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APPENDIX A.  MATRIX OF ALTERNATIVES

ALTERNATIVE LOCATION
NORTH OR 

SOUTH OF RR

OVERALL RANKING OF 
ALTERNATIVES (NO 

WEIGHTING OF 
FACTORS)

A
STRAND 

ALIGNMENT B

BUILD NEW 42" GRAVITY 
REPLACEMENT SEWER AND 
ABANDON EXISTING FCTS

FOLLOWS SOUTH SIDE 
OF THE RR FROM MH 
101/STP#1 TO NEW 

INFLUENT PUMP 
STATION AT STP#2

SOUTH SIDE
INCREASES 
GROWTH 

POTENTIAL
1 DEEP POINTS 5

 $8 MILLION + 
FCTS 

ABANDONMENT 
5

I/I NOT 
CORRECTED, HIGH 

STP FLOWS
3

SOUTH LOCATION 
WITH MATURE 

TREES, WETLANDS, 
STREAM CROSSINGS

6 NO 1

LEAST 
ACCESSIBLE, BUT 
ACCESS ROUTES 

PLANNED

6
SOME DEEP PIPES, 

ACCESS ISSUES
5 3.8

B
PUDIK 

ALIGNMENT L-1

BUILD NEW 42" GRAVITY 
REPLACEMENT SEWER AND 
ABANDON EXISTING FCTS

FOLLOWS NORTH SIDE 
OF RR FROM MH 

101/STP#1 TO 
MH240/STP#2 - HCE 
MODIFIED TO MORE 

CLOSELY FOLLOW 
TOPOGRAPHY AND 

PROPERTY LINES

NORTH SIDE

LIMITS 
GROWTH 
SOUTH OF 

FARM CREEK

5
DEEPER THAN 
ALTERNATIVE 

A
6

 $11 MILLION + 
FCTS 

ABANDONMENT 
6

I/I NOT 
CORRECTED, HIGH 

STP FLOWS
3

LESS MATURE 
FOREST AND 

WETLAND BUT STILL  
ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT

4 NO 2

READILY 
ACCESSIBLE, BUT 

NEED TO PLAN 
FOR ACCESS 

1
SOME DEEP PIPES, 

ACCESS ISSUES
6 3.8

C
PUDIK 

ALIGNMENT E-3

BUILD NEW 42" GRAVITY 
REPLACEMENT SEWER AND 
ABANDON EXISTING FCTS

FOLLOWS EXISTING 
ROW LINES NORTH OF 

THE RR FROM MH 
101/STP#1 TO MH 
240/STP#2 - HCE 

MODIFIED TO MORE 
CLOSELY FOLLOW 

TOPOGRAPHY AND 
PROPERTY LINES

NORTH SIDE

LIMITS 
GROWTH THE 
MOST OF ANY 
ALTERNATIVE

6 DEEPEST 7
 $12.6 MILLION + 

FCTS 
ABANDONMENT 

7
I/I NOT 

CORRECTED, HIGH 
STP FLOWS

3

LESS MATURE 
FOREST AND 

WETLAND BUT STILL  
ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT

5 YES 5

READILY 
ACCESSIBLE, BUT 

NEED TO PLAN 
FOR ACCESS 

2
SOME DEEP PIPES, 

ACCESS ISSUES
7 4.6

D
REFIEF 

SEWER/PUMP 
STATION

EVALUATION & REPAIR OF EXISTING FCTS 
AND PROVIDES A 16,200 GPM PUMP 

STATION AT STP#1 TO OFFLOAD FLOWS 
IN EXCESS OF THE CAPACITY OF THE 

EXISITNG SEWER, PUMPING THEM TO 
STP#2 WITH A NEW 12" FORCEMAIN AND 

A NEW 30" GRAVITY SEWER 

EXISTING FCTS AND 
NEW ROUTE IS 

SIMILAR TO 
ALTERNATIVE C. 

PUDIK ALIGNMENT E-3

NORTH SIDE 
 INCREASES 
GROWTH 

POTENTIAL
2

SHALLOWEST 
ALTERNATIVE

3
 $7.6 MILLION + 

</= $1.6 MILLION 
FCTS REPAIR 

4

I/I NOT 
CORRECTED, HIGH 
STP FLOWS PLUS 
$30,000 / YEAR 
PUMP STATION 

AND O&M

4

SMALLER PIPES BUT 
STILL 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT

3

YES, BUT LESS 
THAN C DUE TO 

SMALLER 
DIAMETER 

PIPE/TRENCH

4

NO 
IMPROVEMENT 
FROM EXISTING, 

AND NEED TO 
PLAN FOR 

ACCESS

5

MUCH SMALLER 
PIPE SO 

EASIER/CHEAPER 
CONSTRUCTION 

4 3.1

E RELIEF SEWERS

EVALUATION & REPAIR OF EXISTING 
FCTS AND PROVIDE 30" RELIEF 
SEWERS BETWEEN MANHOLES 

229/218 AND MANHOLES 244/237

EXISTING FCTS AND 
NEW STP#1 RELIEF 

SEWER IS ON STP#1 
PROPERTY, NEW 

TIMBER RAILS RELIEF 
SEWER IS NORTH OF 
THE RR AND SOUTH 

OF FARM CREEK

EXISTING + 
NORTH AND 
SOUTH SIDE

MINOR 
INCREASE  IN 

GROWTH
4 SHALLOW 4

 $1.2 MILLION + 
</= $1.6 MILLION 

FCTS REPAIR 
3

I/I NOT 
CORRECTED, HIGH 

STP FLOWS
3

LEAST 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT OF ALL 
BUILD OPTIONS

2

YES, ONE 
LANDOWNER 

WITH 
SIGNIFICANT 

EFFECT

3

NO 
IMPROVEMENT 
FROM EXISTING, 

AND NEED TO 
PLAN FOR 

ACCESS

4
TWO LIMITED-

SCOPE PROJECTS
3 2.7

F SSES

EVALUATION & REPAIR OF EXISTING 
FCTS AND PERFORM A CITY-WIDE 

SANITARY SEWER EVALUATION 
SURVEY (SSES)

EXISTING FCTS AND 
SSES IS CITY-WIDE

EXISTING + 
CITY-WIDE 

INCREASES 
GROWTH 

POTENTIAL
3 N/A 2

 AS BUDGET 
ALLOWS + </+ 
$1.6 MILLION 
FCTS REPAIR 

2
I/I EVENTUALLY 

ELIMINATED
1

MINIMAL IMPACT 
FOR TESTING

1
SIGNIFICANT 

IMPACT DUE TO 
DISCONNECTS

6

NO 
IMPROVEMENT 
FROM EXISTING, 

AND NEED TO 
PLAN FOR 

ACCESS

3 UNKNOWN 2 2

G NO BUILD 
EVALUATION  & REPAIR OF EXISTING 

FCTS
EXISTING FCTS EXISTING 

GRADUAL 
INCREASE OF 

GROWTH 
POTENTIAL

7 N/A 1
 </= $1.6 

MILLION FCTS 
REPAIR 

1
MINOR I/I 

REDUCTION
2

MOST 
ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT DUE TO 

SEWER OVERFLOW

7

MOST 
SIGNIFICANT 

NEGATIVE 
IMPACT DUE TO 
SEWER BACKUPS

7

NO 
IMPROVEMENT 
FROM EXISTING, 

AND NEED TO 
PLAN FOR 

ACCESS

7 N/A 1 3.6

FUTURE COSTS - 
MAINTENANCE & 
OPERATION, ETC.

CITY OF WASHINGTON - FARM CREEK TRUNK SEWER - THIRD PARTY ANALYSIS 
HCE JOB NO. 21911
2/15/2022

MATRIX OF ALTERNATIVES:  "1" = BEST,  "7" = WORST

DESCRIPTION
INCREASE IN AREAS 

SERVED?
DEPTH OF SEWER

EOPCC + 
ENGINEERING (NOT 

INCLUDING 
EASEMENT COSTS)

ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACTS

ANY RESIDENCES / 
RESIDENTS 
AFFECTED?

DRAFT

ACCESSIBILITY CONSTRUCTABILITY
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.. 
STRAIT\BD 
AS SO C I AT E S" 

March 31, 2016 

Mr. Ed Andrews, P .E. 
City of Washington 
301 Walnut Street 
Washington, IL 61571 

Re: Farm Creek Trunk Sewer Replacement Project 
Scope of Design Services 

Dear Ed, 

Strand Associates, Inc~ 
11 70 South Houbolt Raad 

Joliet. IL 60431 
(P) 815-744-4200 
(F) 815-744 -4215 

We are pleased to submit the following proposal to the City of Washington. Our proposal includes the 
proposed Scope of Services and associated fee for Strand Associates, Inc.® (Strand) to provide . 
preliminary engineering, final engineering, and bidding-related service to the City of Washington 
(City) for the proposed Farm Creek Trunk Sewer Replacement Project (Project). 

Background 
The City has an existing trunk intercepting sewer that generally conveys flow from the existing sewage 
treatment plant (STP) No. ! located at the south end of Woodland Trail to the existing STP No. 2 
located at the end of Ernest Street. This trunk sewer is in poor condition and undersized for anticipated 
flow conditions. Furthermore, neither STP No. 1 nor the existing Farm Creek interceptor are capable 
ofreceiving nor treating flows in excess 0.6 mgd. Additionally, the City intends to decommission 
STP No. 1, thus, requiring the trunk sewer from STP No. 1 to STP No. 2 to meet the City's current and 
future needs. 

The City has begun identification of existing easements and the existing interceptor sewer route. 
The City will be including the new trunk sewer in its facility plan for funding of the Project under the 
Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (IEPA) Water Pollution Control Loan Program (WPCLP). 

Scope of Services 
Phase 1 Preliminary Engineering 

1. Attend one project kickoff meeting with the City to discuss project goals and schedule, gather 
supporting information, and discuss particular features, perspectives, and concepts for the Project. 
The City will provide our tea.m copies of the existing easement documents. Intentions for land 
acquisition and construction access for the Project will also be discussed. 

2. Gather existing plans and plat information and anticipated development data provided by the City. 
Perform a theoretical service area flow study of the area tributary to the Farm Creek Trunk Sewer. 

3. Gather current topographic and contour data. from the City in electronic format compatiole with 
MicroStation CAD software to develop base drawings for project design. 

4. Gather existing flow metering and treatment plant flow data for the Fann Creek Trunk Sewer 
service area, as provided by the City. 

www.snand.com 
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5. P¢'01m a flow metering program to i:tl.ciude installation, maintenance, interrogation, and removal 
ofup to eight flow meters and two tain gauges for a period of90 days. Collect and compile flow 
meter data to identify dry weather minimum, average, and maximum flow rates; identify peak flow 
rates measured in the system during monitored rain fall events; d<>eµ:theiit dry imci wet weather 
characteristics at each ofthemonitoringfocations. 

6. Compare theoretical flow calculations to the existing flow data provided by the City and the flow 
metering program data to determine, in concert with the City, the required flow capacityfor the 
various. segm,ents 9£:th~ new trllnk $t::Wer. 

7, Develop conceptual drawings fot up to three trunk sewer alternatives based on existingtopographic 
mapping, aerial :trtapPing, plat mapping, and easement docwnentation provided by the gity. 
Route evaluation will include consideration of optj()ns for a coi:n.1:>ination. of conveyance and 
storage of peak flowi:i atS'I'P N'o. 1 or $l'P No. 2. If the City desire$ to retain the exh1tin~ sewer, 
we have assruned that the Clty will provfde sewer clearutlg and teievising services. Engineering 
services related to reusing the existmg interceptor will be provided under a separate agreement. 

8. Complete preliminary engineering of a modified or .new infb,ientp~ping ~tation at STP No, 2 to 
accommoCU1te a lower interceptor profile. It is anticipatedthatthis effort will reuse/modify the 
existing wet well or create a n¢w structure without a building, This effort will include replacing 
.the existing excess flow pumps and reuse/replace the existing influent pumps. 

9. Perfonn a hydraulic analysis of the trunk sewer to verify pipe s~e, slope, and pipe filatenals. 

10. Develop CQnceptlevel opinions ofprobable construction .cost (OPCC). 

11. Identify potential easement acquisition needs for each conceptual trunk sewer r~nite. 

12. Creafe a draft design memorandum pres~ting study findings and concept alternative plans. 
Provide draft design rnemotandum to City for review. 

13. Meet with City to discuss draft design memorandum and finalize Project s¢0Pe and parameters of 
the trunksewer desigtJ. Pl'.Oject. 

14. Finalize design memorandum and provide three final copies to City. 

15. Submit a facilities plan to IEPA on the City's behalfforthe purposes of project approval and 
funding. The City will provide section(s) pertaining to the description of the existing residential 
rate structure, average water consumption or the basis for hilling, current average monthly 
residential bill, any proposed rate changes and the proposed average monthly residential bill as a 
result of the project(s). 

16. Attend up to two additional meetings with the City during preliminary engineering. Ids 
anticipated that these two meetings may also include meeting with property owners or other 
stakeholders to discuss the project. 

www.strand.com 
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Phase 2 Final Engineering 

For the purposes of defining the level of effort for final engineering, we assumed a single, 48~inch 
interceptor installed along the existing route since flows and capacities still need to be est{lblished 
through a preliminary engineering effort. 

17. Prepare and submit the IBP A Loflh Pre-application. 

Ul. Assist the City fu preparing and submitting a financial aid application for the Illinois Water 
Pollution Control Revolving Loan Fund and communicate with IEPA funding staff: 

19. Perfonn a topographic survey over tJ}e final trunk se,wer 9orridor. l'hls sµrvey :includes up to 
13,500 feet .of linear survey from sfy No.1 to $Tl' :No. 2 for a width of20 fe¢t¢ither side of the 
pr9pps~ trunk sewer ;enterlin1;:, We have assumec_l that the City willprovicle clearing and 
grubbing services f cir the entire route t>f the proposed interceptor corridor. · 

20, Assistthe City in soliciting proposals and contracting for geotechnical sampling, testing, and 
reporting. The extent of sampling shall be as determined by the City and our firm, We will 
develop a Requesf for Proposal for the City's use in soliciting proposals. 

21. Perfonn a wetland identification and delineation study along the Project corridor and provide the 
City with a final rt:iport. 

22. Develop 5(J perceµt complete engineering drawings and OPCC for the trunk sewer and provide to 
the City for revic.,w. Engineering design. and drawings are based on up to 13,500 feet of trunk 
sewer. Design and drawings for storage of peak flows at STP No. 1 or STP No. 2 are notincluded 
in the Project, but shall be handled under a separate agreement with the City. 

23. Develop engineering dra\Vings and OPCC for .the proposedintluent pumping station at STP No. 2 
detennined during prelilllhiary engitleeiing. This effort will include the submittal and meetings 
·identified under the Final Engineering Phase 2 interceptor scope ofvvork and will be performed 
concutrently. The influent pumping station will ultimately be bid as a separate contract. Again, 
it is ar,.ticipa.ted that tllis effort will require .an underground structure without an at-grade structure, 
with the exception of hoist equipment for pump removal. 

24. Develop and provide to the City legal descriptions and exhibits of recommended land or easement 
acquisition for the City's use in negotiating acquisition with property owners. The City will be 
responsible for acquiring the necessary land or easements for the project and if legalland surveys 
are required, will contract separately with a Registered Land Surveyor for those surveys and plats. 

25. Meet with the City to review SO percent complete engineering and land acquisition documents. 

26. Develop 75 percent complete engineering drawings, technical specification, and OPCC for the 
trunk sewer and provide to the City for review. Technical specifications shall be based on our 
finn's standard specifications and will incorporate City specifications. 

27. Develop bidding and contracting documents using Engineers Joint Contract Docume11ts Committee 
C-700 Standard General Conditions of the Construction Contract, 2007 edition and incorporating 
Illinois Revolving Loan Fund updates. 

www.$trand.com 
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28. Meet with the City to teview 75 percent complete engineering documents. 

29. Following 75 percent complete review with City, update engineering documents and .submit to 
pennitting agencies, along with pennit applications. The following permi~ ~ anticjpated: 

a. IEPA Construction and Operation 
b. US J\rtny Qorps of Engitieer 1omt PermitApplicatiQn 
c. IDNR--Office of\Vater Resources for Flood.Plain Construction 
d. Il)NR Threatened and Ertdanget'ed Species Consultation 
e. US Fish and Wildlife 'I'hieateried and Endangered Species Consultation 
£ Illinois Historic Preservation Agenc:y (see below for Service Elements Not fuclqded) 
g. IEPA NPDES Permit for Construction Operations 

30. $ubmit ep.git1e~11g drawings, technical spe9ifications, bidding aild contracting documenv,, along 
wlth a Certifio;itio11. of Plans/Specifications (fompiilillce with Loan Rules to the IEP A for approval 
of the project for bidding. 

31. Following receipt of all permit agency comments, revise engineering drawings and technical 
specifications and brins documents to final completion. 

32. Attend up to two additional meetings with the City dµring final engineering. It is anticipated that 
these meetings may also inCllude property owners or other stakeholders to d!sQUss the l)foject. 

Phase 3 Bidding-Related Services 

33. Distribute bidding documents electronically through QuestCDN, available at www.strand.com and 
www.questcdti.coni. . . . . 

34. Attend one pre-bid meeting with the City and. prospective bidders. 

35. Respond to bidd~r questions during bidding period and issue, addenda, as necessary. 

36. Attend one bid opening and provide the City with a tabulation of bids. 

3 7. Assist the City in awatd of a construction contract. 

38. Submit bids along with a WPCLP Bid Certifications Form executed by City. 

Senice Elements Not Incb,1ded 
The following services are not included in this proposal. If such services are required, they will be 
provided as noted. 

1. Additional and Extemt~d Services during construction made necessary by: 

a. Work damaged by fire or other ca11se during construction. 
b. A significant amount of defective or neglected work of any contractor. 
c. Prolongation <>f the time of the construction contract. 
d. Default by contractor under the construction contract. 

Arty services of this type will be provided through an amendment to the agreement. 

www.strand.com 
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2. Archaeological or Botanical Investigations: If field investigations necessary for agency approval 
require the services of an archeologist or botanist, we will assist the City in engaging the services 
9f sftld prof essiotials through a separate agreement. 

3. Construction-Related Services: Construction~related services for the project will i:equire a separate 
a,greem:ent with the City. · 

4. IEPA SRF Loan Application and Financial Information Checklist: The City shaUbe responsible 
for executing and submitting the WPCLP Loan Application Form and the WPCLP Financial 
Info1mation Checklist to IEPA for Project funding. · 

5. Lartd and Easement Surveys/Procurement: Any seryices of this type, '1ncluding; but not limited to, 
field, W'Otk, preparation of legal des¢riptions, Qr assistance 1:9· City for securing lan,d rights necessary 
for siwg sanitary force mains, sewey; an<;I appurtenances will be provided throtitpt a separate 
agreemeht with the City. . . 

