
· 46

i·.

'*Re DR 81-12 - Park dity· Intercept64'
Facilities Plan ,. e: 7:ED. 4-,4. : . -

4 . 5'...

1

5

-

7,?44
€4

6 I

7%

11'

ACTION
COMMITTEE M.A.P.C. B.C.C./B. CO. C.



DATE /-/L -XS
ADVANCE CURRENT

ADMINISTRATION PLANS PLANS ENGINEERING GRAPHICS
0 Lakin O Stockwell j Gatbraith O Undebak m pierce
0 Walter D Schwartz 0 Lytle 0 Cain 0 Commer
m Doramus [] Dudark [] Young [] Ruiz ¤ Crook
[] Eubanks £ Ahrens O Bonanni O Henry OJones
0 Harris O Bechtel O Lahey ¤ Schneider j Whitney
Il Henderson

0 Wasko
O Wimbley £ Losew *811, O -

D Mitchell 0
O Peete
O Shen O Nole & R-m

O Handle

O All Stall

0 Comment

RFUARICA
O Signab,e
O Ubary
0 Intormation
O Fnes

O Type

74105

L

1



4.

June 16, 1981

*ki Metropolitan Area Planning Commission

Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

Park City Sewer

Attached are copies of letters received concerning the Park City
Interceptor Study. In summary, the State rejects the findings of
the Park City Council and of the City Commission of wichita.

As additional actions are taken or comtamplated, we will keep you
advised.

Robert A. Lakin

Director of Planning
RAL:rme 442>'
Attachments

cc: Board of Connty Commissioners (3)
Claud Shelor, Director. County Department of Public Works
Andy Harkne„, County Department of PUblic Works
E. H. Denton, City Manager
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State of Kansas. . .John Carlin, Governor
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Forbes Field
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JUN 1 2 1981
Mr. John Wynkoop, Director
Water & Water Pollution Control
City of Wichita
455 North Main

Wichita, Kansas 67202

METROPOLITAN PLANNING /RI

8091: 1 - 3.

Dear Mr. Wynkoop:

We appreciate your recent letter (May 19. 1981) regarding the Park City
interceptor sewer, EPA Project No. C20 0775. We have completed our
review of your letter and of a similar letter (April 24, 1981) from the
Mayor of Park City.

:2 54

1.10

It is the general policy of this agency, as set forth in the river basin
plans and the Kansas Water Quality Management Plans to require centraliza-
tion of sewerage services in metropolitan areas. This policy may be set
aside if there is convincing evidence that centralization is economically
impractical, or if there are environmentally superior options.

MEAJRThe position of the Bureau of Water Quality with respect to suburban ?riff-sewerage service generally, and Park City, specifically, is set forth in
two documents, both related to the Federal Water Pollution Control Act:

1. Point Source Water Quality Management Plan, Lower Arkansas
River Basin, July 1976. This plan was neviewed and approved
by the EPA in May, 1977. The position of this Department with
respect to Municipal Point Source (Pollutant) Management is
set forth as follows:

':AtWAE./

1.-12*3*

a. "The Department has adopted the following general pol icies
related to construction of new municipal wastewater
treatment facilities: 1) in areas where sewer systems ·
exist. no discharge p6rmlts for new facilities shall be
issued; 2) in areas where there is a potential for new
interceptors which are reasonabl e and economi cally
feasible, the only permits issued shall be for temporary
wastewater treatment facilities; and 3) in areas where no
treatment facilities exist and interceptors are not
within a reasonable distance or are not economically

i
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Mr. John Wynkoop
June 10, 1981
Page 2

feasible, permits will be issued to new wastewater treat-
ment facil ities on an interim basis. " M 411

.

b. "As a general policy, the Department considers it desirable
that the feasibil ity of inter-connects for flow transfer

 purposes during emergency peri ods be studied between
major plant sites. The Department may in the future
require such features for reliability purposes in some1. 5,1

1
..........

The specific position of the Plan as it applies to Park City is as
follows:

:*«43*51 :··i- A

2Llf=giff>11

a. "Anticipated development within the Little Arkansas
portion of the county indicates that most of these treat-
ment plants should be retained as individual facilities.
A possible exception is the Park City Improvement District
Sewage treatment plant. This determination will be
resolved after completion of the Park City Interceptor
201 Facilities Plan currently in the development stage by
the City of Wichita and Park City Improvement District."
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2. Kansas Water Quality Management Plan. -This Plan was approved
by the 1979 Legislature (Senate Committee Resolution No. 1640)
and subsequently accepted by both the Governor and the U. S.
Environmental Protection Agency Regional Administrator. The
Plan, therefore, fulfills the requirement of Section 208 of
the Federal Water Poll ution Control Act. The principal el emerits
of the Plan applicable to the Park City situation are as
follows:

a. "Municipal point source management plans for the Topeka
and Wichita metropolitan areas are incorporated in the
"Point Source Water Qual ity Management Pl ans for the
Kansas River Basin and the Arkansas Ri ver Basi n" adopted
by the Division of Environment in November. 1976 and
approved by the Environmental Protection Agency in May,
1977. These plans wil T continue until they are super-
ceded by new county sewerage plans developed pursuant to
the provisions of Senate Bill 166, and/or are modified by
the Division of Environment in accordance with established
procedures."

