the collection system will not affect the agreement 
between HLRWSD, City of Hayden, or Kootenai County for the treatment of 
wastewater. Thus, impacts (short-term, long-term, direct, indirect, and cumulative) to 
regionalization are not anticipated.  
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5. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT MITIGATION 
 

Section Regulatory Agency Mitigation 

4.2 Physical Aspects 
4.7 Floodplains and 
Wetlands 
4.14 Water Quality 

Idaho Department of 
Environmental Quality 

Stormwater controls (BMPs) will need to be 
developed that adequately protect surface 
waters, ground water, and wetlands from 
being impacted during and after 
construction. If the area of disturbance is 
larger than 1 acre, a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (complying with General 
Construction Permit) will be required 
through EPA.  

4.7 Floodplains and 
Wetlands 

Kootenai County and City 
of Hayden 

A floodplain development permit will be 
required for construction activities in the 
mapped flood hazard area.  

4.9 Cultural 
Resources  

Idaho SHPO and Coeur 
d’Alene THPO 

If artifacts are discovered during the course 
of construction, the Coeur d’Alene Indian 
Tribe and SHPO will be contacted and all 
work will stop. Mitigation may be further 
evaluated.  

4.13 Air Quality Idaho Department of 
Environmental Quality 

The contractor must mitigate fugitive dust 
as a result of construction of this project 
using reasonable controls in accordance 
with IDEQ regulations and should be 
advised during the preconstruction 
conference of the requirements to keep 
dust to a minimum. The project plans 
should also describe the proper disposal of 
any demolition, construction, or cleared 
vegetation debris. Open burning of debris 
is not allowed. Demolition and construction 
debris must be treated in accordance with 
solid waste regulations. 
 

The District’s standby power is exempted 
from permitting requirements per IDAPA 
58.01.01.222.02.d. Documentation of hours 
of operation per year must be kept and 
made available to Idaho IDEQ at any time 
for determination of continued compliance. 
The standby power must also meet the 
applicable federal requirements: 40 CFR 
part 60, subpart IIII (for compression 
ignition) or 40 CFR part 60, subpart JJJJ 
(for spark ignition). 
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6. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
As part of the improvement alternative selection process, public input was 

sought and received from the community. This section identifies the steps taken to 
solicit public input.  

The DRAFT Facility Plan for the Wastewater Collection System was presented to 
the District at a public meeting held on September 5, 2012. During this meeting a 
presentation was given identifying and discussing the recommended improvement 
alternatives. Cost information for the improvements presented in Section 3 was also 
summarized in the presentation. Additionally, information regarding the HARSB 
Wastewater Treatment Facility improvements (discussed in a separate document) and 
costs were presented. A newsletter was direct mailed to all sewer rate payers in late 
August, used to notify the District of the September 5th meeting and answer questions 
regarding the wastewater projects (both collection and treatment facility). The public 
was also notified of the meeting through a legal notice in the local paper. The public’s 
questions during the public meeting mainly consisted of the reasoning for the project, 
costs, and the treatment facility upgrade regulatory requirements and O&M costs. 
These questions were addressed by the Board, the Engineer, or the HARSB manager. 
Copies of the newsletter, presentation, meeting minutes, and meeting sign-in sheets 
are included in Appendix O.  

The public was then provided a 14-day comment period to review the DRAFT 
document and submit written comments to the Board regarding the improvement 
alternatives (discussed in the August newsletter and the legal notice). One written 
comment was received, which is documented and included in Appendix H. This 
comment was largely related to an older issue (with the operation of the system); the 
District responded to the comment, and their written response is included in Appendix 
O.  

At the regularly scheduled Board meeting on September 26th, the Board 
reviewed the public comments received (verbally during the public meeting and the 
written comment) and selected the recommended improvement options for the 
collection system (discussed in further detail in Section 2). The recommended 
improvement options consist of specific improvements to each lift station, interceptor 
lines, and other system improvements (refer to Section 2 for more information). The 
meeting minutes and sign-in sheet are included in Appendix O.  