6. Permit and Plan Review Fees: All pennit and plan review fees payable to regulatory agencies shall 
be paid for'by City. 

7. Preparation for and/or Appearance in litigation oil Behalf of City~ Thi,s type of service by our firm 
will be· provided thrc;ugh a separate a:~eein,ent with the City. 

8. RevisingDesig!!S, Drawings. Specifications. and Documents: Any services :required after these 
items have been previously approved by state or.federal regulatory agencies, because of a change 
in project scope or where such revisions are necessary to comply with changed state and federal 
regulations that are put in force after services have been partially completed, wiUbe provided 
through an amendment to the agret,ment. · 

9. Services F:urn:ished During Readyertisement for Bids. if Ordered by City: If a contract is not 
awarded pursuant to the original bids, an.y services of this type will be provided through an 
amendment to .the agreement. 

~O. Services Related to Buried Wastes and Contan:i.inatio:n: Should burled. solid, liquid, or potentially 
hazatdoiis wastesut subsurface ot soil contamination be uncovered at the site, follow-up 
investigations may be required to identify the nature and extent of such wastes or subsurface soil or 
groundwater contamination and to determine appropriate methods for managing of such wastes or 
contamination and for follow-up monitoring. Investigation, design, or constrµction-related services 
related to burled solid, liquid, or potentially hazardous wastes or soil or groundwater contamination 
will be provided thr9~gh a separate agreeme11t with the City. 

11. Design Services related to Peak Flow Storage Facility, STP #1 Demolition/Decommissioning. or 
STP #2 Modifications related fo Phase 2B Imptovern.ents: This type of ,gervice by our firm will be 
provided thr9ugh a separate agreemen:twith the City. 

Compens~tion 
Preliminary Engineering-Phase 1, FinalEngineering-Pliase 2, and Bidding-Related Services are 
proposed on a llllllp sum fee basis, to be billed monthly in proportion to the engineering services 
completed. 

www.strand.com 
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:,,,; (';,. 
.'. '·' ·.•;i_, 

.·;. '"· 

- ,. 

Preliminary Engineering - Phase 1 
Flow Metering 
Flow Capacity Analysis 

Strand Associates, Inc: 

~··. 
,. ' ="- ,.u , ~ ..0: 

$43,500 
$12,500 

Influent Pumping Station Preliminary Engineering $15,000 
Route Study and Preliminary Engineering $60,900 
Administration, Meetings, and Final Report $28,000 

Final Engineering - Phase 2 $367,800 
Bidding-Related Services $14,000 

Total $541,700 

Schedule 
With each of these points in mind, we have developed the preliminary schedule for the major work items, 
as follows: 

A ril 2016 throu h June 2016 
Au st 2016 

November 2016 
June 2017 

roval Date 

November 2018 

The timelines for each task are dependent on the final scope identified in the preliminary engineering 
as well as agency review times. However, this schedule provides an overview of how the whole 
project fits together over time. 

Please let us know if this proposal is acceptable. If so, we will forward an agreement for execution. 
If there are any questions or if additional infonnation is required concerning this proposal, please call 
us at 815-744-4200. 

Sincerely, 

STRAND ASSOCIATES, INC.® 

$~.~ ;J;_ !/!I--
Michael R. Waldron, P .E. Brian T. Molenaar, P.E. 

9901.973/MRW:bsg 

www.strand.com 
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City of Washington 
Farm Creek Trunk Sewer 

Draft Preliminary Engineering Design Supplement 
June 3, 2020 

In response to comments provided by property owners along the proposed Faim Creek Trunk 
Sewer route, Strand Associates, Inc. revisited alternatives for modifying the route with a goal of 
reducing impacts to the prope1ties. 

A site visit was pe1f01med to assess existing conditions n01th of the railroad as well as along the 
proposed hunk sewer conidor south of the railroad previously intended to be located 60 feet from 
the railroad right-of-way (ROW). From this site assessment it was confilmed that the hunk sewer 
route south of the railroad has some challenges but is more feasible and better meets the City' s 
long-te1m maintenance and operation goals than a route north of the railroad. 

North Route: 
Following are key issues identified relative to a route n01th of the railroad. 

• The north route is heavily wooded from STP-2 on the west to where Faim Creek passes 
under the railroad near Timber Rail cul-de-sac, similar to the wooded conditions south of 
the railroad. The north route does not appear to appreciably reduce the need for tree 
removal. 

• The north route is entirely in the Faim Creek floodplain and would continue to cause 
operational problems for the City. Consideration was given to routing the sewet· outside of 
the floodplain but that would result in the sewer being placed far into private pmperties, in 
many cases bisecting properties, and requirilllg easements from ten different property 
owners. 

• The north route would be much longer than the proposed south route. 
• The n01th route has more wetlands and environmentally sensitive areas than the south 

route. 
• The north route is significantly restricted with regard! to accessibility due to the number of 

private properties to cross and the se entine nature of Farm Creek. 

South Route: 
The following issues were recognized regarding the route south of the railroad. 

• The previously proposed trunk sewer route was located 60 feet off the railroad right-of­
way and included an 80-foot pe1manent easement and an additional 40-foot temporary 
constmction easement (120 feet total). The purpose behind this proposed route was to keep 
the sewer outside of the 50-foot buffer zone adjacent to the railroad right-of-way because 
additional railroad protective liability insurance is often required for facilities within the 
50-foot buffer. We discussed this issue with insurance carriers and with the Real Estate 
Manager at Genesee and Wyoming Railroad Services, Inc., the owners of the railroad. It 
was determined that railroad protective liability insurance will be required during 
construction for any operations within 50 feet of the railroad right-of-way. Bowever, upon 
completion of constmction, the City will not be required to carry insurance on the 
complete tiunk sewer as long as it is located outside the railroad right-of-way. Insl!lrance 

S :\JOL \ 1800--1899\ 18791026\Data\Easements\20-06-04.Realignment\Preliminary Site Visit Narrative.docx 



will be required for any sewers that are within the railroad right-of-way, which would 
include the two new and one existing sewer crossing of the railroad. See attached email 
coITespondence with Genesee and Wyoming Railroad. 

• From the site visit it was dete1mined that an alignment closer to the railroad but still outside 
of the railroad right-of-way is feasible and would reduce impacts to the prope1iies and 
allow for reduction of easement widths granted to the City. A new trunk sewer alignment 
is being proposed to center the sewer 25-feet off the railroad right-of-way within a 50-foot 
pennanent easement as well as an additional 30-foot temporary construction easement (80 
feet total). See attached revised route drawings. 

• The general landscape of the southern route varies from open grass areas to wooded areas 
with predominantly small diameter trees and scattered large diameter trees with light 
underbrush, to similar wooded areas with thick underbrush. The areas with thick 
underbrush were mostly east of where Faim Creek passes under the railroad near Timber 
Rail cul-de-sac. See photos below. 

Figure 1 Wooded areas with light underbrush Figure 2 Wooded areas with heavy 
underbrush 

• Within the pe1manent and tempora1y easements, it is anticipated underbrush and small trees 
will have to be cleared for construction of the sewer and construction access. 

• Within the pe1manent easement, it is anticipated that most of the large diameter trees will 
need to be removed to allow for construction of the new tiunk sewer. However, final 
alignment adjustinents could be made to avoid significant trees as much as possible. 

• Within the tempora1y construction easement, it is anticipated some of the large trees will 
need to be removed, but coordination with the contractor would be required under the 
construction specifications to identify trees to be avoided and saved and to reduce tree 

S:IJOL I 1800--1899\ 18 791026\Data\Easements\20-06-04. Rea lignment\Preliminary Site Visit Narrative.docx 



removal as much as possible since the temporary easement area is only required to allow 
the contractor accessibility to install the new sewer. 

• It was also noted that the western half of the proposed route already has cleared access 
corridors. We suggest coordinating with the property owners to modify the trunk sewer 
route to use the open corridors as feasible. This would require moving the sewer and 
easements away from the railroad but would reduce overall disturbance. 

• Similarly, we suggest coordinating with the property owners who participate in the 
Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program to modify the trunlc sewer route to avoid their 
tree restoration areas as much as feasible. 

• Tree planting will be a part of the construction specifications to reestablish tree growth in 
the wooded area. 

• With the new proposed route, some of the trenchless construction lengths that were 
required under the original route can be reduced or eliminated completed. 

Attached are drawings for the newly proposed sewer route. As noted above, this route can be 
modified to take advantage of current open corridors and avoidance of particular tree restoration 
areas. This is not reflected in the drawings but should be discussed with the property owners. 

S:\JOL \ 1800--1899\ 1879\026\Data\Easements\20-06-04.Realignment\Prelimlnary Site Visit Narrative.docx 



Waldron, Mike 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

GWAPPSWEST <gwappswest@gwrr.com > 

Monday, May 18, 2020 8:33 AM 
Druszkowski, Ethan; GWAPPSEAST 

Waldron, Mike 

RE: Insurance Requirements for Outside of ROW Access for the City of Washington 
Illinois 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]: Verify sender before opening links or attachments. 

Hi Ethan, 

If the sewer line will remain outside of railroad right of way, then the City will not need to maintain insurance for the 
railroad. If the line is within the railroad right of way, then the City will need to pe,rmit and maintain insurance for the life 

of the pipeline. 

Thanks, 

Crystal Galbreath 
Manager - Real Estate 
Genesee & Wyoming Railroad Services, Inc. 
13901 Sutton Park Drive South 

Suite 270 
Jacksonville, Florida 32224 
904-596-7782 
crystal .galbreath@gwrr.com 

Preliminary property research or application review will take approximately 3-4 weeks. To minimize duplicate 
reviews and obtain faster process times, we request that you submit the information you have as an application 
package for review. If additional information/revisions are needed or if the underlying land owner is an alternate 
railroad, you will be directed upon review. 

From: Druszkowski, Ethan <Ethan.Druszkowski@strand.com> 

Sent: Friday, May 15, 2020 3:11 PM 
To: GWAPPSEAST <GWAPPSEAST@gwrr.com>; GWAPPSWEST <gwappswest@gwrr.com> 
Cc: Waldron, Mike <Mike.Waldron@strand.com> 
Subject: Insurance Requirements for Outside of ROW Access for the City of Washington Illinois 

Good afternoon Donna and Crystal, 

I am unsure if my project in central Illinois falls within Genesee & Wyoming's east or west region, so I am contacting you 
both. I am a design engineer for Strand Associates in Joliet, Illinois, who has been hired by the City of Washington, Illinois 
to design a proposed trunk sanitary sewer that connects its two sanitary treatment plants within the City. Both these 

plants are next to the Toledo, Peoria, and Western Railroad . The proposed alignment runs parallel with the railroad for 
its entire length for a little over 2 miles. The main sewer is proposed to be outside of Genesee & Wyoming right of way 
(ROW), but within 50 feet of it. 



Your insurance requirements are clearly stated on the website for the contractor during construction, but will the City 
be required to have railroad insurance after construction to access their sewer that is within 50 feet of your ROW? If it 
will be required, what would those requirements be? 

The location of the project begins at the latitude and longitude of 40.684470, -89.460837 at the City's Plant 2 and 
continues to Plant 1 at 40.693755, -89.425642. 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Thanks, 

Ethan Druszkowski 

Strand Associates, Inc.· 

815. 744.4200 ext. 3161 

Ethan .Druszkowski@strand .comIwww.strand.com 

Excellence in Eng ineering Since 1946. 

2 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I S1\JOl.\l8H••l8~~\\B7~\B28\~,o,oo\C~-Sl> .. \o\l67'l026·1M·PIP•.O..TS0"th•I.J9~ 

l~/~L~to2-2e-200-oo~ 

JOB NO, 
1879,024 

PROJEQTMG , ... 
STRAND 
ASSOCIATES' 

I --------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------J 



1---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------1 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

, __ 

715 

710 

705 

700 

695 

690 

685 

6BO 

675 

670 

665 

660 

655 

650 

645 

640 

635 

I B1\JC...\!U~·-l6~~\l8M\D26\l-hoeo1\ l'OO.ShH~\167'!1!26-oh,-P&P•lt..T ••t.h·2~ 

665 

660 

655 

650 

645 

640 

635 

630 

625 

JOB NO, 
1871>,024 

P OJECTMOR, 
MSW 

STRAND 
ASSOCIATES" 

I --------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------1 



I 
I 
I 

125 

120 

715 

710 

705 

700 

695 

690 

"' 
6BO 

675 

670 

665 

660 

655 

650 

645 

640 

,I 

' 

725 

720 

715 

710 

705 

700 

695 

690 

"' 
680 

675 

670 

665 

660 

655 

650 

645 

640 

635 

m m 
156+o0 157+00 158+00 159+00 160+00 161+o0 162+00 163+00 164+00 !65+00 166+00 167+00 168+00 169+00 170+00 171+00 172+00 173+00 174+00 175+o0 176+00 177+00 178+00 179+00 180+00 181+00 182+o0 183+o0 184+00 

S1\JOC.\l888••18~~\187~\828\H,o,oa\Cll£l0.ShHta\187'l02S·aM·PlP•/al.. TSo"V.•3,dg~ 

JOO NO, 
1879,024 

PROJECT MOR, 
MsW ~!, 

STRAND 
ASSOCIATES' 

~--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ 



---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------1 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

735 

130 

125 

120 

715 

710 

705 

700 

695 

690 

685 

660 

675 

670 

665 

660 

685 

660 

675 

670 

665 

660 

655 

650 

645 

640 

JOB NO, 
1879,024 

PROJECT MOR, 
Maw 

STRAND 
ASSOCIATES" 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I B1\JCL\18U··l6,,\l8H\e26\M1orH\II00.5hu\o\167'le25·•M·P&P•ALTSauth·4,dg,-, I 

I --------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------1 



Pl/102-02-28-100-00J 
CITVOF"WASIIIWOTON 

PIII02-0l-2e-100-o~ 
\IEACOWVAlUYUC 

OAAY W. OElTEll~ 

P1N02-02-2e-200-00J 
SMI &CIJ!Ol.. l.'ILWI 



Use existing easement over existing 
sanita ry sewer for construction access 

dditlonal easement required for extension 
of local sewer across railroad to new trunk 



PINlll·lll-21-100-005 
IIIWllt0(]3AAU£lUI 

MOI-Ol·Jl-100-0M 
IIIIA0 *0(811AUC'IVI 

/ 

Use exist ing easement over existing 
sanitary sewer for construction access 

dditional easement required for extension 
of local sewer across railroad to new trunk 

.. ~ OJ·OJ•J/•IID-lJIO 
"-MA5TIDU01ASCUT~Tt5,ltlt. 

USAW. MLMCS 



---------\ 

-Ol·Gl-21-IOD-DDII 
,,c~ ~ ru, , 

•~ 1"1-01-11-ooc-on ...,,~,,,,, ... ~, '""" 
e•~, " ~XM.: 

/ 
/ 

/ 

/ 

If 
PINE LAKES COUNTRY 

""7' 

"~ o.-o:- :z- ,oo-~,~ 
0" er .. ,.,.,,.~""' 

Verify Property 
Ownershi 

-..~ AUSTINEIIGINEERIUG. CO , IIIC , ... ~ ~:;:-~ 



Hamilton Consulting Engineers, Inc.  
City of Washington - Farm Creek Trunk Sewer 

   DRAFT 
February 15, 2022 

3rd Party Alignment Analysis  

Appendix E.  
Practicable Alternatives Analysis, 

Pudik Architecture, PC 



1. Practicable Alternatives Analysis 

 



 

 

Introduction 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

1 
 

 

January 26, 2021 

Practicable Alternatives Analysis 

 

Introduction 

The Pudik family first heard of the City’s proposed trunk sewer project in early Spring of 2020. When they looked further 
into the specifics of the proposed project they were surprised to find out the City had been planning the new trunk sewer 
project since 2016, as this was the first they had heard of it. The Pudik family was curious as to why they were not 
communicated with until the city requested new easements across the entire length of their north property boundary. The 
City has neglected communicating with a property owner – the Pudik family (Goat Springs, LLC) - whose property 
consists of 45% of the entire proposed trunk sewer’s new route (most of any property owner along the proposed route). 
For the record, the existing trunk sewer – the one to be decommissioned and abandoned - traverses over Pudik property 
via an existing easement 25% of its entire existing route between treatment plants (again, most of any property owner 
along the existing route). One would think that communicating with a property owner most burdened by both easements, 
by a long shot, would be an initial objective in planning the new trunk sewer improvements. 

The Pudik family quickly organized and dug into finding out more about this proposed project planned across their 
property. Seeing that this was going to be difficult, the family organized its own team. Tasks of research, legal research, 
site observations, assessments and agency communications took place. As the team got well into the various tasks it 
became apparent the City had not properly vetted alternative routes – routes that have much less environmental impact 
and cost taxpayers less money, especially over the life of a new trunk sewer improvement. Common-sense alternatives 
north of Farm Creek and the railroad seemed obvious. Thus, the process of alternatives analysis was started by the team. 

Process: 

I. Due-diligence: Research, Information gathering and review, site observations and documentation 
II. Identification of design criteria to assist in evaluation of route alternatives  
III. Data gathering, measurements & geometry, inputs, communication with agencies, legal (due-diligence Rd. 2) 
IV. Identification of route possibilities for further exploration and vetting based upon I. – III. Above 

 

The results of the process confirmed the initial hypothesis that indeed more practicable solutions do exist north of Farm 
Creek and the TP&W railroad tracks closer to existing and projected development within city limits. Many routes and route 
hybrid alternates were studied (Figure 1). For purposes of this analysis, more practicable alternatives D-1 (Figure 5), and 
E-3 (Figure 6), were evaluated against the proposed route B (Strand’s ‘South’ route and referenced as ‘B’ in their report). 
Other more practicable routes are most likely available on the north side of Farm Creek and the railroad – at least ones 
with less environmental impact and ones that are less costly. 