-14--c:
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b. "The Plan will utilize establ ished effluent and construc-
tion permitting systems for the control of pollutanto
from point sources. In the issuance of permits, the
Division of Environment will generally observe the following
policies:

94@1
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Mr. John Wynkoop
June 10, 1981

Page 3

1.

0 6

No discharge permits for new facilities shall be .issued in areas where sewer systems exlst unless
there is reasonable .evidence that the waste to be
treated is incompatible or that an existing system
would be overloaded;

2. Permits will be issued forthe construction of
temporary wastewater treatment facilities i n areas
without sewer service, but in which there is a
reasonable potential for new interceptors;

3. Permits will be issued to new wastewater treatment
facil ities on an interim basis in areas where no
treatment facilities exist and interceptors are not
within a reasonable distance or are not economically
feasible;

4. Simplicity, reliability and energy efficiency will
-i.,-5*1*"11 be emphasized in the design of treatment systems and· j'482%3#Rfe)&*?<*4'.1 encourage smaller municipal and industrial waste

treatment systems to utilize non-overflow facilities
to the maximum extent practicable; and

4......&/Irit x.€ , 5. The proliferation of very small waste treatment
systems will be discouraged in metropolitan areas."

y

The Kansas Water Quality Management Plan controls both EPA grant eligibility
(Section 208(d)) and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
permits (Section 208(e)). A grant cannot be made or a permit cannot be
issued for a project which is not in accord with the State-adopted, EPA-
approved plan.

The basic position of the Bureau with respect to.the Park City sewage
problem is therefore one of "central ization" unless . there are offsetting
economic or environmental factors. This posltion was set forth by Mr.
John Metzler at the April 13, 1981, public hearings and ln which he
indicated that Park City sewage treatment plant al ternate would require
"justification acceptabl e to this Department".

Neither the Park City nor Wichlta 'letter contain significant justification
for departure from the established position of centralization for waste
treatment in the Wichita metropolitan area. Our conclusions with respect
to the project al ternatives' are therefore drawn from the economi c and
environmental analyses presented in the report as supported by EPA grant
C20 0775. Our conclusions are as follows:

1. The Park City sewage treatment plant al ternative is not con-
sistent with the approved 208 Water Quality Management Plan.
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Mr. John Wynkoop
June 10, 1981
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113'H

2. For Park City residents, the centralized - plan would hot result ·
in greater costs than those ihcurred by the North Broadway =/.4/Ram.
Alternative. (We are. not in full agreement with some of the ... Al>.--

methodologies used in the cost analysis, and a number of . ' 341*20*
comments to the consultant regarding this matter are currently „

1

outstanding. However, it is our belief that the report presents
a "worst case" for central ization. We forecast that the

completed analysis will show that the interceptor is the most
economic sol ution to the probl em. ) Future costs of treatment            -

will probably escalate. . Balmillilli
3. In the absence of a substantial cost advantage, environmental

considerations determine if the Plan should be modified in

favor of the Park City sewage treatment plant.
./Wiwillilill---4*4

4. There are negative environmental impacts associated with the -
Park City sewage treatment plant alternative. The negative
impacts can be summarized as follows: .

'=-
a. The discharge from Park City will enter a very small

stream with a low hydraulic gradient. Stream flow would

consi st primarily of Park City effluent. The flow would ...
move through urbanizing areas north of the City of Wichita
and eventually through heavily populated areas of Wichita.
The Wichita area is developed as park area, which enjoys
extensive public use, including water sports. The area all.
of the Little and Big Arkansas Rivers are generally
accessible to the public. and will probably be subject to .
increasing use in the future. The flow may cause public
health and/or nuisance conditions. Discharge of sewage

-            . treatment plant effluent cannot be construed as improving
.M™ME*.9*the public health. 13*fly '. T :

3=
b. Treatment failures at the Park City plant would have f

adverse affects on the downstream areas, and could cause

1 .significant publ ic heal th hazards. A high degree of
treatment reliability would be required to prevent
failures.

2,2

c. The Park City treatment plant is located ln a developed

1
residential area and many homes are closer to the· facil ity
than recommended by KDHE "Minimum Standards of Design 
for a new facil ity. It i s reasonabl e to expect that the
treatment plant would be a continuing source of complaints
and nul sance conditioris. Such compl aints might 1 ead to
costly structural additions to the plant to control
odors.

1 Vis...

£ A....C

4

€0 24 2
·

'*SL,At.. 2*ke-4--



1.a.....,141©23

, 1 1*

Mr. John Wynkoop -A)
June 10, 1981
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It would be difficult to a'chieve disinfection of wastes
without causing a toxic condition in the receiving water.
-Non-toxic disi nfection systems, or detoxification systems,
have a low level ofreliability, and would result in
costs which are not reflected in the analysis.