The Board elected to conduct two more public meetings after the September 5th 
meeting in order to inform the District residents about the projects and the potential 
funding methods. These public meetings were held on October 10th and October 12th 
(identical information was presented at both meetings). The public was informed of 
these meetings in an October newsletter and through a newspaper advertisement in 
the local paper. As with the first meeting, the meetings presented information on the 
recommended improvements, costs, and funding methods for both the collection 
system and the treatment facility. The public’s questions during these meetings mainly 
consisted of the project costs, treatment facility regulatory requirements, and methods 
of funding the projects. Copies of the newsletter, presentation, and meeting minutes 
are included in Appendix O. 
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8. AGENCY CONSULTATION 
The following table provides a list of agencies that were contacted October 15 

2012 via mail to request their comments, concerns, or any potential impacts of the 
proposed project. The request letters and their response are located in Appendix P.  

 
Agency Contact Address 

US Army Corps of Engineers, 
Coeur d’Alene Regulatory Office 

Beth Reinhart/ 

Shane Slate 

2065 W. Riverstone Drive, Ste. 201 

Coeur d’Alene, ID 83814 

US Fish and Wildlife Service State Supervisor/ 

Bryon Holt 

11103 East Montgomery Drive 

Spokane, WA 99206 

Idaho Department of 
Environmental Quality, Coeur 
d’Alene Regional Office 

Katy Baker-Casile/ 

John Tindall 

2110 Ironwood Parkway 

Coeur d’Alene, ID 83814 

US EPA, Idaho Operations Office James Werntz 

 

1435 North Orchard 

Boise, ID 83706 

EPA Region 10 Mike Lidgard, Manager 

 

1200 6th Avenue, OWW 130 

Seattle, WA 98101 

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

Sue Eastman, 
Hydrogeologist 

1200 6th Avenue, OWW 136 

Seattle, WA 98101 

USDA-NRCS Aubrey Woodcock, District 
Conservationist 

7830 Meadowlark Way, Suite C1 

Coeur d’Alene, ID 83815 

Idaho Department of Water 
Resources 

Mary McGown, State NFIP 
Coordinator /  

Greg Taylor (CDA office, 
wetlands issue) 

322 East Front Street, PO Box 
83720 

Boise, ID 83720 

Idaho Department of Fish and 
Game, SE Region 

Regional Supervisor/ 

Charles Cosi 

2885 Kathleen Avenue 

Coeur d’Alene, ID 83815 

Idaho Department of Agriculture Gary Bahr PO Box 790, Boise, ID 83701 

Panhandle District Health 
Department 

Dale Peck, Environmental 
Health Director/ 

Dick Martindale 

2195 Ironwood Court 

Coeur d’Alene, ID 83814 

Department of Lands, Northern 
Operations 

Roger Jansson, Operations 
Chief – North /  

Jim Brady (wetlands issue) 

3780 Industrial Avenue South 

Coeur d’Alene, ID 83815 

USDA-RD Howard Lunderstadt, Rural 
Development Specialist 

7830 Meadowlark Way, Suite C3 

Coeur d’Alene, ID 83815 

Idaho Department of Commerce Dennis Porter, State 
Program Manager/Tony 
Tenne 

700 West State Street, PO Box 
83720 

Boise, ID 83720 

Idaho State Historical Society Suzi Pengilly, Deputy SHPO 210 Main Street, Boise, ID 83702 

Coeur d’Alene Tribe of Idaho Jill Wagner, PhD, THPO, 
Cultural Resource Program 

PO Box 408 

Plummer, ID 83851 
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9. MAILING LIST 
The mailing list for this project includes both the agencies consulted (see 

Section 8), and the residents who were contacted with the newsletter (see Appendix Q 
for list of newsletter recipients). Meeting attendees have been summarized and listed in 
Appendix Q as well.  
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Environmental 
Criteria No Action Alternative Communication     

Tier I 
Communication          

Tier II 
Communication      

Tier III 

Climate and Physical 
Aspects (Topography, 

Geology, and Soils) 
No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact 

Population, Economic, 
and Social Profile 

No Impact Potential for Growth Potential for Growth Potential for Growth 

Land Use No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact 
Floodplain 

Development No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact 

Wetlands and Water 
Quality No Impact  No Impact No Impact No Impact 

Wild and Scenic Rivers No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact 
Cultural Resources  No Impact No Adverse Impact No Adverse Impact No Adverse Impact 

Flora and Fauna No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact 
Recreation and Open 

Space No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact 

Agricultural Lands No Impact No Adverse Impact No Adverse Impact No Adverse Impact 

Air Quality No Impact 
Reduction in Noise 

(eliminate audio/visual 
alarm system) 

No Impact No Impact 

Energy No Impact 
Increase in Power 

Usage 
Increase in Power 

Usage 
Increase in Power 

Usage 

Public Health 

Continued risk to 
Operators due to Aged 
Components; Potential 

for Slower/Less Efficient 
Operator Response due 

to Comm. Devices 

Reduction in Risk to 
Operators by 

Replacing Aged 
Components 

Reduction in Risk to 
Operators by Replacing 

Aged Components 

Reduction in Risk to 
Operators by 

Replacing Aged 
Components 

Option Cost $0 $618,750 (10 L.S.) $233,620 (4 L.S.) $90,760 (2 L.S.)  
 