The study our team performed should have been performed early in the pre-design process of the new trunk sewer study 
by Strand Associates – the City’s design consultant, and perhaps others. Something similar to the ‘Route Comparison 
Matrix’ (Figure 13), located at the end of this section, should have been used as evidence of real data vs. opinion-
based bias to properly evaluate potential route options to set the design direction. Such approach would better assist in 
gaining consensus among stakeholders and taxpayers. 
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Sewer Alignment Route – Data and Criteria Evaluation Categories 

 

Route Length 

For purposes of route alignment comparisons, two points were chosen as a common starting point and as a common 
ending point – one near the West Plant, STP-2 (downstream side) and another near the East Plant, STP-1 (upstream 
side). The downstream point near STP-2 was located approximately 250’ west of Farm Creek, or approximately 100’ west 
of the existing manhole receiving the existing trunk sewer coming from the north under the railroad tracks. The remainder 
of the proposed sewer line (estimated to be 320 LF) heading west and connecting into existing infrastructure remains a 
constant in all route comparison analysis. At the upstream point near STP-1, the eastern point used in the analysis is 
located approximately 250’ east from the end of Bayberry Street extending NE (parallel to RR) along the south side of the 
railroad tracks. This point is located just east of the existing tributary sewer tie-in on the south side of the railroad tracks. 
The remainder of the proposed sewer line (estimated to be 1,420 LF) heading east and connecting into existing 
infrastructure remains a constant in all route comparison analysis except one. So, for purposes of Route Length as 
defined in this analysis, the length of the sewer alignment that falls within the ‘Primary Area of Analysis’ shown below in 
the Project Area Map and connecting back to the points are used for the alternatives’ analysis herein. 

       North 

 
Project Area Map      

Depth, slope and distance are all part of a gravity-based alignment’s geometric design. The proposed design (Strand – 
Route B, Figure 4) has a total distance of 11,125 LF, of which 9,385 LF are within the ‘Primary Area of Analysis’. It also 
has a total drop of 77.07 ft. and various slopes along the route, especially before crossing Farm Creek. The existing trunk  
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Sewer (Figure 2) has a total distance of approximately 12,350 LF, of which 10,600 LF are within the ‘Primary Area of 
Analysis’. It has a total drop of 68.67 ft.  

Seven alternate routes, primarily north of the railroad and Farm Creek, had less than or equal length of trunk sewer route 
as that of the proposed Route B. It is important to note that not just trunk sewer route, but also tributary sewer route 
extensions should be considered in the overall evaluation. For this evaluation, Route D-1 (Figure 5) with a route length of 
9,975 LF, and Route E-3 (Figure 6) with a route length of 9,725 LF, were evaluated as more practicable routes than Route 
B. 

The Problem of Farm Creek on Strand’s Route B Geometry: 

Route B crosses Farm Creek, a U.S. waterway, 4 times on the south side of the railroad tracks including a double-
crossing counted as 2 crossings where Farm Creek bends sharply up against the railroad embankment. Heading 
downstream from STP-1, Route B slopes drastically to get under Farm Creek and the existing trunk sewer which is 
currently exposed within Farm Creek just south of the railroad bridge. 

 Observations: 

- The first & second crossings (double-crossing) of Farm Creek, less than a quarter of the route distance from 
STP-1, require 37% of the overall route drop in its vertical dimension to get below the creek bed elevation. 

- The third crossing of Farm Creek (just south of the railroad bridge), located just 40% of the route distance 
from STP-1, requires 57% of the overall drop to get below the alleged creek bottom elevation of 666.0. 

- Farm Creek’s massive forces of storm water during storm events re-arranges the geometry and path of the 
creek including erosion of its banks and creek bottom – see Property Observation Report – Goat Springs 
LLC. – eastern half of proposed ‘Route B’ Trunk Sewer (C.O.W.), November 9, 2020. This report shows some 
of the effects of the July 15, 2020 100-year flood event including debris trapped in riparian saplings 10-12’ 
high from the dry portion of the creek bed. Also shown in this report is the exposure of the existing trunk 
sewer within the Farm Creek where the smell of raw sewage was noticed. 

- The erosion of Farm Creek at the railroad bridge was observed during an on-site visit on November 7, 2020. It 
was estimated that approximately 8’ of erosion has occurred since the original construction of the existing 
trunk sewer based on the observations of the banks at this particular location along Farm Creek. Field 
measurements taken with a laser device from the underside of the railroad bridge structure to the creek 
bottom at this particular location indicate a potential, yet critical, discrepancy with the creek bottom elevation 
as depicted in Strand’s drawings. Field measurements show an approximate 4-5’ deeper creek bottom at this 
location than that shown on Strand’s drawings. Detailed survey work is recommended to confirm actual 
creek bottom elevations where the alignment design crosses Farm Creek. 

- Question to ponder: Is the City making the same mistake all over again by contending with the powerful 
forces of Farm Creek? … History would suggest so. (See referenced: Property Observation Report – Goat 
Springs LLC. – eastern half of proposed ‘Route B’ Trunk Sewer (C.O.W.), November 9, 2020) 

 
More practicable Routes D-1 and E-3 show alignments north of Farm Creek. These routes do not have the encumbrances 
of crossing below Farm Creek or the existing trunk sewer along the route thereby making better use of vertical flexibility 
(see Figures 11 & 12). Strand compared their Route B to their Route A (Figure 3) in terms of existing trunk sewer 
interferences – this is a weak comparison as Route A is basically the same existing trunk sewer alignment with a 
few minor tweaks of pulling it out of the Farm Creek waterway (existing trunk sewer has manholes exposed in the Farm 
Creek waterway). Route A (Strand) conflicts with the existing trunk sewer alignment too many times to count and should 
not be considered a relevant alternative to compare against. A strong case can be made that a trunk sewer alignment 
north of Farm Creek, and not crossing Farm Creek or the existing trunk sewer until it reaches its final destination, could 
enter STP-2 infrastructure at the existing influent elevation (+631.35). This could save the project initial construction costs 
and defer pump station upgrades until a future time when more accurate information will be known to properly design and 
size the station improvements. 
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U.S. Waterway Crossings (Farm Creek): 

Crossing U.S. Waterways with development and construction activities is a complicated process requiring special permits 
and special construction means and methods driving up construction costs and complicating the permit process. Streams 
such as Farm Creek also include wetlands, recommended waterway riparian buffers, and floodplains constraining 
construction access and maintenance. Trenchless construction methods are requirements used to minimize impacts to 
these sensitive environments. It is best to avoid these types of areas if at all possible, or if not possible, then to minimize 
disturbance. 
 
Farm Creek is considered a Relatively Permanent Waterway (RPW), a water protected by The Clean Water Act per 
United States EPA guidance. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers – Regulatory Program provides Illinois stream mitigation  
guidance for Perennial Streams and classifications of priority waters. Farm Creek, an 18.93-mile long tributary to the 
Illinois river, was listed on the IEPA’s section 303(d) list as an impaired water with the issue of aquatic life – PH, 
Phosphorus (total); total suspended solids – and therefore considered a priority water. Farm Creek was a major 
contributor to the sedimentation issues that led to the federally-funded dredging operation and creation of a 21-acre island 
in Peoria Lake from the dredged sedimentation. The Tazewell County Comprehensive Land Use Plan 2011 addresses 
this impaired water body specifically and recommends development activities to be located within developed areas as 
opposed through natural ‘Local Legacy Areas’ which are considered ‘environmentally significant’ and should be 
‘recognized and preserved’. The Route B alignment disregards the Principles and Strategies set forth by this document – 
see sections ‘Quality Sustainable Development’ and ‘Illinois River and Waterways’ – Tazewell County Comprehensive 
Land Use Plan 2011. 
 
Route B (Figure 4), crosses Farm Creek 6 times and the depth of the alignment is influenced by Farm Creek. In the 
Strand Report (10 /2019), Strand compares the Route B, which crosses Farm Creek with all its respective wetlands and 
floodplains 6 times, to that of the Strand Route A (Figure 3), which crosses Farm Creek 15 times – this is hardly a fair 
comparison and should not be considered a more practicable alternative to one (Strand – A) that crosses a U.S. waterway 
15 times and has existing trunk sewer interferences all the way along the existing route, as it (Strand – B) neglects a true 
comparison study and analysis required for responsible design and development of this trunk sewer project. Several 
alignment routes to the north of Farm Creek, adjacent to existing development, would have less impact or no impact at all 
on Farm Creek (20). More practicable routes D-1 (Figure 5), and E-3 (Figure 6), better meet the goals of non-
disturbance of U.S. waterways as neither route crosses Farm Creek. These goals include better flood control by 
natural means, non-disturbance of riparian forested stream buffers, non-disturbance of hydrologically connected wetlands 
and forested wetland buffers and better control of erosion and sedimentation leading to better water quality, better habitat 
for both aquatic species and non-aquatic species, and better quality of life for the residents. Routes D-1 and E-3 are 
located adjacent to and within areas of existing development which coincides with the strategies set forth in the Tazewell 
County Comprehensive Land Use Plan 2011 (by the Tri-County Regional Planning Commission). 
 

      
Farm Creek, riparian forest & wetlands – E. edge of Pudik property Exposed existing trunk sewer with railroad bridge in background & flood damage 
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Railroad Crossings: 

The analysis performed on the proposed Route B (Figure 4) and alternative routes consider the number of new railroad 
crossings the trunk sewer and all connected tributary sewers make for a fully functional sewer system. These crossings 
require trenchless construction. These crossings are categorized as ‘new work’ and added to the total of existing 
crossings within the ‘Primary Area of Analysis’. 
 
Our team tried to reach out to the railroad (TP&W) but did not get a response. We made the following assumptions to 
base our evaluation on: 

- New work sewers at railroad crossings: 
o Require trenchless construction 
o Include existing sewers re-worked/ re-configured/ renovated/ repaired  
o Require construction insurance from RR 
o Require on-going insurance during the life of the sewer while it is live/ operational 

- Existing sewers at railroad crossings to be connected and maintained as live and operational: 
o Require protection during construction activities related to new trunk sewer installation 
o Require connection construction to new trunk sewer at either side of RR outside the RR easement 

(not a new extension underneath the railroad as this would be considered ‘new work’) 
o Does not require construction insurance from RR 
o Requires continuous on-going insurance during the life of the sewer while it is live/ operational 

- Existing sewers at railroad crossings to be decommissioned and abandoned: 
o Require protection during construction activities related to new trunk sewer installation 
o Require RR-specified decommissioning construction 
o Require construction insurance from RR during decommissioning construction activities 
o No longer requires on-going insurance due to being decommissioned/ abandoned 

 
The TP&W railroad primarily follows Farm Creek. Farm Creek passes under the railroad twice within the ‘Primary Area of 
Analysis’ as depicted in the Project Area Map. As history suggests, railroads were constructed in low areas typically 
following waterways in order to prevent extreme topographical differences for ease of freight train travel among other 
benefits. A trunk sewer alignment following the path of a railroad will most likely be contending with environmental impacts 
due to natural topography and all associated waterways, tributaries and their respective wetlands and floodplains. 
 
The Strand Route B has these environmental impact issues to compound the problem of not only boring under the 
railroad, but also in areas where wetlands and floodplains exist. Strand’s Route B, the proposed route, consists of 3 new 
work sewer railroad crossings – 2 new trenchless installations plus the re-worked crossing at the west near STP-2 where 
a new 12” sewer will be installed through the existing trunk sewer pipe after the existing trunk sewer is decommissioned. 
Bore pits will need to be located outside of these environmentally sensitive areas to reduce additional mitigation and 
construction costs thereby making longer jack-and-bore extensions. Extending 2 of the 3 north tributary sewers to the 
south side of the railroad tracks not only makes construction difficult but also makes future maintenance and repair access 
very difficult – especially as proposed, to be within wetlands and floodplains. Pumping and de-watering of the pits during 
construction will be a constant challenge and probable change order to the project cost. Post construction, the City will 
have 4 tributary sewers serving the population and development on the north side (city side) of the railroad and 
Farm Creek connected to the new trunk sewer on the south side (rural side) of the railroad requiring very difficult 
site access for maintenance and repairs – this makes no sense. The city will be required to carry insurance on 4 live/ 
operational sewers penetrating the railroad easement. The City will most likely need access easements from the railroad 
and property owners to access these remote manhole junctions located at the tributary connections to the trunk sewer – 
mostly within wetlands, wetland buffers and floodplains. This is a short-sighted solution and one that will be costly for 
years to come. 
 
More practicable solutions exist on the north side of both the railroad and Farm Creek – better solutions that could 
connect a north trunk sewer route to existing tributary sewers within existing city development and adjacent to city growth 
areas - those most likely to need maintenance, repairs, connections – and, with limited impact on the railroad and that 
which abuts it. More practicable trunk sewer routes D-1 (Figure 5) and E-3 (Figure 6) are such solutions. Strand’s report 
projects 71% of the ADF (average daily flow) to come from north of the railroad between STP-1 and STP-2 where the city 
population and business community is mostly located; (projections show only 9% coming from south of RR between STP- 
 
 



 

6 
 

 
1 & STP-2, 15% from east of STP-1, and 5% from west of STP-2). It would only make sense to follow the guidance of 
strategic planning found in the Tazewell County Comprehensive Land Use Plan 2011 and locate this new trunk sewer 
development within/ mostly within existing development/ projected development – that which is north of both the railroad 
and Farm Creek. 
       North 

 
 

Route Utility Extension/ Interference: 

Analysis of trunk sewer routes considered how the route connected to existing and future tributary sewers. Approximate 
LF of interference with the existing trunk sewer and other potential utility infrastructure was also studied. The existing 
trunk sewer (Figure 2) will remain in operation during construction of the new trunk sewer and will need to be protected. 
 
The proposed Route B (Figure 4) crosses or runs adjacent to the existing trunk sewer in three locations. The proposed 
trunk sewer runs deeper than the existing trunk sewer route making it more critical to support the existing trunk sewer at 
these three locations so as to not undermine the existing trunk sewer which could cause collapse. Two of these three 
locations occur at Farm Creek causing further complications with adjacent wetlands and within floodplains. Tributary 
sewer interferences also happen at four locations. Significant tributary sewer extensions are needed with this particular 
route alignment. Two of these are negatively affected by wetlands and floodplains. Route B includes approximately 1,040 
LF of pipe extension to connect tributary sewers. Route B has approximately 680 LF of utility interference. The Strand 
report compared this positively to their Route A option (Figure 3) which is estimated to have 6,980 LF of utility interference 
and approximately 90 LF of extensions. Again, Route A is not a good comparison route when several other much better 
alternatives exist north of the railroad and Farm Creek closer to existing development and its tributary sewers. 
 
More practicable alternative routes D-1 (Figure 5) and E-3 (Figure 6) also require tributary sewer extensions needed for 
connectivity, but to a much lesser extent. Also, these alternative routes have utility interferences but do not interfere with 
the existing trunk sewer until reaching its final destination near the west plant STP-2. Route D-1 requires approximately 
480 LF of pipe extensions at four tributary sewer locations. Route D-1 has an estimated 710 LF of potential utility 
infrastructure interference mostly at 2 locations (Cummings Lane R.O.W. and Timber Rail R.O.W.). These have been 
estimated to be trenchless locations so utility interferences may be over-estimated. Route E-3 also requires approximately 
480 LF of pipe extensions at four tributary sewer locations. Route E-3 has an estimated 170 LF of potential utility 
infrastructure interference mostly at 1 location (Timber Rail R.O.W.). This is also estimated to be a trenchless location so 
utility interferences may be over-estimated here as well. 
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Route through Wetlands: 
 
Wetlands have several functions that include flood control, sedimentation filtration, breaking down bacteria and 
contaminates (ex.: pesticides & herbicides), groundwater flow and providing wildlife habitat. The functions of the wetlands 
with hydrological connectivity to Farm Creek are important to restoring this U.S. waterway and preventing further 
impairment as noted in the Tazewell County Comprehensive Land Use Plan 2011. Construction activities within or 
adjacent to these wetlands should be avoided as much as feasibly possible.  

The U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service - Wetlands Mapper of National Wetlands Inventory was used to identify potential 
wetlands along the entire Farm Creek length within the ‘Primary Area of Analysis’ depicted in the Project Area Map. Goat 
Springs LLC also commissioned Weaver Consultants to conduct a wetlands delineation and habitat assessment on its 
property in the Spring of 2020. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers – Regulatory Program issued a jurisdictional wetlands 
delineation in September of 2020 for the Goat Springs property. All of these tools, reports and official documents were 
used in determining the LF of pipe route through wetlands along each particular route evaluated. The jurisdictional 
wetlands on Goat Springs, LLC property were used in conjunction with the wetland mapper tool for locating wetlands on 
other properties along Farm Creek. Although wetland buffers are not included in any ordinance, a wetland buffer of 100’ 
(50’ minimum) would be recommended to allow the wetlands to function better based on the steep slopes and forested-
type wetlands adjacent to Farm Creek, a U.S. waterway. A 100’ riparian buffer along the waterway would also be highly 
recommended. 

For purposes of this route alternatives evaluation, wetland boundaries without buffers were analyzed. Route B (Figure 4) 
has approximately 2,200 LF (10 sites) of route within wetland boundaries. With a 50’ buffer this would expand to 3,200 LF. 
Strand’s Route B is better in comparison with Strand’s Route A (Figure 3) which has approximately 2,350 LF through 
wetlands. However, better more practicable routes are available and having less impact on wetlands. For example, Route 
D-1 (Figures 5 & 7) crosses through no wetlands (0 LF), and Route E-3 (Figures 6 & 8) has only 200 LF of route through 
wetlands. 

 
Wetlands – Site 1; Steep bank erosion potential & importance of adjacent riparian forest buffer;  
Notice staking has eroded into Farm Creek during Summer flood event 
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Route through Floodplains: 
 
Farm Creek represents a large perennial stream (18.93 miles long) that directly connects to the Illinois River. This water 
body takes on massive quantities of forceful water during flood events. Evidence of the July 15, 2020 flood (a 100-year 
flood event) showed debris as high as 12’ above Farm Creek bed trapped in the upper branches of adjacent riparian 
forest saplings. Dried mud was evident throughout the forest floor and seen on matted down vegetation adjacent to Farm 
Creek well inside the bank edge. Locating manholes and trunk sewer line outside of these floodplains should be of high 
priority. Farm Creek’s banks and creek bottom have eroded significantly over the past 50 years. The existing trunk sewer 
line is exposed on Goat Springs property and pollutes the water with raw sewage – see photos below. Storm water also 
infiltrates this trunk sewer especially during storm events and wet periods of the year. Locating a trunk sewer with minimal 
coverage over the top of the pipe and expecting it to last 50 years without exposure is making the same mistake all over 
again – this type of irresponsible development should be halted in its tracks as better more practicable routes are 
available outside of Farm Creek. FEMA maps were used to identify base flood elevations and flood zones within the 
‘Primary Area of Analysis’ located on the Project Area Map. 