The small Park City plant would be subject to upsets due
to industrial wastes or spills. Park City does not now
have much industrial contri bution; however, such loadings
can be reasonably anticipated as the community develops
and the sewer service area expands. The Facility Plan
notes that a 220 acre industrial area is located in the
service area.

FB . ·

+2»-1

Sl udge di sposal problems for Park City may prove difficult.
The Park City sludge contributions to the central Wichita
facility would not be significant.

The Park City facility would. because of the site limitations.
have 1 ittl e potential for expansion for additional capaci ty,
or for units providing increased treatment levels and/or
disinfection detoxification systems.

The 1 evel of reliability of a small "independent" sewage
treatment plant is far less than that of·a larger centralized
system. Treatment dependabil ity is determined to a great
degree by the ability of the community to obtain and
retain qual ified operators. Small cities usually have
difficulties in recruitment and retention of staff.

Wi th Park Ci ty flows entering the Wi chita system, -it will
be possi bl e to serve the entire North Broadway area by
gravity. However, if Wichita does not take these flows,
gravity flow will not be possible and a pump station will
be required. Additionally; the Park City interceptor
would eliminate two pump stations in the Park City system
that would be retained in the North Broadway alternate.

j. System rel iability may eventually require an interconnection
· between the proposed Park City sewage treatment plant and

the Wichita system. Such an interconnection would be
approximately equal in cost to the interceptor alternate.

5. There are no apparent offsetting environmental benefite
associated with the treatment alternative.

a

20
64 1

44*ilill# 1 91911"1.lill,Ill'.Imilijill.lill.lill'ill'.Ill'.Ill'll
F

tbill
tiol

f'.-'it -4
1/71#'21/limm i*

&

¥

ff'.:Al %40« . .
.4413; t »..t,¥474 '-2-,1:-V-i'; ,

96

f

g

h

ij

t



*- # ·.i,*ea-&25k

1 4/

.i'

11".Atk'.,

.*0531%9

0 .
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Page 6

In view of the foregoing analysis, and in the absence of offsetting
justification from the two governing bodies, we believe that the intercep-
tor alternative should be selected, and the existing Park City sewage
treatment plant eventually abandoned. As provided for in Section 208(d)
and (e), this conclusion. could, with EPA concurrence, make Park City
inel igible to receive grant support,. and will require that the Park City
discharge permit eventually be terminated.

f

We accordingly suggest that Wichita and Park City take the following
actions:

1. Review the Facility Plan to determine if there are, in fact,
offsetting economic and/or environmental factors which would
make the Park City sewage treatment alternative at least equal
to the interceptor alternative.

2. If the Park City sewage treatment plant alternative is not
justified, then evaluate the necessary elements for an
agreement whereby the Park City sewage treatment plant will
be abandoned and Wichita will assume responsibility for sewage
treatment. Such an agreement imposes no barrier to Park City
retaining responsibility for maintenance and construction of
its sewer system.

We will be pl eased to answer any questions that you may have regarding this
l.f.3

matter.

Sincerely yours,

Division of Environment

€ue" O ».
Eugdfie T. Jensen, Director
Bureau of Water Quality

ETJ:JAM:jaw

cc: John Bailey, P.E. C.
South Central District

Regional Administrators EPA
Al Reiss, Reiss and Goodness
Robert Lakin, Director of Planning
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RECE'yED
Honorable Raymond Reiss, Mayor JUN 1 21981
City of Park City
6125 North Hydraulic METROPOLITAN PLANNING i
Wichita, KS 67219 ROUTE 0 .-'

-

Dear Mayor Reiss:

lk*€.,--11

'42

Your 1 etter (April 24, 1981) regarding the Park City interceptor sewer
.4.336*20.4.42,4. (EPA Project No. C20 0775), has been forwarded to our office. We have

compl eted our review of your letter and of a similar 1 etter (May 19,
1981) from the City of Wichita.

It is the general policy of this agency, as set forth in the river basin k

7% 4 plans and the Kansas Water Quality Management Plan, to requi re centraliza-4--i
tion of sewerage services in metropolitan areas. This policy may be set tdam'll-
aside if there is convincing evidence that centralization is economically 2,8,2..........,1

f..47,11./"ibvt impractical, or if there are environmentally superior options. .

The position of the Bureau of Water Quality with respect to suburban
sewerage serv.ice generally, and Park City, specifically, is set forth in
two documents, both related to the Federal Water Poll ution Control Act:

-*541. .1jt,'t; 24::1'

I. .243

1. Point Source Water Quality.Management Plan, Lower Arkansas
River Basin, July 1976. This·plan was reviewed and approved

i by the EPA in May, 1977. The position of this Department with
respect to Municipal Point Source (Pollutar'It) Management is =E

set forth as follows: + '

a. "The Department has adopted the following general policies
related to construction of new municipal wastewater
treatment facilities: 1) in areas where sewer systems
exist, no discharge permits for new facil ities shall be
issued; 2) in areas where there is a potential for new
interceptors which are reasonable and economically feas-
ible, the only pennits issued shall be for temporary
wastewater treatment facilities; and 3) in areas where no
treatment facil ities· exist and interceptors are not
within a reasonable distance or are not economically
feasible, permits will be issued to new wastewater treat-
ment facilities on an interim basis."

t  g!3
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b. "As a general policy, the Department considers it desirable
that the feasibility of inter-connects for flow transfer
purposes during emergency periods be studied between
major plant sites. The Department may in the future
require such features for reliability purposes in some
instances."