 
 



Environmental 
Criteria 

No Action 
Alternative 

Structural/Mechanical 
Option A 

Rehabilitation 

Structural/Mechanical 
Option B 

Replacement 

Structural/Mechanical 
Option C 
Slip-Line 

Climate and Physical 
Aspects (Topography, 

Geology, and Soils) 
No Impact 

Excavation for Lift 
Station Rehabilitation, 
Long-Term Impacts 

Minimal 

Excavation for Lift 
Station Replacement 

(largest of 3 opt.), Long-
Term Impacts Minimal 

Excavation for Lift 
Station Slip-Line, Long-
Term Impacts Minimal 

Population, Economic, 
and Social Profile 

Small Potential for 
Growth Potential for Growth Potential for Growth Potential for Growth 

Land Use No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact 

Floodplain 
Development No Impact 

Construction in 
Floodplain for CaC, 

CoC, HB Lift Stations, 
Short-Term Impact 

Construction in 
Floodplain for CoC and 
HB Lift Stations, Short-

Term Impact 

Construction in 
Floodplain for CaC, 

CoC, HB Lift Stations, 
Short-Term Impact 

Wetlands and Water 
Quality 

Impact to Existing 
Water Quality due 
to Potential Station 

Failure  

Protection from Further 
Damage to Existing 

Water Quality 

Protection from Further 
Damage to Existing 

Water Quality 

Protection from Further 
Damage to Existing 

Water Quality 

Wild and Scenic Rivers No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact 
Cultural Resources  No Impact No Adverse Impact No Adverse Impact No Adverse Impact 

Flora and Fauna No Impact Site Disturbance, Short-
Term Impact 

Site Disturbance, Short-
Term Impact 

Site Disturbance, Short-
Term Impact 

Recreation and Open 
Space 

No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact 

Agricultural Lands No Impact No Adverse Impact No Adverse Impact No Adverse Impact 

Air Quality No Impact Construction Emissions, 
Short-Term Impact 

Construction Emissions, 
Short-Term Impact 

Construction Emissions, 
Short-Term Impact 

Energy No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact 

Public Health 

Potential Detriment 
to Public Water 

Supply and General 
Public Health 

Protection from Future 
Potential Impacts to 

Public Health 

Protection from Future 
Potential Impacts to 

Public Health 

Protection from Future 
Potential Impacts to 

Public Health 

Option Cost $0 $1.807 million $3.163 million $2.114 million  
 

1. CaC = Canterbury Cove, CoC = Country Club, HB = Honeysuckle Beach Lift Stations  



 
 

Environmental 
Criteria No Action Alternative Standby Generator 

Climate and Physical 
Aspects (Topography, 

Geology, and Soils) 
No Impact Excavation for the Generator, 

Long-Term Impacts Minimal 

Population, Economic, 
and Social Profile No Impact No Impact 

Land Use No Impact No Impact 
Floodplain 

Development 
No Impact No Impact 

Wetlands and Water 
Quality 

Potential for Failures/Leaks to 
Water Bodies in Emergency 
Situations (for L.S. without 

Standby Pumping Capacity)  

Protection from Further 
Damage to Existing Water 

Quality 

Wild and Scenic Rivers No Impact No Impact 
Cultural Resources  No Impact No Adverse Impact 

Flora and Fauna No Impact 
Site Disturbance, Short-Term 

Impact 
Recreation and Open 

Space No Impact No Impact 

Agricultural Lands No Impact No Adverse Impact 

Air Quality No Impact 

Construction Emissions, 
Short-Term Impact; 

Operating Emissions, Minor 
Long-Term Impact  

Energy No Impact No Impact 

Public Health 

Potential for Failures/Leaks in 
Emergency Situations (for L.S. 

without Standby Pumping 
Capacity) 

Protection from Future 
Potential Impacts to Public 

Health 

Option Cost $0 $538,300 (7 L.S.) 