The proposed Route B (Figure 4) has an estimated 3,300 LF of trunk sewer routed through these FEMA floodplains – this 
is 35% of the entire route. This Route B was compared to Route A (Figure 3) which has an estimated 8,950 LF of route 
through floodplains which accounts for 84% of the total route length. This is comparing a bad route to an extremely worse 
route – hardly a fair comparison. More practicable alternative routes are plentiful to the north (20). Routes D-1 (Figures 5 
& 9), and E-3 (Figures 6 & 10), provide such relief. Route D-1 has approximately 610 LF through floodplains (6% of the 
route) and Route E-3 has approximately 1,310 LF through floodplains (13% of the route). These examples represent a 
route that is safer for the water quality of Farm Creek, much better against infiltration of storm water and much easier to 
maintain due to less manholes being inaccessible within the flood hazard. 

      
Existing trunk sewer pipe & joint exposed – west side creek bank  Existing trunk sewer pipe & joint exposed – east side creek bank 



 

9 
 

 
U.S. Waterway Bank Disturbance: 
 
Erosion and sedimentation are real issues affecting the health, safety and welfare of waterways in Tazewell County 
including Farm Creek and the Illinois River. Protecting waterways, their banks, their adjacent wetlands and riparian forests 
are crucial to preventing further degradation of Farm Creek which was on the IEPA’s Section 303(d) list as an impaired 
water body. If construction must go through areas such as these, trenchless construction should be considered. Banks will 
need to be protected and grades maintained through construction and not altered. 

Bank disturbance was measured from GIS maps using the easement width on both sides of the stream at each crossing. 
The proposed Route B (Figure 4) has 6 U.S. waterway crossings that amount to approximately 1,210 LF of bank 
disturbance as measured using the GIS maps. These banks are steep and high in certain locations (15-20’ high) which 
will make access nearly impossible and long-term maintenance very difficult and unlikely – see photos below of Farm 
Creek banks on Goat Springs property within the proposed Route B option by Strand. This Route B was compared to 
Route A (Figure 3) which crosses Farm Creek 15 times with an approximate 3,560 LF of bank disturbance. Much better 
alternatives exist north of the railroad and Farm Creek. Two such alternatives, Routes D-1 (Figure 5) and E-3 (Figure 6), 
have zero Farm Creek crossings and therefore disturb no U.S. waterway banks. 

 

 

    
18’ high banks directly adjacent to Farm Creek in proposed route on Goat Springs property        11 ft. bank ht. w/ new trunk sewer marker stake above rt 
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Route through Forest/ Riparian Forested Waterways: 

The Illinois Forest Action Plan (A Statewide Forest Resource Assessment and Strategy, 2018 Revision) indicates historic 
Illinois landcover used to be 40% and today forest land occupies only 13% of the state’s surface area. The #1 threat is 
the reduction of Oak-Hickory forests and the #1 strategy/ action plan is to save and expand Oak-Hickory forests. 
Simply put, Oak-Hickory forest (especially those of larger tracts) are considered ‘threatened’ in Illinois and should be 
protected. The Illinois Department of Natural Resources has identified the top two forest stewardship priority areas to be 
Private Forests (which Goat Springs would be considered as) and Riparian Corridors. These are followed in order by: 
Forest Patches, Wetlands, Priority Watersheds and Development Pressure – all of which apply to Goat Springs, Farm 
Creek and the relevant trunk sewer development project’s proposed Route B (Figure 4). Preservation of these areas is 
critical to the plan of saving and expanding these valuable forests. 

The Tazewell County Comprehensive Land Use Plan 2011 also includes the property of Goat Springs within their Local 
Legacy Area as shown on their map. Congruent to the State’s strategy / action plan of saving and expanding Oak-Hickory 
forests, Tazewell County’s strategy of ‘environmentally significant’ local legacy areas is to recognize these areas and 
preserve them (see section ‘Quality Sustainable Development’ – Tazewell County Comprehensive Land Use Plan 2011 – 
Tri-County Regional Planning Commission). The goal of preserving land and natural resources in specified areas of the 
county and preventing ill-advised development within these areas is extremely important to the vitality of its residents’ 
health, safety and welfare. 

In Spring of 2020, Goat Springs LLC commissioned Weaver Consultants to perform a wetland delineation and habitat 
assessment of the Goat Springs property located within the City’s proposed trunk sewer project area. Native trees within 
the Oak-Hickory forest were found to be up to 298 years old. Conclusions reached – “The habitat assessment revealed 
the Investigation Area consists of a high-quality remnant oak-hickory woodland which supports local fauna 
including numerous migratory bird species, in addition to hosting several rare plant species. The floristic quality 
of the woodland alone classifies this area as an environmental asset and is recommended to be protected to 
preserve a piece of Illinois’ natural heritage.” – Weaver Associates, Erin Hokanson, Project Manager/ Ecologist, ISA 
Arborist (IL-9144A). The property owner identified these qualities years ago when he decided to purchase the property 
with a vision of preserving and protecting this valuable asset. 
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Benefits of Trees: 

Trees have many environmental benefits including: natural water purification, water storage, promote cleaner waterways, 
fight floods, introduce moisture into the air, carbon sequestration, oxygen producer, noise reduction, light trespass blocker 
for nocturnal species, wind block … 

Large healthy trees can remove more than 70 times more pollution than small trees. Healthy trees depend upon healthy 
soil. 

 

Compaction of natural soil does permanent damage to the soil structure that has taken millennia to develop. 
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Construction equipment should avoid traversing over the grade – especially in heavily wooded areas to be preserved. 
Tree roots extend twice as far as the tree canopy in all directions (real root zone = 3 x drip line). Protection of the tree 
needs to consider: staying outside the real tree root zone to avoid trenching and compaction, maintaining existing grade 
elevations – no piling of dirt within the real tree root zone. Healthy root structure for healthy trees depends upon 
construction equipment avoiding these areas altogether. 

 

 

Riparian Forests: 

Riparian forest areas adjacent to Farm Creek (just over a mile long on Goat Springs property) serve critical functions 
along the entire stream route on the property. These important functions include: sediment filtering, flood control, nutrient 
control, pollutant control, water quality maintenance, shade and temperature control, stream channel stability and habitat 
and food for wildlife. So, 5% of the entire length of Farm Creek is located on the Goat Springs Property alone and the 
riparian forest adjacent to this U.S. waterway will have a significant impact of the overall waterway’s health. Like wetlands, 
a 100’ buffer along this waterway is recommended for the riparian forest to efficiently function the way nature intended it. 
The steep slopes and banks and the sheer scale of the native woodland itself call into account a wide buffer 
recommendation. 

Goat Springs LLC property is unique and more distinguished than any property along the Farm Creek valley between 
STP-1 and STP-2 due to its features of dense native oak-hickory forest land characteristics, its serpentine waterway – 
Farm Creek, and its topography and significant elevation changes. The natural features of this property depend on one 
another and degradation of one negatively affects all others. 

The proposed Route B ignores the importance of trees, riparian forests and the overall environmental importance 
of their inter-connectivity. Route B will do permanent damage to the soil structure. This in turn will do permanent 
damage to the vegetation, waterways and wildlife so dependent to survive. Route B traverses along the most natural side 
of the railroad tracks – the south side. The route is estimated to extend through 8,735 LF of forest/ riparian forested 
waterways – this is 93% of the entire route. Route A (Figure 3) traverses 9,811 LF through forest/ riparian forested 
waterways – also 93% of its route.  
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More practicable routes D-1 (Figure 5) and E-3 (Figure 6) provide much better options in terms of significantly reduced 
forest damage and riparian forest damage. Route D-1 has 2,570 LF of its route within forest/ riparian forested waterway 
areas, or, only 26% of its route. Route E-3 has 2,580 LF of its route within forest/ riparian forested waterway areas which 
calculates to 27% of its route. Several other alternatives also provide much better environmental advantages in terms of 
forest and riparian forested waterway disruption. 
 

Route within City Limits: 

This category provides the LF of route within the City of Washington limits. Those within the city limits are most likely to be 
users of city utilities – some sooner than later depending upon development. The trunk sewer route is projected to go 
through properties within the City limits and those outside the City limits (County jurisdiction). 

The following list identifies private landowners within the City limits (City parcels) vs. private landowners outside the City 
limits (County parcels): 

Private Landowners within the City limits include: 

- Miller 
- Plattner 
- Weigand (south parcel) 
- Franzen 
- Hines 
- Moehle 
- Pudik (upper NE corner parcel) 

Private Landowners outside the City limits include: 

- Deiters (both parcels north and south of the railroad tracks) 
- Weigand (north parcel(s)) 
- Pudik (both large parcels south of the railroad tracks) 

Compared to neighboring properties and based on past neighborhood development trends and existing city utility 
infrastructure, it appears the properties belonging to Moehle and Hines are ripe for development and immediately adjacent 
to existing tributary sewer infrastructure and potential near-future extension/ basin expansion. These adjacent 
neighborhoods are already on city sewer infrastructure. It is assumed (not confirmed) that Franzen, Weigand, Plattner, 
Deiters, Miller and Pudik properties are served by individual septic systems. 

The proposed Strand Route B option (Figure 4) passes through property within the City limits twice and through property 
outside the City limits (county) twice between STP-1 and STP-2. Most of this city utility within the area of analysis 
(approximately 5,592 LF or 60%) is located outside the city limits on properties whose landowners are not users of the 
utility – when more practicable routes to the north are available through property of landowners most likely to be users of 
the city utility and within city limits adjacent to existing development already using the same utility.  

More practicable Routes D-1(Figure 5), with 7,499 LF (75%) of its route within the city limits, and E-3 (Figure 6), with 
7,770 LF (80%) of its route within city limits, provide the City and its users an upgraded utility closer to the majority of its 
users, both existing and projected development, within properties mostly within city limits. This strategy coincides with the 
strategies laid out in the Tazewell County Comprehensive Land Use Plan 2011 – ‘Quality Sustainable Development’. 
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Tazewell County GIS – Overall map of project area showing property parcels 
 
 

Private Land Owners Affected: 

This category highlights the number of private landowners affected by the new trunk sewer route – easements, 
construction, on-going maintenance. It does not consider the burden of the existing trunk sewer easement, 
decommissioning construction and on-going maintenance until the new trunk sewer is fully operational. 

The proposed Route B (Figure 4) affects 5 private landowners. All these landowners already have existing sewer 
easements on their properties. New wider easements would take the place of existing easements. See ‘Alignment Route 
Data Sheet’ for each route’s breakdown of LF of route across each landowner’s property. The number of private 
landowners also includes those affected by tributary sewer connections.  

Route D-1 (Figure 5) affects 5 private landowners. All but one already have sewer easements across their property – 
however, the newly affected private landowner requiring a new sewer easement stands to benefit most from the new trunk 
sewer upgrade – at least initially. 

Route E-3 (Figure 6) affects 6 private landowners. All but one already have sewer easements across their property – 
however, the same newly affected private landowner of route D-1 above requiring a new sewer easement, again, stands 
to benefit most from the new trunk sewer upgrade – at least initially. 
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Initial Cost: 

This category’s data was derived from Strand’s 10-2019 Opinion of Probable Construction Cost within their report. Unit 
costs and format were determined by Strand and used with each route’s quantitative data and quantities associated with 
the respective route as best as could be determined. 

Commentary on Strand – Alternate Route B, Preliminary Engineering OPCC: 

- Cost sheet indicates 48” sanitary sewer, plans show 42” 
- LF of 18-in sanitary sewer lists 220, plans show longer runs over 220 combined 
- Some manhole depths on plans are deeper than those listed 
- Trenchless construction in the cost sheet is much less than that shown on the plans 
- Work shafts for trenchless construction also are much less on the cost sheet 
- New 12” inside existing 30” shows only 12’ – this seems significantly less than the plans 
- No cost shown for granular backfill CA-7 
- Restoration seed is calculated by taking sanitary sewer 48-in length X 6.667 X $2 – seems light 
- Both ‘Silt fence/ erosion controls’ and ‘Tree Removal’ calculations use same formula of sanitary sewer – 48in. 

LF X .8 (engineer’s est. quantity) X unit cost. This formula is not route specific, is too generalized and not 
representative of actual cost. Costs look light. 

- No costs for stabilized construction entrance(s) 
- Other costs missing – mitigation, environmental impacts, permits … 
- 93% of this route is through forest and riparian forested U.S. waterways, wetlands, steep topography changes 

of 50+ feet, high banks – there will be significant costs associated with protection, reconstruction, 
preservation of such … 

In general, these costs seem very low and not customized to the route’s difficult site constraints and specifics.  

While a difference of opinion on construction costs exist, and, in order to make an ‘apples-to-apples’ comparison, the 
Strand cost format and unit costs were used to analyze other more practicable routes north of Farm Creek and the 
railroad – specifically for Routes D-1 (Figure 5) and E-3 (Figure 6). These cost breakdowns are included in the detail 
behind each route included herein – ‘Alignment Route Cost Sheet’. Generally speaking the quantities of pipe, quantities 
of various depth manholes, quantities of trenchless construction and associated work shafts were adapted to each 
specific route. These line items were then summarized into four main categories on the ‘Alignment Route Data Sheet’ 
as: 

- Pipe: 
- Manholes: 
- Special Construction: 
- Site Preparation and Restoration: 

These categories are summed into a ‘Construction Subtotal’ similar to Strand’s OPCC format. Then percentages of the 
Subtotal are added for: 

- Mobilization 
- Legal and Land Acquisition 
- Contingencies 

These additional costs then are added up in total to the Construction Subtotal as the ‘Total Opinion of Probable 
Construction Cost’ … just as it is in the Strand format in their 10-2019 Report. 
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After all the measurements and calculations were quantified and entered for each route in each route’s respective 
spreadsheet the costs are as follows: 
 
Strand Route A:   $7,950,949 

Proposed Strand Route B: $7,823,773 

More Practicable Route D-1: $8,073,720 

More Practicable Route E-3: $7,321,953 

A more detailed analysis of cost is recommended as both Strand Routes appear to be short on costs relative to 
environmental impacts which are heavy in both Routes A & B. Other alternatives exist that may be more beneficial in 
initial cost savings (i.e. shorter routes, shallow with less trenchless construction, less tributary sewer extensions, less 
existing utility interferences, and obviously less environmental impacts). 

 

Long-Term Cost: 

This category considers the following criteria in evaluating the routes as ‘Low’, ‘Moderate’, or ‘High’ in terms of on-going 
operational costs over the long-term of 50 years. 

- Maintenance Costs of the line itself, access paths to the line’s manholes to scope and provide required 
maintenance – both proactive and reactive. 

- Repair construction and access to the location of the line to perform potential repairs 
- Potential tapping for future tributary line construction (although this is unlikely) 
- Number of Farm Creek crossings since the existing line is already exposed in several locations leaking raw 

sewage into a U.S. waterway – if history repeats itself, either dropping the line and adding pump station(s) or 
reconstructing the stream bed of Farm Creek or both. 

- Flood damage potential to the infrastructure 
- Insurance requirements – Railroad crossings of live operational sewers running underneath the railroad 
- Maintenance of additional equipment, pumps at SWP-2 to pump sewage from lower elevation 

Since both of Strand’s Route A (Figure 3) and proposed Route B (Figure 4) are contending with Farm Creek, and, within 
floodplains in remote areas requiring special remote access requirements navigating steep embankments, wetlands and 
dense forested access routes – these were considered ‘High’ long-term costs. History has suggested so and a new trunk 
sewer crossing Farm Creek with minimal coverage over the pipe year one will most likely require attention in the years to 
come. Consider the fact also that this sewer is coming into STP-2 at a much lower elevation and the likely possibility of 
pump maintenance/ upgrades at STP-2 adding to the on-going long-term costs. 

Again, the question to ponder: Is the City making the same mistake again? … by contending with Farm Creek and its 
associated wetlands, floodplains, riparian forest, steep embankments, erosion? … It would seem so. 

More practicable route alternatives D-1 (Figure 5) and E-3 (Figure 6) solve the problems that have existed for the past 50 
years with the existing trunk sewer by pulling the alignment out of Farm Creek northward towards existing and projected 
development. These routes provide ease of access, and maintenance will more likely have a pro-active approach vs. a 
reactive approach. Better maintenance plans can extend the life of the improvement and give city taxpayers more cost-
effective sewer service for years to come. These routes do not contend with Farm Creek, its floodplains, and dense forest 
like Route B does. A north alignment is not constrained by the depth (ever-eroding depth) of Farm Creek thereby 
providing the possibility of entering STP-2 at the existing elevation and reducing initial construction work required for 
modifications of depth and associated on-going maintenance of STP-2 equipment upgrades. These routes were graded 
as ‘Low’. 
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City of Washington
Farm Creek Trunk Sewer

Summary of Alternative Route Analyses
July 7, 2021

This document is a summary of the route analyses performed in determination of the proposed
route for construction of the new Farm Creek Trunk Sewer.

Since the City approved the Preliminary Engineering Study for the Farm Creek Trunk Sewer
(Study) dated October 2019, questions have been raised whether sufficient alternative analyses
were performed in selection of the proposed route. While the final Study document focuses on two
alternate routes, these were not the only routes considered. However, the other routes were found
to be significantly deficient in aspects critical to the City, thus focusing the Study on the two most
viable routes.

Figure 1 (attached) shows five primary routes that were considered in the Study. Numerous
variants of these routes were also considered, but for summary purposes these five routes generally
represent the primary corridors identified through the Study. Portions of these routes also correlate
to alternate routes recommended by local property owners. This document is only intended as a
summary. More detailed discussion of these primary routes and the alternate routes suggested by
local property owners has been documented in correspondence to the United States Army Corps
of Engineers (USACE) and the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (IEPA) on February 25,
2021 and March 31, 2021, respectively, and are included with his summary.

Primary Sewer Routes
· The existing trunk sewer is shown in orange on Figure 1. This route extends from the

City’s decommissioned Sanitary Treatment Plant No. 1 (STP-1) on the east to STP-2 on
the west, generally following and bisecting Farm Creek. It is not unusual for gravity sewers
to be constructed along rivers and creeks since these waterbodies are generally in low
elevations.

· Route A is shown in blue and generally represented removal and replacement of a majority
of the existing sewer in place.

· Route B is shown in red. This is the recommended and currently proposed route. It
generally follows the lower ground elevations along the creek and the railroad while
reducing influence from Farm Creek.

· Route C is shown in pink and generally follows lower ground elevations along Farm Creek
while still trying to reduce influence from Farm Creek.

· Route D is shown in green and generally relocates the sewer completely away from Farm
Creek on the south side of the railroad.