:0 -':.4444:

fo.

The specific position of the Plan as it applies to Park City is as
follows:

a. "Anticipated development withl n the Little Arkansas
portion o f the county indi cates that most of these treat-
ment plants should be retained as individual facil ities.

A possible exception is the Park Ci ty Improvement District
Sewage treatment plant. This determination wil 1 be
resolved after completion of the Park City Interceptor

- · 201 Facil ities Plan currently in the development stage by
the City of Wichita and Park City Improvement Di strict."

*260*«kifyi.·i

7

2. Kansas Water Qual ity Management Plan. This Plan was approved
by the 1979 Legislature (Senate Committee Resolution No. 1640)
and subsequently accepted by both the Governor and the U. S.
Environmental Protection Agency Regional Administrator. The
Plan, therefore, fulfills the requirement of Section 208 of
the Federal Water Poilution Control Act. The principal elements

of the Plan applicable to the Park City situation are as
follows:

if

k ... · 1:#*fi,it: 1. ,
*·14;f:·Ctijbp·Lat..:1

a. "Municipal point source management plans for the Topeka 1/8*r«It· .1-=
and Wichita metropolitan areas are incorporated in the 11'm,Of .
"Point Source Water Qual ity Management Plans for the 1.r :.:il
Kansas River Basin and the Arkansas Ri ver Basin" adopted ,-
by the Divi sion of Environment in November. 1976 and
approved by the Environmental Protection Agency in May, -Ir
1977. These plans will continue until they are super- .9,11--

ceded by new county sewerage plans developed pursuant to Ill

the provisions of Senate Bill 166, and/or are modified by
the Division of Environment in accordance with established mium.imp:..:%.'
procedures."

b. "The Plan will utilize establ ished effl uent and construc-
tion permitting systems for the control of poll utants ----*firdi)gh//I

from point sources. In the issuance of permits, the
Division of Environment will generally observe the follow- .-/
ing policies:

1. No discharge permits for new facilities shall be -issued in areas where sewer systems exist unless

a

:41,22.. %. 7.... 3456&. *'9 /4.
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Honorable Raymond Reiss
June 10, 1981

Page 3

d.

there is reasonable evidence that the waste to be

treated is i ncompatibl e or that an existing system
would be overloaded;

«' 1 4/4< f' 2<A.i/7.. 1

*.2-3443?mt::'1
Permits will be issued for the construction of

temporary wastewater treatment facilities in areas m.....without sewer services btit in which there is a ,#m........"r
reasonabl e potential for new interceptors;

/ 3. Permits will be i ssued to new wastewater treatment
facilities on an interim basis in areas where no

4 *741¥:04 9 treatment facilities exist and interceptors are not
1134%01 within a reasonable distance or are not economically' 4;!&.4111

%»1 feasible;

t .2247 j

W

2 1 : . ·40.
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4. Simplicity, reliability and energy efficiency will

be emphasized in the design of treatment systems and
encourage smaller municipal and industrial waste
treatment systems to utilize non-overflow facilities
to the maximum extent practicable; and

r
7

s,>·..1,
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5. The proliferation of very small waste treatment
systems will be discouraged in metropolitan areas."

The Kansas Water Quality Management Plan controls both EPA grant eligibility
(Section 208(d)) and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
permits (Section 208(e)). A grant cannot be made or a permit cannot be
issued for a project which is not in accord with the State-adopted, EPA-
approved plan.

The basic position of the Bureau with respect to the Park City sewage
probl em is therefore one of "central ization" unless there are offsetti ng
economic or environmental factors. This position was set forth by Mr.
John Metzl er at the April 13,· 1981, publ ic hearing, and in which he
indicated that Park City sewage treatment plant alternate would require
"justification acceptable to this Department".

/411%3 li· 39 ;; '/201·- i;y>Cli
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Neither the Park City nor Wichita letter contain significant justification . , ' 32
for departure from the established position of centralization for waste
treatment in the Wichita metropolitan area. Our conclusions with respect M..0.a=rr

to the project alternatives are therefore drawn from the economic and
environmental analyses presented in the report as supporteu by EPA grant
C20 0775. Our conclusions are as follows:

1. The Park City sewage treatment plant alternative is not con-
sistent with the approved 208 Water Quality Management Plan.
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. For Park City residents, the centralized pl an would not result
in greater costs than those incurred by the North Broadway
Alternative. (We are not in full agreement with some of the
metliodologies used in the cost analysis, and a number of
comments to the consultant regarding this matter are currently
outstanding. However. it is our belief that the report presents
a "worst case" for centralization. We forecast that the

completed analysis will show that the interceptor is the most
economic solution to the problem. ) Future costs of treatment
will probably escalate.