 
 
 
 

Environmental 
Criteria No Action Alternative Submersible Pump 

Replacement 

Climate and Physical 
Aspects (Topography, 

Geology, and Soils) 
No Impact No Impact 

Population, Economic, 
and Social Profile 

Maintained Current Operating 
Costs due to Call-Outs and 

Pump Maintenance 

Reduction in Operating Costs 
due to Reduction in Pump 

Maintenance 
Land Use No Impact No Impact 
Floodplain 

Development No Impact No Impact 

Wetlands and Water 
Quality 

Potential for Failures/Leaks to 
Water Bodies  

Protection from Further 
Damage to Water Quality, 

Reducing Maintenance 
Wild and Scenic Rivers No Impact No Impact 

Cultural Resources  No Impact No Adverse Impact 
Flora and Fauna No Impact No Impact 

Recreation and Open 
Space No Impact No Impact 

Agricultural Lands No Impact No Adverse Impact 
Air Quality No Impact No Impact 

Energy No Impact No Impact 

Public Health 
Potential for Failures/Leaks 

due to Delayed Pump 
Replacement 

Improvement to Existing 
Conditions, Reducing 

Likelihood of Failures/Leaks 
Option Cost $0 $50,000 (4-5 back-ups) 

 
 
 



 

Environmental 
Criteria No Action Alternative Strahorn Relief Line Miles Relief Line Bruce Relief Line 

Climate and Physical 
Aspects (Topography, 

Geology, and Soils) 
No Impact 

Excavation for Relief 
Line, Long-Term 
Impacts Minimal 

Excavation for Relief 
Line, Long-Term 
Impacts Minimal 

Excavation for Relief 
Line, Long-Term 
Impacts Minimal 

Population, Economic, 
and Social Profile 

Small Potential for 
Growth Potential for Growth Potential for Growth Potential for Growth 

Land Use No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact 
Floodplain 

Development 
No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact 

Wetlands and Water 
Quality 

Impact to Existing Water 
Quality due to Potential 

Station Failure at  
Country Club 

Protection from 
Further Damage to 

Existing Water Quality 

Protection from 
Further Damage to 

Existing Water Quality 

Protection from 
Further Damage to 

Existing Water Quality 

Wild and Scenic Rivers No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact 
Cultural Resources  No Impact No Adverse Impact No Adverse Impact No Adverse Impact 

Flora and Fauna No Impact 
Site Disturbance, 

Short-Term Impact 
Site Disturbance, 

Short-Term Impact 
Site Disturbance, 

Short-Term Impact 
Recreation and Open 

Space No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact 

Agricultural Lands No Impact No Adverse Impact No Adverse Impact No Adverse Impact 

Air Quality No Impact 
Construction 

Emissions, Short-Term 
Impact 

Construction 
Emissions, Short-Term 

Impact 

Construction 
Emissions, Short-Term 

Impact 
Energy No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact 

Public Health 

Potential Detriment to 
Public Water Supply and 

General Public Health 
(failure at Country Club) 

Protection from Future 
Potential Impacts to 

Public Health 

Protection from Future 
Potential Impacts to 

Public Health 

Protection from Future 
Potential Impacts to 

Public Health 

Option Cost $0 $464,880 $170,250 $161,920  
 
 



 

Environmental 
Criteria No Action Alternative General Collection System 

Improvements 

Climate and Physical 
Aspects (Topography, 

Geology, and Soils) 
No Impact 

Excavation for the 
Replacements and 

Installations, Long-Term 
Impacts Minimal 

Population, Economic, 
and Social Profile No Impact No Impact 

Land Use No Impact No Impact 
Floodplain 

Development 
No Impact No Impact 

Wetlands and Water 
Quality 

Potential for Failures/Leaks to 
Water Bodies  

Protection from Further 
Damage to Existing Water 

Quality 
Wild and Scenic Rivers No Impact No Impact 

Cultural Resources  No Impact No Adverse Impact 

Flora and Fauna No Impact Site Disturbance, Short-Term 
Impact 

Recreation and Open 
Space No Impact No Impact 

Agricultural Lands No Impact No Adverse Impact 

Air Quality No Impact 
Construction Emissions, 

Short-Term Impact 
Energy No Impact No Impact 

Public Health 
Potential for Failures/Leaks 

due to Delayed Maintenance of 
System Components 

Protection from Future 
Potential Impacts to Public 

Health 

Option Cost $0 
$570,150                         

(pressure service upgrades 
and ARV replacements) 
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