· Route E is shown in purple and generally relocates the sewer completely away from Farm
Creek on the north side of the railroad. The majority of this route also correlates with the
two primary alternative routes presented by local property owners.
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Route Analysis
The general project purpose of the Study was to evaluate potential routes for replacing the existing
Farm Creek Trunk Sewer in order to provide sufficient capacity following decommissioning of
STP-1 as well as for future development with goals of locating the new sewer so that inflow and
infiltration influences of Farm Creek are reduced or eliminated and the City can effectively operate
and maintain the sewer. In evaluating the route, several other critical goals were also considered
such as constructability, easement acquisition, environmental impacts, local sewer connections,
and cost.

· Farm Creek Influence.
o Routes A and C are still highly influenced by Farm Creek being right next to the

creek, having numerous creek crossings, and being almost entirely in floodplain.
o Route B reduces the influence of Farm Creek by putting the railroad between the

creek and a majority of the sewer. Although portions of the sewer are still in
floodplain, all manholes are being provided with watertight, lockdown lids and all
rims will be set above floodplain elevation. This route has four creek crossings, two
for the trunk sewer intended to be open cut and placed 5 feet below the creek bed
and two for connection of local sewers intended to be bored in casing under the
creek.

o Routes D and E are not influenced by Farm Creek because they are separated by
distance and significantly higher ground elevations.

· Operation and maintenance. This factor includes the ability for City staff to access sewer
manholes and the depth of the sewer for maintenance.

o Routes A and C are fairly shallow for maintenance, averaging about 18 feet deep,
but accessing many of the manholes is very difficult because many of the manholes
are isolated and require several creek crossings. They are also very serpentine and
do not have a defined access route.

o Route B averages about 23 feet deep and has five short segments over 30 feet deep.
This route allows manholes to be located to avoid excessive depths. It also presents
a very linear, accessible route along the railroad corridor from City property on both
east and west ends with only two creek crossings. One crossing is an existing ford
in the creek that is significantly deteriorated and will be replaced with concrete box
culverts. The other will be a new crossing provided with stone tracking paths. In
both cases the creek and creekbanks at the crossings will be stabilized and
significantly improved over existing conditions.

o Routes D and E both average over 30 feet deep with long segments between 60 and
80 feet deep and limited access from public right-of-way.

o Route D has over 2,000 feet of sewer between 40 feet and 80 feet deep. It also has
two crossings of Farm Creek and five tributaries for the trunk sewer and will require
several more crossings of Farm Creek to connect the local sewers.

o Route E, which is similar to the alternate routes suggested by local property owners
has over 1,200 feet of sewer between 30 and 60 feet deep in the Timber Rail area
and an additional 1,500 linear feet of sewer between 35 and 80 feet deep along
Cummings Lane. These are long segments will require excessively deep manholes.
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This route avoids crossing Farm Creek but has three tributary crossings for the trunk
sewer and will require future crossings of Farm Creek to connect future local sewers
from the south.

· Constructability.
o Routes A and C are challenged by conflicts with Farm Creek and construction

accessibility. However, they only have two railroad crossings, one of which already
exists. Route A follows the existing sewer and would require significant by-pass
pumping during construction, which adds to the project cost.

o Route B does not pose a significantly challenging construction route due to
reasonable sewer depths and areas already disturbed by the railroad corridor. Short
segments of trenchless construction are required along with three railroad
crossings, one of which already exists.

o Routes D and E both pose significant challenges to construction due mostly to the
depths of sewer required. Construction on these routes will require consistently
deep open excavations and tall shoring. Several thousand feet of excessively deep
sewer will require trenchless construction methods more than double the cost of
open excavations. Also, the deeper sewer requires deeper, more expensive
manholes.

o Route E in particular has problems through Timber Rail and Cummings Lane where
construction across the cul-du-sacs and driveways will completely cut off access
for several homes for extended periods of time.

· Easement Acquisition.
o Route A, where it follows the exiting sewer would be placed in the existing

permanent easements. However, where it doesn’t follow the existing sewer at least
one permanent easement would be required, and the entire route would require
temporary easements for construction operations.

o Route C appears to require six new easements with property owners who have the
existing sewer easement to be abrogated from their property. However, four new
easements with new property owners would be required.

o Route B only requires three easements from property owners along the trunk sewer
and two easements for connection of local sewers. However, all of these property
owners already have the existing sewer easement that would be abrogated from
their properties. More importantly, this route does not encumber the properties it
crosses. It is located along the property edges and still allows use and development
of the properties.

o Routes D and E both require multiple new easements from property owners that
don’t currently have the existing easements on their property. But more
troublesome with these routes is how they bisect properties which encumbers the
use of the property and future development possibilities.

· Environmental Impacts. Concerns related to environmental impacts has included
wetlands, trees, waterways, and habitat, among others. Although the currently proposed
trunk sewer Route B received all of its required preliminary engineering stage
environmental clearances, the City, on its own accord, performed further detailed
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environmental studies and pursued updated environmental clearances in order to confirm
the final sewer route met environmental regulatory requirements.

Comparing the relative environmental impacts of each route is difficult without performing
detailed studies, which to date has only been performed for Route B, as detailed in the
letters to USACE and IEPA. In summary:

o Route B has received regulatory approval for the waterway crossings from the
Illinois Department of Natural Resources (IDNR)-Office of Water Resources.

o Route B has received regulatory approval for habitat impacts from the IDNR.
o Route B has received regulatory historic preservation approval from the State

Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). The USACE recently requested a Phase 1
archeological study be performed for Route B, but SHPO reconfirmed their opinion
that it is not necessary due to prior disturbance from railroad construction. USACE
may still require this study, but it is being discussed between the two agencies.

o All USACE regulatory comments relative to wetland impacts for Route B have
been addressed and final review for regulatory approval is currently underway.

No detailed study has been performed for the other routes. However, in light of the fact
that publicly available waterway and wetland inventories as shown on Figure 1 indicated
Route B would have minimal to no impacts to these areas and that Route B subsequently
received all of its regulatory clearances yet the City was still required to address
environmental concerns related to Route B, it seems reasonable to infer that all of the other
routes would also pose environmental impacts since all of the other routes actually do show
impacts to waterways and wetlands.

Finally, analysis reveals that tree removal will be required for all of the routes. Granted
some routes more than others, but clear cutting of trees will only be allowed within the 50-
foot permanent easement and only as necessary for installation of the sanitary sewer. The
30-foot temporary easement is only intended to assist in the contractor’s operations and
tree removal will not be allowed without the City’s approval in order to limit overall tree
removal.  It is the City’s intent to maintain as many quality trees as possible and will require
the contractor to work around significant trees wherever practical in performing its
operations.

· Local Sewer Connections. This entails whether existing local sewers (shown in yellow on
Figure 1) or future local sewers can be connected to the new sewer.

o Routes A and C are both generally along the route of the existing sewer and will
allow easy connection of the existing local sewers. But both routes will not allow
connection of local sewers from the south without additional crossings of the
railroad and Farm Creek.

o Route B provides the best connection of existing and future local sewers. This does
require two new crossings of the railroad and Farm Creek but with those crossings
the entire City north of the railroad will be served. Route B’s location on the south
side of the railroad also allows easy service to the entire City south of the railroad.
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o Route D allows service south of the sewer itself but does not provide service to the
north without several creek and railroad crossings that would be very deep or may
require pumping.

o Route E provides service to the north of the sewer itself and easily connects the
existing local sewers, but it cuts off service to the south without several creek and
railroad crossings that would be very deep or may require pumping.

· Cost. The most significant influences on cost are sewer length, depth, and trenchless
construction needs.

o From the Study it was shown that the cost for Routes A and B were very similar
with Route B being slightly less expensive.

o A cost estimate for Route C was not developed, but it can be inferred based on it
being longer and deeper than Route B that it is also more expensive than Route B.

o A cost estimate for Route E was developed as part of the February 25, 2021 letter
to USACE and is attached to this summary (see Route D1 in the table). This route
is longer, deeper, and requires significantly more trenchless construction than
Route B. The estimated cost for this route is about $1.3M or 17% more than Route
B. A variant to Route E is Route E3 in the table which is still $752,645 or 10%
more than Route B.

o A cost estimate for Route D was not developed, but it can be inferred based on it
being longer and deeper than Route B, in similar character to Route E, that it is also
significantly more expensive than Route B.

Other Considerations
Two other issues have been raised concerning the proposed and recommended Farm Creek Trunk
Sewer project.

· Decommissioning of Existing Sewer. Final engineering is still in process and will include
decommissioning of the existing sewer. However, it must be noted that the existing sewer
follows a very serpentine route with numerous crossings of Farm Creek through several
wetland areas and across forested property. As such, not all of the existing sewer is
accessible without causing significant additional impacts and tree removal. Therefore, it is
the City’s intent that wherever existing manholes are adjacent to proposed construction
operations and accessible without causing significant additional impacts, those manholes
will be removed to three feet below final grade and the remaining manhole filled with
concrete including up to two feet inside the connecting sewer pipes. The manhole
excavation will be backfilled and the surface restored to existing conditions. Additionally,
the existing sewer where exposed in the bed of Farm Creek adjacent to construction
operations and as far as possible on either side of the creek will be removed and the void
backfilled with native earth and a stone creek bed. Upon completion of the project, the City
intends to abrogate the existing sanitary sewer easements over the abandoned sewer.
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· Influent Pump Station Modifications. It must be noted that although sewer crossings of
Farm Creek are intended to be 5 feet below the bottom of the creek, these crossings do not
control sewer grade and do not require reconstruction of the existing influent pumping
station at STP-1. During preliminary engineering, it was determined the existing influent
pumping station could be retrofit to accept the new trunk sewer if the depth of cover at
Farm Creek were reduced to three and one-half feet. This would have been an acceptable
crossing depth; however, the existing influent pumping station was determined to be
incapable of handling the projected future sanitary flows to STP-2 and would eventually
need to be replaced. City staff also documented recurring operational and maintenance
problems with the existing station. These determinations led to the decision to replace the
influent pumping station, giving the City flexibility to expand plant capacity in the future.
This new station also provides the City greater hydraulic control at STP-2.

Conclusion
Route B was ultimately selected as the recommended route for the new Farm Creek Trunk Sewer
for the following reasons:

o It reduces the influence of Farm Creek by putting the railroad between the creek
and a majority of the sewer and providing manhole protection in the limited flood
plain locations.

o Averages 23 feet deep compared to over 30 feet deep for the other suggested routes.
o Has only five short segments over 30 feet deep requiring trenchless construction

compared to over 2,700 feet for the other suggested routes.
o Does not pose significant construction challenges, certainly in comparison to the

other suggested routes.
o Only requires three easements for the trunk sewer and two for connection of local

sewers all from property owners who already have the existing sewer easements on
their properties.

o Has received most of the required environmental clearances and is in the process
of receiving the remaining clearances.

o Requires tree removal, as do all other routes, but will endeavor to limit tree removal
to the extent possible.

o Provides the best scenario for connection of existing and future local sewers.
o Is the least expensive route.
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Items Unit

Jan. 25, 2021
Interested Party

Review SAI Review

Jan. 22, 2021
Interested

Party Review SAI Review

Jan. 22, 2021
Interested Party

Review SAI Review

Jan. 22, 2021
Interested

Party Review SAI Review
Route Length Linear Foot 9975 11781 11700 9725 11435 9385 11043
US Waterway Crossings (Farm Creek) Each 0 0 0 0 0 6 5
Railroad Crossings Each 2 2 2 2 2 3 2
Utility Extensions Linear Foot 1190 1539 1539 650 1539 1720 577
LF through Wetland Linear Foot 0 486 812 200 766 2200 812
LF through 100 year Floodplain Linear Foot 610 1092 1092 1310 1891 3300 2848
LS US Waterway Bank Disturbance Linear Foot 0 360 360 0 1082 1200 1070
LF through Forest Linear Foot 2570 1552 2120 2580 2236 8735 7100
Number of Affected Property Owners Each 5 5 4 6 6 5 4
Initial Cost Dollars 8,073,720.00$ $9,169,097.52 7,321,953.00$ $8,576,417.52 7,823,773.00$ 7,823,773.00$

 Not provided
Alternate to

D1.

Summary Table
Proposed Trunk Sewer Routes (as described by Interested Party letter)

Route D1 Route D2 Route E3 City Route B
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CITY OF WASHINGTON NOTICE OF REQUEST FOR STATEMENTS OF INTEREST 
AND QUALIFICATIONS: Addendum #1 

PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERING SERVICES FOR THE COMPLETION OF a 3rd PARTY ALTERNATIVE 
ANALYSIS FOR FARMDALE CREEK TRUNK SEWER IN WASHINGTON, ILLINOIS, TAZEWELL 

COUNTY. 
 

The following portions of the request should be amended as follows: 
 

1. STATEMENTS DUE: 4:00 p.m. WEDNESDAY, September 8, 2021 
 

2. The Critical dates have been shifted back as follows:  
Selection will be made according to the following table: 

RFQ/QBS placed on City Website August 12, 2021 

Due Date Statement of Interest/Qual. September 8, 2021 at 4:00 P.M. 

Selection Committee Ranks submittals September 13, 2021 

Selection Committee Interviews (If Necessary) September 14-16, 2021 

Committee informs highest ranked team and 
begin negotiations 

September 17, 2021 

Contract submitted to Council for approval October 4, 2021 

Executed Contract October 2021 

 
3. The City may conduct interviews with up to the top three firms. 

 

4. The Criteria for Evaluation will now also include the following: 
A) Qualifications of Firm: 

Success of Previous Projects 
Project Understanding 
Overall Gravity Sewer Design Experience 

 
B) Project Management and Key Personnel 

Experience on recent projects of similar size and scope  
Ability to meet schedule and budget on similar projects  
Gravity Sewer Design Experience 
Professional Qualifications 

 
C) Staffing and Workload: 

Staff Capabilities  
Workload capacity and ability to provide range of personnel for tasks 
 

D) Analysis Methodology 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



5. The new scoring matrix will be as follows:
Criteria Weight Rank Total 

Qualifications of Firm 3 10 30 

Project Management and Key Personnel 3 10 30 

Staffing & Workload 2 10 20 

Analysis Methodology 2 10 20 

Total Maximum Points 100 

** - Total Maximum Points Possible assumes that a team receives a best rank of 10 on all criteria. Ranks 
range from 0 points to 10 points and 0 points can be applied if the consultant's proposal omits a section. 

6. The Selection Committee will be assembled from a combination of the following:
City Engineer
Director of Public Works
Utilities Superintendent
Planning and Development Director
Public Works Committee Chairman
Finance Committee Chairman



CITY OF WASHINGTON NOTICE OF REQUEST FOR STATEMENTS OF INTEREST 
AND QUALIFICATIONS: 

PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERING SERVICES FOR THE COMPLETION OF a 3rd PARTY ALTERNATIVE 
ANALYSIS FOR FARMDALE CREEK TRUNK SEWER IN WASHINGTON, ILLINOIS, TAZEWELL 

COUNTY. 
 

STATEMENTS DUE: 4:00 p.m. WEDNESDAY, September 1, 2021 
 

The City of Washington is requesting Statements of Interest and Qualifications from multifaceted 
professional service firms to assist the City in the completion of a highly transparent 3rd party alternative 
analysis for the Farm Creek Trunkline Sanitary Sewer Project. The goal of this project is to provide full 
assistance in analyzing at least five (5) alternative alignments and giving a clear recommendation 
presentation to City Council. The City of Washington will accept sealed proposals submitted to City Hall, 
301 Walnut Street, Washington, Illinois, until 4:00PM Wednesday, September 1, 2021, for establishing a 
contract with a qualified team.  
 
The notice of Public Advertisement for Professional Engineering Services will be posted to the City of 
Washington’s Webpage (www.ci.washington.il.us), and sent to engineering firms that responded to the 
City’s most recent request for proposals.  The advertisement will provide for at least 20 calendar days' 
notice until all proposals are due on September 1st. 
 
Time is of the essence and any Statement of Interest and Qualifications received after the announced 
time and date for submittal, whether by mail or otherwise, will be rejected.  Teams are responsible for 
ensuring that the City of Washington receives their Statements before the deadline indicated.  
Statements received after the announced time and date of receipt, by mail or otherwise, will not be 
considered.  Teams should submit three (3) hard copies and one (1) electronic copy of a Statement of 
Interest and Qualifications. 
 
1.0 INTRODUCTION 
The City of Washington requires professional multifaceted engineering services interested in providing 
services in the review of sewer alignment alternatives, project cost estimates, environmental impacts, 
and accessibility issues, for a gravity sanitary sewer collection system connecting the decommissioned 
wastewater treatment plant 1 to wastewater treatment plant 2. 
 
Funding for the design of this project will be using local funds. Each team will be considered and 
ranked by a selection committee based upon the criteria listed herein. The City will then enter into 
negotiations with the top-ranked team. The negotiations will be to establish a detailed scope of services 
and total cost for services. Should the top-ranked team and the City of Washington not be able to reach 
an agreement, the City will terminate negotiations with that team and open negotiations with the 
second ranked team.  
 
This process does not obligate the City to award a contract, or pay any cost incurred in the preparation 
of the teams responding to this request.  The City reserves the right to accept or reject any or all 
statements received as a result of this request.  All information submitted in response to this request 
will become the property of the City. 
 
 



 
 
2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION  
The City of Washington requires professional engineering services for the completely transparent 3rd 
party analysis of at least five (5) previously recognized sanitary sewer alternatives.  
 
Strand and Associates did an initial preliminary study that led to an alignment selection in October of 
2019. During land acquisition and final engineering, a second engineering firm was contacted by the 
affected property owners and other alternatives were brought forward. Each firm had differences in 
their analysis and the City of Washington is looking for a neutral 3rd party to evaluate all previously 
recognized alternatives and offer an opinion on preferred alignment for the City to move forward with. 
 
Firms must acknowledge they have received electronic copies of the Preliminary Engineering Study for 
the Farm Creek Trunk Sewer, the presentation made by Aptim on behalf of the property owners, and 
the presentation given by Strand for their proposal to be considered. Copies of these can be obtained 
by emailing the City Engineer, Dennis Carr, at dcarr@ci.washington.il.us 
 
3.0 GENERAL SCOPE OF SERVICES  
The scope of services sought by the City of Washington shall include professional engineering related to 
the Project. The goal of the project is to analyze sanitary sewer alignment alternatives. 
 
The scope shall include identifying that the alignments meet professional standards, their potential for 
flooding, accessibility both during and after construction, environmental impacts, easements required, 
and construction cost.  
 
The following should also be included in the scope of services:  
 
3.1 MEETINGS, PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT, AND REPORTS  
An initial meeting and various project meetings may be required with City staff.  Meetings with 
individual property owners may also be needed.  Periodic reports to City staff on the progress of the 
project are required. A report of findings and subsequent recommendation should be made to the City 
Council.  
 