kr*·4 «0 . .·

LY-

In the absence of a substantial cost advantage, environmental --
considerations determine if the Plan should be modified in .--'.-I

favor of the Park City sewage treatment plant. 2,=.am-

4. There are negative environmental impacts associated with the
Park City sewage treatment plant alternative. The negative
impacts can be summarized as follows:

a. The discharge from Park City will enter a very small
.stream with a low hydraulic gradient. Stream flow would
consist primarily of Park City effluent. The flow would
move through urbanizing areas north of the City of Wichita · 1831*IZAY. ..31I

t - and eventually through heavily populated areas of Wichita. ....'ll'/'ll.2 :1'/Bi-

The Wichita area is developed as park areas which enjoys
extensive public use, including water sports. The area
of the Little and Big Arkansas Rivers are generally .e-1raccessible to the publ ic, and will probably be subject to ill
increasing use in the future. The flow may cause public
health and/or nuisance conditions. Discharge of sewage 1222treatment plant effluent cannot be construed as improving
the public health.

Li

b. . Treatment failures at the Park City plant would have i. I

adverse affects on the downstream areas, and could cause
significant public health hazards. A high degree of

treatment rel iability would be required to prevent
failures. .6 t.... .31,0

c. The Park City treatment plant is located in a developed
residential area and many homes are closer to the facility

than reconmended by KDHE "Mi nimum Standards of Design"
for a new facility. It is reasonabl e to expect that the
treatment plant would be a continuing source of complaints
and nuisance conditions. Such complaints might lead to
costly structural additions to the plant to control
odors.

26
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Honorable Raymond Reiss
June 10, 1981
Page 5

d. It woul d be difficul t to achieve dislnfection of wastes 9
without causing a toxic condition in the receiving water.
Non-toxic disinfection systems, or detoxification systems,
have a low level of reliability, and would result in
costs which are not reflected in the analysis.

e. The small Park City plant would be subject to upsets due
to industrial wastes or spills. Park City does not now
have much industrial contribution; however, such loadings
can be reasonably anticipated as the community develops
and the sewer service area expands. The Facility Plan
notes that a 220 acre industrial area is located in the
service area.

*ulat#. f. Sludge disposal problems for Park City may prove difficult.
The Park City sludge contributions to the central Wichita
facility would not be significant.

.tions, have little potential for expansion for additional
g. The Park City facility would, because of the site limita-

capacity, or for units providing increased treatment
levels and/or disinfection detoxification systems.

k

424.

1 9%3

.ER

h. The level of rel iabil ity of a small "independent" sewage
x treatment plant is far less than that of a larger centralized ...2

r system. Treatment dependability is determined to a great         -
degree by the ability of the con•unity to obtain and .7%3

retain qualified operators. Small cities usually have
+3:#AP,"uiiii""Ii- difficulties in recruitment and retention of staff. 13?.Nre-

it/"339ff-i. With Park City flows entering the Wichita systems it will
- be possible to serve the entire North Broadway area by 1 I

gravity. However. if Wichita does not take these flows,
gravity flow will not be possible and a pump station will

3-be required. Additionally, the Park City interceptor -
would eliminate two pump stations in the Park City system
that would be retained in the North Broadway alternate.

&1"8'.argal"lam#
IER!='%",",'

j. System reliability may eventually require an interconnec-
tion between the proposed Park City sewage treatment
plant and the Wichita system. Such an interconnection
woul d be approximately equa, in cost to the interceptor
alternate.

22-
.....B·:y-
tret*m*a.-
1.1,ff)*044

5. There are no apparent offsetting environmental benefits
associated with the treatment alternative.
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Honorabl e Raymond RBUs
June 10, 1981

Page 6

k

In view of the foregoing analysis, and in the absence of offsetting
justification from the two governing bodies, we believe that the intercep-
tor alternative should be selected, and the existing Park City sewage
treatment plant eventually abandoned. ·· As provided for in Section 208(d)
and (e), this conclusion, could, with EPA concurrence, make Park City
ineligible to receive grant support, and will require that the Park City
discharge permit eventually be terminated.

We accordingly suggest. that Wi chita and Park City take the following
actions:

1. Review the Facility Plan to determine if there are; in facts
offsetting economic and/or environmental factors which would
make the Park City sewage treatment alternative at least equal
to the interceptor alternative.

2. If the Park City sewage treatment plant alternative is not 4" .iri

justified, then evaluate the necessary elements for an
agreement whereby the Park City sewage treatment plant will
be abandoned and Wi chita will assume responsibil ity for sewage ,§-
treatment. Such an agreement imposes no barrier to Park City .0

retaining responsibility for maintenance and construction of i ' t{B
its sewer system.

We will be pleased to answer any.questions that you may have regarding this imul'
matter.

. ' Sincerely yours,

Division of Environment
'94/2.