3.2 DELIVERABLE PRODUCTS  
The selected team shall provide all deliverable products to the City of Washington staff for approval and 
dissemination.  Hard copies and electronic copies of the deliverables will be required.  The number of 
hard copies will depend on the deliverable.  Electronic format for all submittals will be required as well. 
Deliverables include: 
 

1. Alternative Analysis  
a. Field investigations and data gathering; 
b. Prepare detailed Alternative Exhibit 
c. Analyze each alignment  

i. Offer any alignment modifications for betterment of project 
d. Summarize the Analysis 
e. Present Findings to the City Council 

 



2. This analysis is intended to be completely transparent. Upon execution of a contract, all 
information will be available for public review  

a. Copies of all emails and phone call summaries shall be included in a communications file 
upon completion of the project. 

b. All documents created for analysis purpose shall be included in a project file upon 
completion of the project. 

 
4.0 PROJECT DURATION  
It is anticipated that, after a team is selected, the engineering process will start in September 2021 and 
will have 3-4 months to perform an analysis with a presentation to be made to the City Council in early 
2022. 
Specific timelines will be mutually agreed upon between the selected team and the City.  
 
 
5.0 INVOICES AND PAYMENT  
The selected team shall submit invoices at the end of each calendar month; such statements shall be 
inclusive of a detailed breakdown of all charges incurred.  The team lead shall review and approve any 
such invoice.  The invoice detail shall indicate the personnel name, title, rate of pay, hours charged per 
day, and task worked.  All direct costs and subconsultants/vendor participation shall be itemized.  
Multipliers will be clearly indicated and applied to total man-hours summated for the period.  Invoices 
shall be based upon actual hours of performance. 
 
6.0 CRITICAL DATES  
Selection will be made according to the following table: 

RFQ/QBS placed on City Website August 12, 2021 
Due Date Statement of Interest/Qual. September 1, 2021 at 4:00 P.M. 
Selection Committee Ranks submittals September 3, 2021 
Committee informs highest ranked team and 
begin negotiations 

September 7, 2021 

Contract submitted to Council for approval September 13, 2021 
Executed Contract September 2021 

 
7.0 EVALUATIONS OF QUALIFICATIONS  
Respondents are to submit a written Statement of Interest and Qualifications for the project which 
presents the team's qualifications and understanding of the work to be performed.   
 
Please Provide: 
1. General work plan that demonstrates the Firm’s complete understanding of the scope of work. 
2. Firm’s comparable recent experience 
3. Overall qualifications of project’s managers and key personnel. 
4. Experience in developing route options, environmental impacts, and construction issues. 
5. Name, size and brief description of the firm/team. 
6. Location of offices for the firm and the office location responsible for managing the project.  
7.    Name, address, and phone number of a contact person responsible for and knowledgeable of 

the submittal. Resumes of key personnel anticipated being available for this project. 
 



Offerors will need to address each of the evaluation criteria set forth in Section 9 carefully and 
thoroughly, as all submittals will be ranked on a point value system, per Section 10.  The evaluation will 
be based upon a head-to-head comparison with the other teams submitting. 
 
The selection will be on the basis of the following: 
1. Scored Statement of Interest and Qualifications.  
2. The City will not conduct interviews. 
 
7.1 SUBMITTAL FORMAT  
The submittal should be as concise as possible.  Additional promotional information should be avoided. 
See the page limits listed below.  One page equals one side of a sheet of paper.  Three (3) hard copies 
and one (1) electronic copy of the submittal will be required. 
 
8.0 CRITERIA FOR EVALUATION 
A) Qualifications of Firm: 

Success of Previous Projects 
Project Understanding 
Overall Gravity Sewer Design Experience 

 
B) Project Management and Key Personnel 

Experience on recent projects of similar size and scope  
Ability to meet schedule and budget on similar projects  
Gravity Sewer Design Experience 
Professional Qualifications 

 
C) Staffing and Workload: 

Staff Capabilities  
Workload capacity and ability to provide range of personnel for tasks 

 
9.0 SELECTION PROCEDURE  
Each criterion in the evaluation will be ranked on a scale of 0 to 10, where 10 equals the highest ranking 
of submittals received.  A rank of 10 for any criterion indicates the most qualified team for that criterion.  
Each numerical ranking will be multiplied by the weighted value below.  A total point value for each 
submittal will be determined by the composite evaluation of the Selection Committee, each providing 
his/her independent scores.  Individual scores will be averaged for a committee score.  The team with 
the highest overall point total will be ranked first. 

Criteria  Weight Rank Total  
Qualifications of Firm 3 10 30 
Project Management and Key Personnel 5 10 50 
Staffing & Workload 2 10 20 
Total Maximum Points   100 

** - Total Maximum Points Possible assumes that a team receives a best rank of 10 on all criteria. Ranks 
range from 0 points to 10 points and 0 points can be applied if the consultant's proposal omits a section. 
 
The City of Washington will not have in person interviews for this Project. 
 
 
 



The Selection Committee will be assembled from a combination of the following: 
City Engineer 
Director of Public Works 
Utilities Superintendent 
Planning and Development Director 
 
The Selection Committee will determine the best qualified team by consensus. The electronic version of 
each proposal will be made public on the City’s Website.  The City reserves the right to waive 
technicalities and to reject any or all Statements of Interest and Qualifications. 
 
The City Administrator or his designee shall institute negotiations with the best-qualified firm per 
committee consensus.  The firm shall provide fee structure, multipliers, staffing, direct and indirect costs 
in a competitive manner at the negotiation of the contract. 
 
The City Administrator shall submit the proposed contract, with negotiated rates, to the Washington 
City Council for the Contract Award.  
 
10.0 CONFLICT OF INTEREST  
The City of Washington procedures require consultants to submit a disclosure statement with their 
Proposal.  
 
10.1 SUSPENSION AND DEBARMENT  
The City of Washington's procedures require verification of suspension and debarment actions to ensure 
the eligibility of firms short-listed and selected for projects.  The City uses the SAM Exclusions and IDOT's 
CPO's website to verify suspensions and debarments. 
 
11.0 OMMISSION OF SCOPE  
Please indicate if you believe a major item(s) is (are) missing from scope of services outlined in the RFQ. 
 
12.0 QUESTIONS  
Questions or comments regarding the request or the process related to the request should be submitted 
via email to the City Engineer, Dennis Carr, at dcarr@ci.washington.il.us. 
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Expanded Table 6.1 
Flow Monitoring Results 

Information from Table 2.02-3 Wet Weather Flow Metering Data
Average 
Dry Flow 

(gpm)

Peak Day 
Recorded 

(gpm)

Excess 
Flow 
(gpm)

Peaking 
Factor

Typical 
Peaking 
Factor

FM 1 1 179         2,290      2,111      12.79 3.50
FM 2 1 1,024      12,114    11,090    11.83 2.79
FM 3 2 17           139         122         8.18 4.11
FM 4 349         909         560         2.60 3.24
FM 5 981         11,470    10,489    11.69 2.80
FM 6 3 633         11,671    11,038    18.44 2.99
FM 7 56           3,142      3,086      56.11 3.86
FM 8 636         9,584      8,948      15.07 2.99
FM 9 78           3,391      3,313      43.47 3.77

7 1,136      17,165    16,029    15.11 2.74
1,203      14,404    13,201    11.97 2.72

8 1,315      19,455    18,140    14.79 2.68

1

2

3

4 11,171    gpm,    2 = 11,090    gpm, no flow added from FCTS this reach
5

6

7

8

Basin 9

Total  Flows to STP 2, 1 + 2

The sum of 7 + 8 + 9 = 15,347 gpm, but only 11,038 gpm was recorded at FM 6 due to probable upstream overflows
3 + 4 + 7 + 8 + 9
1 + 3 + 4 + 7 + 8 + 9

Total Input  Flows to STP 2

Excess Flow from 3 +4 +5  = 

FCTS U/S of Basin 4
FCTS U/S of STP 1
Basin 7    7 + 8 + 9 < 6?,  No 6
Basin 8

4

Check for Accuracy

Flow records may be innaccurate due to uprstream overflows

Overflows at MH 240 and MH 245 may account for this discrepency

Flowmeter

   5 > 6?, No

Results are lower than actual due to flow interference
Flow meter was not present during the peak flows recorded at other locations

   3 + 4 + 5 = 2?, No

5

Total Input  Flows to STP 2 from East

Location

Basin 1
FCTS U/S of STP 2
Basin 3
Basin 4
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Project: Farm Creek Trunk Sewer Replacement 
Owner: City of Washington Illinois

Item Estimated Unit Price Estimated Estimated
No. Description Units Quantity Probable Cost

FOUNDATION MATERIAL CY $52.00 417.12 $21,690.00
RESTORATION-SEED, class 2 (topsoil,fertilizer,excelsior blanket, mulch incidental) ACRE $9,654.55 4.3 $41,707.67
RESTORATION-SEED, class 4/5 (topsoil,fertilizer,excelsior blanket, mulch incidental) ACRE $9,654.55 4.3 $41,707.67
RESTORATION-SEED, class 4B/5B (topsoil,fertilizer,excelsior blanket, mulch incidental) ACRE $9,654.55 4.3 $41,707.67
PERIMETER EROSION BARRIER FT $4.00 7508 $30,032.00
TREE REMOVAL (OVER 6 UNITS DIAMETER) EA $12.00 7508 $90,096.00
STABILIZED CONSTRUCTION ACCESS EA $6,000.00 0 $0.00
SANITARY SEWER, 42-IN HOBAS - OPEN CUT LF $350.00 9385 $3,284,750.00
SANITARY SEWER, 42-IN HOBAS - TRENCHLESS LF $896.55 1740 $1,560,000.00
SANITARY SEWER, 12-IN PVC SDR 26 - OPEN CUT LF $80.00 520 $41,600.00
SANITARY SEWER, 18-IN PVC SDR 26 - OPEN CUT LF $140.00 220 $30,800.00
SANITARY SEWER, 42-IN HOBAS  - BORE AND JACK 60" STEEL CASING (RAILROAD CROSSING) LF $0.00
TRENCHLESS CONSTRUCTION, 8-IN SANITARY SEWER WITH 20-IN STEEL CASING LF $400.00 140 $56,000.00
TRENCHLESS CONSTRUCTION, 18-IN SANITARY SEWER WITH 30-IN STEEL CASING LF $450.00 280 $126,000.00
NEW 12-IN INSIDE EXISTING 30-IN LF $1,250.00 12 $15,000.00
PROTECT EXISTING SANITARY SEWER AT CROSSINGS EA $4,000.00 3 $12,000.00
ABANDONMENT OF EXISTING SANITARY MANHOLES EA $2,000.00 39 $78,000.00
SANITARY MANHOLE, TYPE A, 6-FT DIA, LESS THAN 20' DEEP EA $9,000.00 14 $126,000.00
SANITARY MANHOLE, TYPE A, 6-FT DIA, 20' TO 25' DEEP EA $12,000.00 3 $36,000.00
SANITARY MANHOLE, TYPE A, 6-FT DIA, 25' TO 30' DEEP EA $15,000.00 1 $15,000.00
SANITARY MANHOLE, TYPE A, 6-FT DIA, 30' TO 35' DEEP EA $18,000.00 1 $18,000.00
SANITARY MANHOLE, TYPE A, 6-FT DIA, 35' TO 40' DEEP EA $21,000.00 1 $21,000.00
SANITARY MANHOLE, TYPE A, 6-FT DIA, 40' TO 45' DEEP EA $25,000.00 $0.00
SANITARY MANHOLE, TYPE A, 6-FT DIA, 45' TO 50' DEEP EA $26,000.00 $0.00
SANITARY MANHOLE, TYPE A, 6-FT DIA, 50' TO 55' DEEP EA $28,000.00 $0.00
SANITARY MANHOLE, TYPE A, 6-FT DIA, 55' TO 60' DEEP EA $30,000.00 $0.00
SANITARY MANHOLE, TYPE A, 6-FT DIA, 60' TO 65' DEEP EA $31,000.00 $0.00
SANITARY MANHOLE, TYPE A, 6-FT DIA, 65' TO 70' DEEP EA $32,000.00 $0.00
SANITARY MANHOLE, TYPE A, 6-FT DIA, 70' TO 75' DEEP EA $33,000.00 $0.00
SANITARY MANHOLE, TYPE A, 6-FT DIA, 75' TO 80' DEEP EA $34,000.00 $0.00
SANITARY MANHOLE, TYPE A, 6-FT DIA, 80' TO 85' DEEP EA $35,000.00 $0.00
SANITARY MANHOLE, TYPE A, 6-FT DIA, 85' TO 90' DEEP EA $42,000.00 $0.00
SANITARY MANHOLE, TYPE A, 6-FT DIA, 90' TO 95' DEEP EA $45,000.00 $0.00
SANITARY MANHOLE, TYPE A, 6-FT DIA, 90' TO 95' DEEP EA $50,000.00 $0.00
SANITARY MANHOLE, TYPE A, 6-FT DIA CONSTRUCTED ON EXISTING SEWER PIPE EA $12,000.00 3 $36,000.00
SANITARY MANHOLE, TYPE A, 8-FT DIA, LESS THAN 20 FT DEEP EA $18,000.00 5 $90,000.00
SANITARY MANHOLE, TYPE A, 8-FT DIA, 20 -25 FT DEEP EA $22,000.00 3 $66,000.00
SANITARY MANHOLE, TYPE A, 8-FT DIA JUNCTION MANHOLE EA $20,000.00 2 $40,000.00
OUTSIDE DROP MANHOLE CONNECTION, 18" EA $8,000.00 1 $8,000.00

SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION $5,927,091.00

MOBILIZATION (CONTRACTOR PROFIT, BONDS, INSURANCE) LS 2% $118,541.82
ENGINEERING AND LEGAL LS 5% $296,354.55

TOTAL BASE PROJECT $6,341,987.37

Contingencies - Base 25.00% $1,481,772.75
Total - Base Project w/ Contingencies $7,823,760.12

ENGINEER'S OPCC (ROUTE B)
Preliminary Engineering Report OPCC
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Alt. A, Stand Align B - South Gravity WASHINGTON SEWER MAIN EASEMENTS Date: 2/11/2022

Property Owner PIN From To Length (Foot) Width (Foot) Area (Acre) Width (Foot) Area (Acre)

City of Washington 02-02-28-100-003 0+00 103+38 340
Meadow Valley, LLC (Gary Deiters) - S/o TP&W 02-02-28-100-006 103+38 116+60 1,322 50 2.07 30 2.43 1, 2

Meadow Valley, LLC (Gary Deiters) - N/o TP&W 02-02-28-100-006 0.17
Sally Plattner 02-02-28-200-006 20 1.07 3

Sam & Carol Miller - S/o TP&W 02-02-28-200-003 116+60 143+50 2,690 50 3.59 30 4.94 1, 2

Sam & Carol Miller - N/o TP&W 02-02-28-200-003 30 0.06
Goat Springs, LLC 02-02-27-100-005 143+50 156+85 1,335 50 1.57 30 0.94 4

Katherine Franzen 02-02-27-100-008 20 0.31 3

Kara Steeplechase Estates, Inc. (Lisa Hines) 02-02-27-100-011 30 0.06
Jack S Pudik 02-02-27-100-006 156+85 185+62 2,877 50 3.57 30 2.03 1, 4

City of Washington 02-02-22-400-015 185+62 188+20
02-02-22-400-012 188+20 204+98
02-02-23-302-007 204+98 211+20

1Permanent Easement includes Ingress/Egress Easements
2Temporary Easement includes Permenant Easement Acreage as provided in Strand documents
3Easement is an Ingress/Egress route for sewer access
4Easement documents were not provided and were calculated by HCE.

EASEMENT
Station Permanent Temp

NORTH SIDE OF TP&W UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED

Page 1 of 1
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Alt. B, Pudik Align L-1 - South Gravity WASHINGTON SEWER MAIN EASEMENTS Date: 2/11/2022

Property Owner PIN From To Length (Foot) Width (Foot) Area (Acre) Width (Foot) Area (Acre)

City of Washington - S/o TP&W 02-02-28-100-003 0+00 3+05 305
Meadow Valley, LLC (Gary Deiters) - S/o TP&W 02-02-28-100-006 3+05 4+25 120 30 0.08 30 0.08
Meadow Valley, LLC (Gary Deiters) - N/o TP&W 02-02-28-100-006 5+25 18+34 1,309 30 0.92 30 0.92
Sam & Carol Miller 02-02-28-200-003 18+34 20+02 168 30 0.12 30 0.12
Sally Plattner 02-02-28-200-006 20+02 36+12 1,610 30 1.13 30 1.13
Kenneth & Susan Wegand 02-02-28-200-007 36+12 45+97 985 30 0.69 30 0.69
Katherine Franzen 02-02-27-100-009 45+97 50+96 499 30 0.35 30 0.35
Kara Steeplechase Estates, Inc. (Lisa Hines) 02-02-27-100-011 50+96 59+86 890 40 0.84 30 0.63
Kara Steeplechase Estates, Inc. (Lisa Hines) 02-02-27-100-011 59+86 69+87 1,001 50 1.18 30 0.71
Kara Steeplechase Estates, Inc. (Lisa Hines) 02-02-27-101-005 69+87 73+81 394 20 0.19
Kara Steeplechase Estates, Inc. (Lisa Hines) 02-02-27-100-010 73+81 83+90 1,009 40 0.95 30 0.71
Firethorn, LLC 02-02-22-400-014 83+90 95+99 1,209 40 1.14 30 0.85
Firethorn, LLC 02-02-22-400-014 95+99 97+44 145 40 0.14
City of Washington - S/o TP&W 02-02-22-400-012 99+44 109+34 990
City of Washington - S/o TP&W 02-02-23-302-007 109+34 115+78 644

TempPermanentStation
EASEMENT

NORTH SIDE OF TP&W UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED

Page 1 of 1



















Alternative C
Pudik E-3

FARM CREEK TRUNK SEWER REPLACEMENT
City of Washington, Illinois

HCE Date: 2/15/2022

FOUNDATION MATERIAL CY $52.00 451.00 $23,452.00
RESTORATION-SEED, class 2 (topsoil,fertilizer,excelsior blanket, mulch incidental) ACRE $9,654.55 2.0 $19,309.10
RESTORATION-SEED, class 4/5 (topsoil,fertilizer,excelsior blanket, mulch incidental) ACRE $9,654.55 2.0 $19,309.10
RESTORATION-SEED, class 4B/5B (topsoil,fertilizer,excelsior blanket, mulch incidental) ACRE $9,654.55 2.0 $19,309.10
PERIMETER EROSION BARRIER FT $4.00 8,818 $35,272.00
CLEAR & GRUB ACRE $2500.00 1.4 $3,500.00
STABILIZED CONSTRUCTION ACCESS EA $6,000.00 3 $18,000.00
SANITARY SEWER, 42-IN HOBAS - OPEN CUT LF $350.00 3043 $1,065,050.00
SANITARY SEWER, 42-IN HOBAS - TRENCHLESS LF $896.55 5159 $4,625,301.45
SANITARY SEWER, 42-IN HOBAS  - BORE AND JACK 60" STEEL CASING LF $1,000.00 3155 $3,155,000.00
PROTECT EXISTING SANITARY SEWER AT CROSSINGS EA $4,000.00 3 $12,000.00
ABANDONMENT OF EXISTING SANITARY MANHOLES EA $2,000.00 3 $6,000.00
SANITARY MANHOLE, TYPE A, 6-FT DIA, LESS THAN 20' DEEP EA $9,000.00 13 $117,000.00
 SANITARY MANHOLE, TYPE A, 6-FT DIA, 20' TO 25' DEEP EA $12,000.00 6 $72,000.00
SANITARY MANHOLE, TYPE A, 6-FT DIA, 25' TO 30' DEEP EA $15,000.00 2 $30,000.00
SANITARY MANHOLE, TYPE A, 6-FT DIA, 30' TO 35' DEEP EA $18,000.00 4 $72,000.00
SANITARY MANHOLE, TYPE A, 6-FT DIA, 35' TO 40' DEEP EA $21,000.00 2 $42,000.00
SANITARY MANHOLE, TYPE A, 6-FT DIA CONSTRUCTED ON EXISTING SEWER PIPE EA $12,000.00 6 $72,000.00

SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION $9,406,502.75

MOBILIZATION (CONTRACTOR PROFIT, BONDS, INSURANCE) LS 2% $188,130.00
ENGINEERING AND LEGAL LS 5% $470,325.00

TOTAL BASE PROJECT
Contingencies - Base
Total - Base Project w/ Contingencies $12,581,197.00

$10,064,957.75
25%

ENGINEER'S OPCC     
Third Party Analysis EOPCC

Description Units Estimated Unit Price
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Alt. C, Stand Align E-3 - North Gravity WASHINGTON SEWER MAIN EASEMENTS Date: 2/11/2022

Property Owner PIN From To Length (Foot) Width (Foot) Area (Acre) Width (Foot) Area (Acre)

City of Washington - S/o TP&W 02-02-28-100-003 0+00 3+05

Meadow Valley, LLC (Gary Deiters) - S/o TP&W 02-02-28-100-006 3+05 4+25 120 30 0.08 30 0.08

Meadow Valley, LLC (Gary Deiters) - N/o TP&W 02-02-28-100-006 5+25 18+85 1,360 30 0.96 30 0.96

Sally Plattner 02-02-28-200-006 18+85 29+00 1,015 40 0.95 30 0.72

Sally Plattner 02-02-28-200-006 29+00 41+30 1,230 50 1.45 30 0.87

Sally Plattner 02-02-28-200-006 41+30 46+23 493 20 0.23

Kenneth & Susan Wiegand 02-02-28-200-011 46+23 49+49 326 20 0.15

William Feeney 02-02-28-200-009 49+49 52+95 346 20 0.16

Katherine Franzen 02-02-27-100-008 52+95 53+40 45 20 0.02

Katherine Franzen 02-02-27-100-008 53+40 57+68 428 40 0.40 30 0.30

Kara Steeplechase Estates, Inc. (Lisa Hines) 02-02-27-100-010 57+68 65+45 777 40 0.73 30 0.55

Kara Steeplechase Estates, Inc. (Lisa Hines) 02-02-27-100-010 65+45 66+32 87 20 0.04 30 0.06

Kara Steeplechase Estates, Inc. (Lisa Hines) 02-02-27-100-010 79+73 88+67 894 40 0.84 30 0.63

Firethorn, LLC 02-02-22-400-014 88+67 99+09 1,042 40 0.98 30 0.73

Firethorn, LLC 02-02-22-400-014 99+09 100+54 145 40 0.14

City of Washington - S/o TP&W 02-02-22-400-012 101+54 112+44 1,090

City of Washington - S/o TP&W 02-02-23-302-007 112+44 118+92 648

EASEMENT

Station Permanent Temp

NORTH SIDE OF TP&W UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED

Page 1 of 1
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Alt. D, Forcemain Alignment WASHINGTON SEWER MAIN EASEMENTS Date: 2/11/2022

Property Owner PIN From To Length (Foot) Width (Foot) Area (Acre) Width (Foot) Area (Acre)

City of Washington - S/o TP&W 02-02-28-100-003 0+00 3+05
Meadow Valley, LLC (Gary Deiters) - S/o TP&W 02-02-28-100-006 3+05 4+25 120 30 0.08 30 0.08
Meadow Valley, LLC (Gary Deiters) - N/o TP&W 02-02-28-100-006 5+25 18+85 1,360 30 0.96 30 0.96
Sally Plattner 02-02-28-200-006 18+85 39+00 2,015 30 1.42 30 1.42
Sally Plattner 02-02-28-200-006 39+00 46+23 723 15 0.25 30 0.51
Kenneth & Susan Wiegand 02-02-28-200-011 46+23 49+49 326 15 0.11 30 0.23
William Feeney 02-02-28-200-009 49+49 52+95 346 15 0.12 30 0.24
Katherine Franzen 02-02-27-100-008 52+95 57+68 473 15 0.17 30 0.33
Kara Steeplechase Estates, Inc. (Lisa Hines) 02-02-27-100-010 57+68 66+32 864 15 0.30 30 0.61
Kara Steeplechase Estates, Inc. (Lisa Hines) 02-02-27-100-010 79+73 88+67 894 15 0.32 30 0.63
Firethorn, LLC 02-02-22-400-014 88+67 99+09 1,042 15 0.37 30 0.73
Firethorn, LLC 02-02-22-400-014 99+09 100+54 145 30 0.10
City of Washington - S/o TP&W 02-02-22-400-012 101+54 112+44 1,090
City of Washington - S/o TP&W 02-02-23-302-007 112+44 118+92 648

EASEMENT
Station Permanent Temp

NORTH SIDE OF TP&W UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED

Page 1 of 1
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Alt. E, Relief/Bypass Sewers WASHINGTON SEWER MAIN EASEMENTS Date: 2/11/2022

Property Owner PIN From To Length (Foot) Width (Foot) Area (Acre) Width (Foot) Area (Acre)

Kara Steeplechase Estates, Inc. (Lisa Hines) 02-02-27-100-010 N/A N/A 460 20 0.21
Kara Steeplechase Estates, Inc. (Lisa Hines) 02-02-27-100-010 N/A N/A 245 30 0.17 20 0.11
Kara Steeplechase Estates, Inc. (Lisa Hines) 02-02-27-100-011 N/A N/A 1,335 30 0.92 20 0.61
Kara Steeplechase Estates, Inc. (Lisa Hines) 02-02-27-100-011 N/A N/A 50 30 0.03 20 0.02
Kara Steeplechase Estates, Inc. (Lisa Hines) 02-02-27-101-005 N/A N/A 425 30 0.29 20 0.20
Scott Ehrsam 02-02-27-101-004 N/A N/A 75 30 0.05

Permanent Temp

NORTH SIDE OF TP&W UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED

Station

Page 1 of 1
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Appendix K. 

The following is reproduced from EPA/625/6-91/030, Sewer System Infrastructure 
Analysis and  Rehabilitation1 (bold, highlights, and underlines added).   

“2.1 Historical Background 

The Water Pollution Control Act Amendments (Public Law 92-500, October 18, 
1972), require that the U.S. EPA construction grant applicants investigate the 
condition of their sewer systems.* The grant cannot be approved unless it is 
documented that each sewer system discharging into such treatment works is not 
subject to "excessive infiltration and inflow." This requirement was implemented 
in the Rules and Regulations for Sewer Evaluation and 
Rehabilitation(40CFR35.927). 

In addition, I/I analysis and Sewer System Evaluation Surveys(SSES) were 
required to be conducted on a routine basis to document I/I, and also to indicate 
the most cost-effective method of rehabilitation required to correct the sewer pipe 
and manhole structure damage. 

The I/I analysis should document the non-existence or possible existence of 
excessive I/I in each sewer system tributary to the treatment works. The analysis 
should identify the presence and type of I/I that exists in the sewer system including 
estimated flow rates.  The following information should be evaluated and included: 

• Estimated flow data at the treatment facility, all significant overflows and
bypasses, and, if necessary, flows at key points within the sewer system

• Relationship of existing population and industrial contribution to flows in
the sewer system

• Geographical and geological conditions which may affect the present and
future flow rates or correction costs for the I/I

• A discussion of age, length, type, materials of construction and known
physical conditions of the sewer system

The SSES should include a systematic  examination of the sewer  system to 
determine the  specific  locations, estimated flow rates, method of rehabilitation 
and cost of rehabilitation  versus  the  cost  of  transportation  and treatment for 
each defined source of infiltration and each defined source of inflow. The results of 
the SSES should be summarized in a report that should include:  

1 EPA/625/6-91/030, Sewer System Infrastructure Analysis and  Rehabilitation, 7. 
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• A justification for each sewer section cleaned and internally inspected

• A proposed rehabilitation program for the sewer system to eliminate all
defined excessive I/I

2.2 Summary of Applicable U.S. EPA and State Regulations* 

The following is a Summary of Federal and State Regulations and Guidelines for 
I/I analysis and SSES applicable under the U.S. EPA construction grant program. 

The grant applicant must determine the I/I conditions in the sewer system by 
analyzing the preceding year's flow records from existing treatment plant and pump 
stations. 

For smaller systems where flow records may not be available, the grant applicant 
shall obtain flow data by conducting flow monitoring at a single point at the 
treatment plant during high groundwater periods and also during rainstorms.  

If there is a likelihood of excessive I/I in a portion of the collection system, it is 
desirable to monitor that portion separately.  

No further I/I analysis will be necessary if domestic wastewater plus non-
excessive 

infiltration does not exceed 120 gallons per capita per day (gpcd) during periods 
of high groundwater.  

The total daily flow during a storm should not exceed 275 gpcd, and there should 
be no operational problems such as surcharges, bypasses or poor treatment 
performance resulting from hydraulic overloading of the treatment works during 
storm events.  

The flow rate of 120 gpcd for infiltration analysis contains two flow components: 

80 gpcd of domestic base flow and 

40 gpcd of non-excessive infiltration.” 

* With the expiration of the Grants Program the enforcement of these requirements fell to
the States.  For the Illinois Water Pollution Control Loan Program, applicants must certify
that they do not have excessive I/I and that they have an ongoing I/I elimination program.
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Appendix N.  
Website Questionnaire Responses 

On January 18, 2022, the website:  

Project Overview | Farm Creek Sewer Project - City of Washington, IL (hyperlink) 

or www.farmcreeksewerproject.com (URL) 

was posted to disseminate data and communications regarding the Farm Creek Trunk Sewer 

project.  

As part of the site there is a questionnaire and the ability to offer comments.  

This questionnaire portion of the site will close on February 28, 2022, at which point those 
comments will be included in this report.   

However, the responses as of February 12, 2022, are included as a placeholder. 

https://www.farmcreeksewerproject.com/
http://www.farmcreeksewerproject.com/
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Questions received via email 
 
Sent: Wednesday, January 19, 2022, 12:09:46 PM CST 
Subject: [Mysite] Contacts 3 - new submission 

User 1 just submitted your form: Contacts 3 
on Mysite 
  

Message Details: 
 
Submit a Question:  
THANK YOU THANK YOU THANK YOU for providing an official, truthful 
source of information about this important project!!!! 
  

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Date: February 9, 2022 at 5:47:20 PM CST 
Subject: [Mysite] Farm Creek Sewer Project - Contact Us Form - new submission 
 

User 2 just submitted your form: Farm Creek Sewer Project - Contact Us Form 
on Mysite 
   

  

Submit a Question:  
Trees absorb carbon dioxide and are important in fighting climate 
change. Older trees accumulate far more carbon later in their life than 
previously thought and trees can accumulate 75% of their total carbon 
after they are 50 years old. To lower the risk of climate change it is not 
enough to simply plant new trees we must save our old trees as well. (" 
The Old Man and the Tree" Smithsonian Magazine, Vol 52: p.32, Jan-
Feb 2022.)  
My questions are:  
1. Does Hamilton Consulting Engineers Inc, believe that global warming 
is real?  
2. Does Hamilton Consulting Engineers Inc. believe saving old forests 
should be a priority to assist in reducing global warming?  
3. Does Hamilton Consulting Engineers believe that saving old forests 
should be a priority to provide future wildlife habitat? 
   

  

       

         

 

http://links.crm.wix.com/ls/click?upn=NF0xrC6l-2FJE4TzUrHsONwnOfDXxpALt5CX2urlHKIBs-2BX2uX8nVAJP7NL2PjsmSZL-L__IYQgkcewnfgdL-2B1g8T-2FISmGA1o19IUWOk8xX9hhn7gdgtiwQ3Wp31n2QxQA434AUuxA0Y-2FCA6NDTE6xUqslTcyWvQSRsWkrf2jBqqNaUuWJp-2B5eQOdd5-2BBeppS5pkGBpj-2B5J-2F3GqzrDbeKW5sx1e4lj2iFVtkbvb5WYLqReDnFXmaDm96OTdUOxKJbzulVa9j30Ra7YX6alngvj9S4XU-2FdjF8v8CwzMK9OX1qIwhr9AKdlrIMajrX2fjJs1-2BJ-2BW-2BRGWIQ26ZcBJTW7bPEBYIlinKMj842GAHvMiuKqhEDdCOX0N-2FaD36BTrYweN1oScm8KB3Twn3tnAD4ynR9PTvF1H8ftefxAMmKeW7ZAPxWSw3iwMiSz-2Fq-2F-2BeG77s3HFN-2FmojDrPByddmCclFIsZRh7noHFFKdR-2FKmRHq4a123Hq0iFYEZsdjvH-2FcNfooa1TQ-2BDsWrwdgsZ5X5WsUDXzKxLl-2BvvHW4FztPVbwaqeKR6f39M9e-2Fbqc5qNTyxCpBBqyZRcrSd2ZRU8xzHS4E4h9Q6nUHGpmi6iBZpsSZY7rPjR70T5Ti9OTADfn5WE84LHHpFM7hXiMDmo-2F-2BvHvVYO2gvBQxtRcTP9Xg8bynlvBriwXnAzv4dXDZvwuguSc5LZbd
http://links.crm.wix.com/ls/click?upn=NF0xrC6l-2FJE4TzUrHsONwnOfDXxpALt5CX2urlHKIBs-2BX2uX8nVAJP7NL2PjsmSZL-L__IYQgkcewnfgdL-2B1g8T-2FISmGA1o19IUWOk8xX9hhn7gdgtiwQ3Wp31n2QxQA434AUuxA0Y-2FCA6NDTE6xUqslTcyWvQSRsWkrf2jBqqNaUuWJp-2B5eQOdd5-2BBeppS5pkGBpj-2B5J-2F3GqzrDbeKW5sx1e4lj2iFVtkbvb5WYLqReDnFXmaDm96OTdUOxKJbzulVa9j30Ra7YX6alngvj9S4XU-2FdjF8v8CwzMK9OX1qIwhr9AKdlrIMajrX2fjJs1-2BJ-2BW-2BRGWIQ26ZcBJTW7bPEBYIlinKMj842GAHvMiuKqhEDdCOX0N-2FaD36BTrYweN1oScm8KB3Twn3tnAD4ynR9PTvF1H8ftefxAMmKeW7ZAPxWSw3iwMiSz-2Fq-2F-2BeG77s3HFN-2FmojDrPByddmCclFIsZRh7noHFFKdR-2FKmRHq4a123Hq0iFYEZsdjvH-2FcNfooa1TQ-2BDsWrwdgsZ5X5WsUDXzKxLl-2BvvHW4FztPVbwaqeKR6f39M9e-2Fbqc5qNTyxCpBBqyZRcrSd2ZRU8xzHS4E4h9Q6nUHGpmi6iBZpsSZY7rPjR70T5Ti9OTADfn5WE84LHHpFM7hXiMDmo-2F-2BvHvVYO2gvBQxtRcTP9Xg8bynlvBriwXnAzv4dXDZvwuguSc5LZbd
http://links.crm.wix.com/ls/click?upn=NF0xrC6l-2FJE4TzUrHsONwnOfDXxpALt5CX2urlHKIBs-2BX2uX8nVAJP7NL2PjsmSZ3lsk_IYQgkcewnfgdL-2B1g8T-2FISmGA1o19IUWOk8xX9hhn7gdgtiwQ3Wp31n2QxQA434AUuxA0Y-2FCA6NDTE6xUqslTcyWvQSRsWkrf2jBqqNaUuWJp-2B5eQOdd5-2BBeppS5pkGBpUs3rOgK6SM3SGpqh3POK57KIYHihEkT3nw2x-2FiBQHAD-2BH4egr-2BMgPFY-2BYwH-2FA1c0hXNWclg46SkeL2TQallUS7g34grwaJ-2BKem0f-2Btulyq3hvE9c-2B-2FGHiJDfi5Q48Vu8JHNXnwJJo2BJsxqAdXecS7j2bpF48ZFEX530zCMpcc6PiRPvdcD6nHeSx3vkQpbZBwY9QWX5mte6dUv2HYdluY-2B3gSdx58sN5YUU8nZrX7ORkEQG7Yq8zXL8Ub78Jg7kp7QE6V797TRr7qbDSJwWESJQVNIw-2FirchMIS33-2B2qOVgqzKNiTQHngOM3pB49ixxBPlR5B9HH5UKcsJ-2FcoBUn9zGMZdbU4sBkxqSWgWgmN064OI3Qqr750LpQNSqDoeszBpB81aso82L-2FYRPp-2Bgr0skbB76oPXHNFcleM64bvH16QKkAGRKvGKe-2BHBGvibST70iJfPV47qP1A4esLN7TQD9V-2BlY1-2FFzmU5O5slcOTbE-2FkRokp7NN1QeY1KdyLT2I
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MEETING MINUTES 

Date: December 2, 2021 
Meeting: City of Washington Farm Creek Trunk Sewer Project – 

Pudik Family with Aptim and HCE Meeting  
10 a.m. at HCE and Zoom 

Meeting Attendees: Brett Pudik bpudik@ameritech.net 
Case Pudik  cpudik@pudick.com 
Troy Pudik via Zoom  tpudik@emrslaw.com 
Christina Seibert, Aptim christina.seibert@aptim.com 
Devin Moose, Aptim via Zoom devin.moose@aptim.com 
Dennis Carr, City of Washington via Zoom dcarr@ci.washington.il.us 
Howard Hamilton, HCE   hhamilton@hcemail.org 
Kristen Hamilton, HCE   khamilton@hcemail.org 

1. The meeting commenced at 10 am (in person and via Zoom) with introductions per the 
Attendee List above.

2. The Agenda presented by Christina Seibert via email this morning was reviewed, and the 
meeting progressed per the Agenda (attached):

3. Howard Hamilton gave a brief overview of the project approach presented to the City.
• Collect Data

o HCE has City, Strand and some Austin information compiled
o HCE has a computer model of the sewer system developed
o Any information from this group will be valuable

• Interview City Staff
• Interview Homeowners

o Walk the alignment with stakeholders – very valuable
• Draft Report
• Report Revisions
• Public Hearing
• Final Draft Report
• Presentation to Council
• Final Report 

Howard also explained that a survey to City residents re: the project and a website to make 
all information available are in development.  
• These tools for transparency will be promoted via City website and social media, with

other options to be identified such as local newspaper
• Security of survey responses will be addressed by developer

mailto:bpudik@ameritech.net
mailto:cpudik@pudick.com
mailto:tpudik@emrslaw.com
mailto:christina.seibert@aptim.com
mailto:devin.moose@aptim.com
mailto:dcarr@ci.washington.il.us
mailto:hhamilton@hcemail.org
mailto:khamilton@hcemail.org
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4. Brett Pudik gave a brief history of the project from the owner perspective, including 
discussion of the Route B alignment. 
 