El

C U.te 9 3gg#24.-*-
Eug#e T. Jensen, 06,6ctor
Bureau of Water Quality

f

ETJ:JAM:jaw · · . u:.A.). 21

cc: John Bailey, P.E. C. · m»:
South Central District n

Regional Administrators EPA Al Reiss, Reiss and Goodness

Robert Lakin, Director of Planning

Nr?f*
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MAY 1 9 1981

METROPOLITAN PLANN ING
ROUTE m

DEPARTMENT OF WATER

AND WATER POLLUTION CONTROL

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

CITY HALL - EIGHTH FLOOR
455 NORTH MAIN STREET

WICHITA. KANSAS 67202 May 19. 1981

John Metzler

tty 4% Kansas State Department of
Health and Environment

Building 740 - Forbes AFB
Topeka, Kansas 66620

A

Re: Park City Interceptor Sewer
E. P. A. Project No. C 200 775

Dear Mr. Metzler:

I am enclosing for your review two copies of the final facilities plan
for the Park City Interceptor Sewer Project. Transcripts of the public
hearing held on April 13, 1981 are included in report.

A=ter review of the two alternatives presented in the report, it is the
position of the governing bodies of both Park City and Wichita to
recommend Al ternative No. 2, the North Broadway Interceptor, to the
Kansas Department of Health and Environment as the most practical
solution for providing sanitary sewer service to the area.

The Wichita City Commission, on May 12, 1981, officially approved the
Facilities Plan and adopted the above recommendation.

Thank you for your consideration on this project.

Very truly yours,

CkED. n,4.
/Mohn D. Wynkoop//

Director of Watlir andV Water Pollution Control

JDW/b

cc: Raymond Reiss, Mayor of Park City
John Bailey, Professional Engineering Consultants
Al Reiss, Reiss and Goodness
Robert Lakin, Director of Planning ,/

L
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DEPARTMENT OF WATER

AND WATER POLLUTION CONTROL

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

CITY HALL - EIGHTH FLOOR

455 NORTH MAIN STREET

WICHITA. KANSAS 67202 May 19, 1981

Raymond Reiss
Mayor of Park City
6125 North Hydraulic
Wichita, Kansas 67219

¢%1146:'ot>iti*%>.
Dear Mayor Reiss:

I appreciate your letter of April 24, 1981, in which you expressed the
concerns of the City of Park City regarding the proposed Park City
Interceptor Sewer.

The Wichita City Commission reviewed your letter and those comments
presented by a representative of the Kansas Department of Health and
Environment during the public hearing of April 13, 1981. It was their
official position, during their meeting of May 12, 1981, to be support-
ive of your wishes and to recommend Alternative No. 2, the North Broad-
way Interceptor, to the KDHE as the most practical solution for pro-
viding sanitary sewer service to the area.

We wish you well as you continue to work towards the improvement of
your wastewater treatment facilities. If we can be of any service to
you, please don't hesitate to call us.

f:33£

Very truly yours,

,4(n D. Wynkoop
/ Ofrector of Water nd

/ /Water Poll ution Control
V

9-74 JDW/b. 44 ·D

cc: E. H. Denton, City Manager
Robert Lakin, Director of Planning 4- RECEIVEDAl Reiss, Reiss and Goodness

MAY 1 9 1981
METROPOLITAN PLANNING
ROUTE 13 -
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March 26, 1981
X,

1

40-7......./1 Carl E. Leivo, Principal Planner, Advance Plan, Divliton

r..

./47.9...
i · 4·rit¢.-/;

i.- %9

$ fia
... :1.4P1=

I

Robert A. Lakin, Diractor of Planning

Park City Interceptor Facilities Plan--Draft

I have read your memorandum and agree with your conclulion that
at the moment the Department *hall take no poiltion u to which
of the alternates i, thi better inlofar as thi conoultant, have
•tated that tho cost benefits are approximately equal. All other
agruments advanced. Iuch ai thoi in thi earlier part of your
memorandum, are fully debatable a• to probability of thome occur-
rence'. I am of the opinion that in the event there il a large
amount of growth that we have not forecuted in that *tudy plan.
or in the event that management policies change and the Park City
plant is not operated in an appropriate manner. there are laws
mufficiently protective of the City' s interest which can be
enforced. I believe that we are in a position to go to court to
force changes in the plent and to abate nuisancel and/or utilization
of facilitioi until corrective action has been taken. Wi may want

to dimouss thin informally with Dekker to make gure that wi are
correct. If 10. my pooture will be 'no position'. If given the
nied to make a choice between Wichita and/or Park City for treat-
ment, I will opt for the Park City with local determination being
the key factor with all of the things being equal.

,0:.11 4. ,

I · ·titit.41%41* h.
i.> 243*4.

;1 L 1 '153*1.k, 1
2·1·:i'616*f '0'u*%26; - ...3
r.'*lif#¥ ,#*f.,410.

/' /0«fi?%: '- ...41

4 4

1:*16(·.2...
-''I:6: ;pt' 'i'A

'.-«**L·tfit€ .

Robert A. Lakin

Director of Planning
RAL:rme

CC; Willard L. Stockwell, Chief Planner
Advance Plans Diviilon

-L#Z#12'»*

C':.

4

.<61*

02915:-,9%
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METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT March 25, 1981

TO Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

43*J
FROM Carl E. Leivo, Principal Planner, Advance Plans Division .f ?43:«1,4

SUBJECT Park City Interceptor Facilities Plan--Draft

Bill and I discussed in detail the Park City Plan and
96-64

agreed upon the following points.

348
There exists a greater likelihood, than in other similar ..#

studies, that future wastewater flows will differ significantly.,(if
from the engineer's projections. Variability in waste flows
from the Kansas Coliseum and the chance that Park City would
seek to expand its tax base through annexation and encourage-
ment of development (particularly industrial and commercial·),
contribute to such uncertainty.

The existance of a sewage treatment plant in Park City
encourages urban sprawl. Park City would be pressured to
spread the treatment plant cost burden to additional users,
thereby minimizing the burden on any one user and current
city residents.

As long as the Park City treatment plant exists, there is a
danger of environmental damage to the Little Arkansas and
Arkansas Rivers. Even though the Park City plant is in good
condition and has been consistently run and maintained,
potential causes of environmental damage include;

1. a breakdown in the Park City treatment plant or
collection system,

%424%*.
3€*14.-Ar

W»"tier··

3.%96
10»2
t'ii:%«¢

2. a surcharge of sewage from the Kansas coliseum or other
sources,

3. flood damage to the treatment plant,
4. the lack of peak-flow retention capacity,
5. the lack of backup power, and
6. chlorination of treated wastewater.

When all factors are weighed, wastewater from the study area
should be treated at the Wichita Treatment Plant. The Wichita
plant would be capable of treating unusually large wastewater
flows that could overload the Park City plant. The existence
02 the Park City plant encourages urban sprawl. There are
environmental risks if wastewater continues to be treated in

Park City.

4 1,
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Page 2
March 25, 1981

RAL/Park City

In any event, the EPA will make the decision as to where
wastewater will be treated when they decide which treatment
plant will receive grant funds. Bill and I think it is
unlikely that they will fund an expanded Park City plant
based on past EPA decisions and policies. Park City also may
balk when faced with having to raise the 25 percent match
for a treatment plant expansion. Therefore, it might be
expedient for the MAPD to refrain from taking a specific
stand and to allow the EPA and Park City to decide the
issue.

Carl E. Leivo, Principal Planner

CEL:cn

cc: Willard L. Stockwell, Chief Planner, Advance Plans Division

3
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THE CITY OF Wi'HWA
FEB26 1981

METROPOLITAN PLANNING
ROUTE I

DEPARTMENT OF WATER

AND WATER POLLUTION CONTROL

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

CITY HALL - EIGHTH FLOOR

455 NORTH MAIN STREET February 25, 1981
WICHITA. KANSAS 67202

Robert A. Lakin

Director of Planning
City of Wichita
455 North Main

Wichita, Kansas 67202
4&

RE: Notice of Public Hearing

Dear Mr. Iakin:

You are invited to a public hearing to be held on Monday, AD
13, 1981 at 7:00 P.M. in the City Commission Room, City Hall, 455 N.
Main, Wichita, Kansas.

The hearing wi 1.1 consist of a public consultation pertaining to
the Park City Intercepror Faci liries Plan Report, both in the corporate
limITsadd wil.1,1,1 3aly,wl.uy.EuTITE--

The hearing will include a presentation by the consulting engineer
concerning an explanation of the various alternates considered and ·the
reconmended improvements proposed in the report.

Prepared comnents or statements will be accepted prior to opening the
floor to questions or comments.

Copies of the Facilites Plan report are available for public review
in the Department of Water and Water Pollution Control, 8-th floor, City
Hall, 455 North Main. Wichita, Kansas.

Yours truly,

/ Tirector or Water and
v Water Pollution Control

JDW:DRB:·te

*.:03>,fil' t

h.&AMy
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City Comission Meeting Q @ Page 6
R"milillilmsill

March 3, 1981

ITEM #7 Continued

Generally the Cooperation Agreement stipulates that the City,
Housing Authority, agrees:

acg,6 through the

ill

1) To secure a contract or contracts with the U. S. governmeD,("for loan and annual
contribution governing 90 units of housing for the el*ly.

¥2-7 2) To develop and administer the project within the CJ,kf limits.
3) To exempt all real and personal property taxes  special assessments

levied or imposed by any taxing body. /
M Not to eliminate any dwelling units in any oject by demolition, condemnation

or effective closing without the prior aF+oval of the U.S. government.
ifI

To furnish or cause to be furnished puyfic services and facil ities to the
same extent as furni shed to other redents from time to time without costto tenants.

6) To vacate streets, roads and all,gs withi n the area for devel opment purposes.

5)

*99% t.»0

' r·1··50*:fip#/:*944#20< 

I===lilli:0,

7) To cooperate with the Housing0uthority in lawful ways necessary in connection mfattl@

with the development and adp,rnistration of the project. 4 brd=
lailm

*96·:4/

8) To provide paved streets /sidewal ks, water mains, storm and sanitary sewer
mains leading to the prplect and the Housing Authority will pay the City the 9.-

amounts as would be as»ssed against the project site for work as if the site
were privately owned/ 1 . ':21

'26·U;

9) That so long as adcontract between the City and HUD for loans or annual
contribution, orboth, remains in full force and effect, and/or unpaid, the
Resolution shaly not be repealed, modified or amended without the consent of
the U.S. govement.

10) That the prj,Aleges and obligations of the City shall continue in effect so
long as thibeneficial title are held by the City, Housing Authority or the
U.S. ent in the development or administration of a low-rent housing
proje

31%

govqfnm

The Housi . ission has previously reviewed and approved the Housing Assistance
Plan. /

entatives of the Local Housing Authority will be available to answer
ons.

1: Approve the Cooperation Agreement.

Reprpt

#TION

7* %
8. PARK CITY INTERCEPTOR FACILITIES PLAN.

On March 22, 1977, the Commission adopted a resolution authorizing the Director
of Water and Water Pollution Control to file an application with the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) for a grant to aid in a proposed Park City Interceptor
Sewer study.

On August 2, 1977, the Commission approved an engineering contract with
Professional Engineering Consultants, P.A. for preparation of a facilities plan
to determine if it is more feasible to transport Park City sewage to the City
of Wichita's system or to expand Park City's Treatment facility. Park City
Improvement District selected Reiss and Goodness to perform the Park City
portion of the engineering study and agreed to fund the pro rata share of the
cost. The cost of the study was $44,920 with the City paying $11,854.60 and
Park City paying $3,802.40, the balance was paid by the EPA grant.

X

'%4 1&#24?d..11.10,9
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City Conmission Meeting () Page 7 -I.
March 3, 1981 -
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ITEM #8 Continued IM
Ii*3

a,

The consulting engineer has completed the draft copy of the Park City Interceptor
Facilities Plan. The Plan presents an overview of the proposed alternatives for
wastewater disposal in the area immediately north of the City to include Chisholm
Creek, Eagle and Little Arkansas River service areas. The draft Facilities Plan
is being presented to the Commission at this time because the Kansas Department of
Health and Environment has requested that the Plan be expedited. The State and
EPA desire to begin their preliminary review of the Plan as soon as possible in .
order that existing funds set aside for the project remain available.

A public hearing will be conducted on the Plan by the EPA as required by Federal
EPA regulation. The hearing is tentatively scheduled for April 13, 1981, in
Wichita. The results of the public hearing and the completed Facilities Plan will

ffi '9'I)$3kT,P#*0/6*:kety.<.Z,IE·24 , be returned to the City Commission for final approval approximately 30 days
-limp:.2,6/ e

following the hearing. 
. :'. re=UT, 1

£:=-r

" */ 31"im

The consultant has recommended two alternatives for consideration:

Construction Costs
Annualized Total

Alternative #1: Park City Interceptor Alternate --

Consists of providing gravity sewer service
to the Chisholm Creek Subbasin from an

existing trunk sewer at 37th Street North
and Topeka ...................... ............$390,317 $2,610,000

Alternative #2: North Broadway Alternate --

797y

4%41,
44:

49744
Consists of providing sewer service to the
Chisholm Creek Subbasin south of Park City
via the existing trunk sewer at 37th
Street North & Topeka. The Park City area 022'a
(north of 61st Street & east of I-135)
would be served by the existing Park City
Sewage Treatment Plant which is owned and
operated by the Improvement District........$456,991 $2,174,000

Because there is relatively little difference in the cost effectiveness of the two 48335=
alternatives on an annual basis ($66,000 per year), the consulting engineer 8%43573>*IMI
recommends that both alternatives be equally considered. The project should be *39-  1,-eligible for 75% Federal participation. The cost to each City for all or any part

55:6 -J-of the project will be dependent upon the jurisdiction benefitted and the sewer **tu. '     -

extension policy of the incorporated area. There is no obligation on the part of 51-li

either City to initiate the project.

John Bailey and Mike Schomaker of Professional Engineering Consultants will
.22

I.1/'Ililly/6,#,3 present the report to the Comnission. -:85Mm

ri=-/Cll It is recommended that the Commission receive and file the draft report and kja

yk,ApkN%.mauthorize administrative staff to submit the draft plan to the Department of .cOAke>*AR:  Ca-
L -W-

Health and Environment and the Environmental Protection Agency for review. Vol@».v 4 . 4.
4594·9«G, ·43 Iy.

ACTION: Receive and file the report and authorize 43;tttiadministrative staff to submit to the Kansas *f;kl€gDepartment of Health and Environment Rnd the 41'Aval=
Environmental Protection Agency for review

yf*# 3. and comment.

90%10 p·j
;&17¥74/,9
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