5. Brett discussed the data provided via jump drive 
• Listed per the Agenda 
• Brett developed spreadsheets for several comparisons including cost 
• Howard said he may ask for Excel versions of some of the spreadsheets 
• Howard also stated the Wetland report will be valuable 
 

6. Alternative alignments were discussed 
• More alignments/options may be reviewed than those presented to date 
• Howard discussed the evaluation of alignments/options is typically subjected to a first 

level review of cost and increase in area served, then a variety of second level priorities 
as presented in both the Agenda Item 7. and in HCE presentation to the City 

• Howard also noted that the City is proud to be a growing community, and that their 
Planner is working on a new Comprehensive Plan 

 
7. Parameters for evaluation of alignments were discussed 

 
8. Next steps were discussed: 

a. Transparency and communication are key priorities for all stakeholders – Goat 
Springs LLC/Aptim will be glad to answer questions and help as needed, while HCE 
stressed the same – call Howard directly if you have questions. 

b. Transparency and communication will help build consensus, which the City fully 
supports, and all parties agreed that the City taking this step for a third-party analysis 
is a good thing 

c. Howard will review all information submitted  
d. HCE will work with the City and the Homeowners to set a date for the walk-through 

in the near future 
e. HCE will keep Goat Springs/Aptim apprised of the survey/website schedule 
f. All communications should be copied to City/Dennis Carr 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
City of Washington Farm Creek Trunk Sewer Replacement: 

Third Party Alternatives Analysis 
Meeting Agenda - Goat Springs, LLC / APTIM and Hamilton Consulting Engineers 

December 2, 2021 
 
1. Attendee Introductions 

 
2. Overview of Meeting Objectives  

a. Understand analysis approach and data to be used by Hamilton 
b. Discuss concerns with proposed Route B alignment 
c. Review data and information being provided to Hamilton by Goat Springs / APTIM team 
d. Review potential alternative alignments developed by Goat Springs 
e. Discuss evaluation parameters to be applied to all alternatives 
f. Discuss next steps / opportunities for landowners to remain involved in project 
 

3. Third Party Alternatives Analysis by Hamilton 
a. Analysis approach / scope of work review  
b. Data sources to be considered (existing and new) 
c. Process / factors to be used to identify evaluation parameters (discussion of potential 

parameters under Agenda Item 7) 
d. Public information and input opportunities (meetings, website, survey) 
e. Final Report – Technical Components  
f. Schedule 
 

4. Concerns with Proposed Route B Alignment  
a. Farm Creek influence and floodplain impact – Project purpose 
b. Permanent impacts to environmental assets – US waters (Farm Creek/jurisdictional 

wetlands), remnant oak/hickory forest and threatened and endangered species 
c. Scope of Permitting and Mitigation Requirements – USACE/IEPA/IDNR/ISHPO 
d. Impact of constructability constraints posed by alignment – duration of construction and 

project costs/scope of contingencies 
e. Lack of access to and from alignment – temporary (construction) and permanent (O&M) 
f. Impact on scope and timing of STP-2/influent pumping station improvements 
g. Assessments and surveys to be completed – Tree Assessment/Archaeological Survey 
h. Potential for further project delays/challenges 
i. Source of funding and funding requirements – Illinois Water Pollution Control Loan 

Program regulations and requirements – submittals/timing/terms of financing 
j. Project construction and O&M costs – impact of items 4(a) – 4(i) 

 
5. Data / Information Being Provided by Goat Springs / APTIM Team 

a. Communications with agencies and City of Washington 
b. Initial project design criteria presented by Strand / City of Washington 
c. Comparison Data 

i.   Costs [FCTS – Cost Comparison Table, Project Cost Breakdown – Strand, 
Strand Route Comparison Table – OPCC dated July 26, 2021] 

ii.   Project Area Map – Final 
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iii.   Trunk Sewer Route Comparison Matrix – July 21, 2021 
iv.   Trunk Sewer Route Comparison Table – August 1, 2021 

 
d. Preliminary Analysis 

i.   Select Practicable Alternatives [Practicable Alternatives Analysis – January 26, 
2021, Select Figures – January 22, 2021, References, Route D-1 Profile] 

ii.   All Route Evaluation Matrix – January 31, 2021 
iii.   Routes Appendix – January 30, 2021 
iv.   Select Trunk Sewer Route Comparison Matrix – Practicable Alternatives – 

January 22, 2021 
 

e. Route B 
i.  Cost Data  
 Quality Assessment – October 26, 2021 [Additional Trenchless & Tree 

Removal Pricing Category Detail, Forest Detail, Costs per Strand Drawings, 
Costs per Strand Original, and Costs with Tree BMPs & Strand Drawings] 

 Strand’s Project Cost Breakdown – October 2019 
 Strand’s Route Comparison OPCC – July 26, 2021 

ii.  Environmental Data 
 Forest [Forest vs. Open Access Corridors/ROW, Environmental Documents] 

 Illinois Forestry Association Board of Directors letter dated August 5, 2021 

 Forest Best Management Practices – Illinois Forestry Association – October 
21, 2021 

 Wetlands – See separate Wetlands folder 
iii.  Route Data 
 Data & Cost Analysis – October 26, 2021 
 Data Sheet (rev. October 26, 2021) 

iv.  Strand Profile Drawings and Scope of Work 

 Pre-Final Drawings dated January 29, 2021 
 Markup of March 31, 2016 Scope of Work Letter with miscellaneous public 

meeting minutes 
 

f. Route E-3 
i.  Cost Data  
 Forest Detail – October 26, 2021 

 Costs per Strand July 26, 2021 OPCC (rev. by Goat Springs, LLC – October 
26, 2021) 

 Strand’s Project Cost Breakdown – October 2019 
 Strand’s Route Comparison OPCC – July 26, 2021 

ii.  Profile – Route E-3   
iii.  Route Data 
 Data & Cost Analysis – October 26, 2021 
 Data Sheet (rev. October 26, 2021) 
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g. Route L-1
i. Cost Data
 Forest Detail – October 26, 2021

 Costs per Strand format & minimum trenchless (rev. by Goat Springs, LLC –
October 26, 2021)

 Costs per Strand format & tree BMPs (rev. by Goat Springs, LLC – October
26, 2021)

ii. Topo and Profile – Route L-1
iii. Route Data
 Data & Cost Analysis – October 26, 2021
 Route Sheet – June 23, 2021

 Data Sheet (rev. October 26, 2021)
iv. Route L-1 Hybrid Routes
 Route L-3 Topo & Profile
 Route L-2 Map-Data-Cost June 23, 2021
 Route L-3 Map-Data-Cost June 23, 2021

h. Wetlands Documents and USACE Correspondence

i. Archaeological Study

6. Alternative Alignments Identified by Goat Springs
a. Route locations
b. Factors impacting location of alternative routes

i. Farm Creek crossings
ii. Wetland and floodplain areas
iii. Forested areas
iv. Open access corridors
v. Permitting and agency approvals
vi. Permanent impacts to landowner property (environmental assets, use)
vii. Access – Temporary construction and permanent (O&M)
viii. Cost (initial and life-cycle)
ix. Consistency with municipal, county, and related agency planning objectives

7. Potential Parameters to be Applied to Evaluate Alternatives
a. Design

i. Number of Farm Creek crossings and percent of route through floodplains
ii. Percent of route through remnant woodland/forest/timber property
iii. Percent of route through jurisdictional wetlands
iv. Manholes (number, depth)
v. Tributary sewers (number of extensions, impact of extensions, trenchless

construction, Farm Creek and RR crossings)
vi. Number of RR crossings
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vii. Topography/Elevation constraints (trenchless vs. open cut/linear access)
viii. Need for influent pumping station replacement (initially vs. deferred)

b. Constructability
i. Percent of route through open access corridors vs. forested areas
ii. Number of Farm Creek encounters (installation of pipe/access)
iii. Approvals and/or permits required
iv. Access – existing ROW/easements granted to City
v. Mitigation and restoration of disturbed areas
vi. Duration of construction
vii. Project cost contingency(ies)

c. Environmental
i. Wetlands
ii. Farm Creek and floodplains (I&I, sewer overflow)
iii. Forested areas

d. Restoration / mitigation
i. Trees
ii. Wetlands
iii. Existing use disturbance

e. Operations and maintenance
i. Accessibility - particularly during / after storm events
ii. Maintenance of Farm Creek crossings
iii. Existing trunk sewer decommissioning

f. Costing
i. Construction
ii. Post-construction mitigation / land recovery
iii. Operations and maintenance

g. Other
i. Potential for landowner delay/challenge – analysis of each landowner parcel for the

route
 Scope of permanent impacts of trunk sewer improvements to use of property
 Existing sanitary sewer easements/public ROW

 Synergistic opportunities for abandonment of easements, improvements to
tributary crossings, future use of sanitary sewer for property development

8. Next Steps for Landowner Involvement
a. Opportunity(ies) and participants
b. Timing



MEETING MINUTES 

Date: 
Meeting: 

Time/Location: 

December 14, 2021 
City of Washington Farm Creek Trunk Sewer Project –  
Property Owner – Hamilton Consulting Engineers, Inc. - City Meeting 
11 a.m. at Washington Fire Department Training Room 

Meeting Attendees: Reference attached Sign-In Sheet 

1. The meeting commenced at 11 a.m. with attendees getting lunch, followed by introduction
of the Hamilton Consulting Engineers (HCE) team.

2. The agenda (attached) was presented, and the meeting progressed per the agenda.

Howard J. Hamilton, PE, CFM, CPESC (HJH), the HCE Project Manager, gave a brief
overview of the project approach per the presentation (attached) followed by a period of
Q&A.

Question: Will interviews with individual property owners be held? 
HJH:  No, but an online questionnaire will be made available. 

Question: How do you come up with the service area?   
HJH: Topographic service area providing 8-foot sewer bury at 0.40%. 

Question: Do you consider the flow of the creek in the future- NCRS said “increase of 10X”? 
HJH:  Do not know why they would say this – development without stormwater 
detention can increase flows, but that is not allowed. 

Question: For the original sewer, do you know how much cover they had? 
HJH:  We would need to review the plans. 

Question: Will you calculate scour? 
HJH:  Not part of the scope of this review but would be required if there is a new 
design.  Casing pipes are required for any future stream crossing. 

Question: What is the width of a construction easement? 
HJH: It depends on the project – 25 feet each for both a temporary construction 
easement and permanent easement, so around fifty feet total during work, but it 
could be up to one hundred feet if deeper excavation is required. 

Question: How deep is deep?   
HJH:  Over 10-15 feet. 

Question: Why are alignments called “Better, best, etc.”? 
HJH:  We used same terminology as the Pudik’s report. 
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Question: Will the new sewer be on top the old one? 
  HJH:  It depends, we are looking at several options and combination of options 
Question: Any idea of the elevation for E3 alignment? 
  HJH:  We plotted cross sections and had one approx. fifty-foot directional bore. 
Question:   Effects on tree lines? 

HJH:   Trees will be avoided when possible.  Trenchless technology is not always a 
viable option. 

Question: Is collapse of the pipe possible? 
HJH: Not close to houses, proper pipe design and construction will minimize 
collapse potential. 

Question: Any long-term issue for home foundations? 
  HJH:  No – no settlement anticipated. 
Question: Do you need easements? 
  HJH:  It depends on the alignment: 

• Permanent:  25-30 feet  
• Temporary construction:  additional 25+ feet 

Question:  There are no perfect options, so solutions will be found? 
HJH:  Yes, HCE will recommend solutions to problems identified in each of the 
design alternatives, which the City will ultimately weigh in choosing their preferred 
course. 

Question: Safety hazards for kids playing near construction? 
  HJH:  This is a critical consideration for all parties: 

• Fencing – typically use orange mesh 
• Typical to cover trenches at end of day when working near houses 
• Contractors are required to minimize hazards 

Question: Do you have sewer pipe elevations for whole project area? 
  HJH: No, not all but more than we had to start. 
Question: Do you anticipate doing any survey work? 
  HJH:  Not for this phase, probably in next phase 
Question: Have you looked at the Route B elevations - B is south of the tracks? 
  HJH:  Yes, off the top of my head that route has some 30–40-foot elevations. 
  *A property owner added that there is a 46-foot elevation 
Question: What are HCE options? 
  HJH:  Not ready to share yet, still reviewing and studying. 
Question: Any other creative solutions such as using the existing sewer or other? 
  HJH:  Yes but have to put costs with those options.  They will be in the report. 
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Question: Were the diagrams in the power point supplied by HCE? 
HJH:  Yes, mostly. 
But the ones showing the three options? 
HJH:  Yes, we compiled Strand and Pudik options 
The good/better/best is HCE recommendation? 
HJH:  No, this is referring back to the Pudik report 
Please stop using this terminology as it is misleading. 
HJH:  Good point, we will stop. 

Question: Does this work cover sewer only? 
HJH:  Yes, there is no stormwater for this project.  This is an EPA-mandated project, 
we are the third firm to review it. 

Question: Will you address erosion? 
HJH:  Yes – maintaining banks and do not destabilize them is required for a typical 
stream in Illinois. 

Question: Will you perform a cost analysis? 
HJH:  Yes, cost is a critical factor in review of options.  And, cost is not always just  
Day 1 cost – operation and maintenance are also factors for review. 

Question: Any non-gravity-flow technology that could be used? 
HJH:  Yes, there are several options, but they may not be appropriate here and yes, 
those options will be considered in the analysis. 

Question: Is there a lot of stormwater passing through the sewer? 
HJH:  Yes, we can see this with the flow data. 

Question: What about the existing sewer? 
HJH:  We have to evaluate options with the City – could leave in place and use it, 
could abandon it.  But, it can’t be abandoned in place, it must be removed which has 
a cost, or filled, though some could be abandoned. Each option has a cost, but access 
will be needed to the existing trunk line to complete this, even if it is not kept in use.  

Question: If you have existing easements, why not use that route? 
HJH:   

• You cannot just put a new pipe in the existing easement because the waste
has to go somewhere while you are building the new one.

• Easements are not wide enough
Question: What happens to the existing connections to houses? 

HJH:  There are no direct connections to houses on this line – all connections are on 
the laterals. 

Question: Where will the walk take place relative to the railroad tracks? 
HJH:  Planning to look at both sides, using existing sewer as baseline. 

Question: Does L-1 bisect private property? 
HJH:  Yes, all the options do. 
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Question: Route B is mostly RR property – isn’t this a low impact on property owners’ route? 
  HJH:   

• Cannot access RR property or adjacent to RR property without permission 
• Agriculture and heavily wooded 

Question: Creek crossings needed? 
HJH:  Need three different permits to cross, or you can dig a hole/bore under with 
manholes required in each side, has to be analyzed on a case-by-case basis. 

Question: How much access needed in the future? 
  HJH:  Need access to manholes. 
Question: Have you had a chance to drive both sides of the tracks? 
  HJH:  Yes. 
Question: Use of land bisected affected - plantings, future development? 
  HJH:  

• No building on easement is typical, though some towns allow it 
• Crops are encouraged to go back on the sites 
• Trees are allowed depending on the depth of the sewer and the type of the 

tree 
Question: How deep can a sewer be constructed? 
  HJH:  Our job is to evaluate options: 

• Cannot go too deep because we have to meet STP2 
• Try to avoid going too deep due to construction and maintenance issues 

Question: STP2 – reducing service area, how does it look long term?  Can STP2 handle  
another trunk? 

  HJH: We really have a blank canvas: 
o Reduce the peak flows 
o Land-intensive technology at STP2 
o Do not want too many lift stations 
o STP 2 could also be expanded in the future for a larger service area as 

needed. 
Question: What is the deepest you can bore? 

HJH:  We have gone down sixty-two feet for a short stretch, but typically like to be 
in the 10-foot range. 

Question: There are some 70-foot elevation changes in some of the options? 
  HJH:  The project has to be buildable – that elevation change is an issue. 
Question: The original report has Cummings Lane showing this depth? 
  HJH:  At that depth, standard pipes do not work. 
Question: Safety must be considered for going down manholes that deep? 

HJH:  Yes, they typically only send cameras and not people down manholes today – 
no people. 
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Question: Those deep depths do not seem to fit residential areas? 
HJH:  Lift station could be an option. 

3. The walk started early, at 12:30 pm instead of 1:30 pm since we were done with lunch and
questions.

a. Met at STP 2
b. The group walked through to STP1, most arriving at 4 pm

i. The first sub-group, with HCE Project Manager Howard Hamilton, split to the
northerly route

ii. The second sub-group, with HCE Project Engineer Jeffrey Snape, walked the
southerly route

F/PROJ/MISC/21911/WP 
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Page: 1/1 
CITY OF WASHINGTON 

FARM CREEK TRUNK SEWER PROJECT 
SIGN-IN RECAP:   

PROPERTY OWNER – ENGINEER – CITY MEETING & SITE WALK - 12/14/21 

ATTENDING: ATTENDING: 

NAME LUNCH SITE 
WALK NAME LUNCH SITE 

WALK 

 BRETT PUDIK  X  X  KENNY WEIGAND  X  X 
 DEVIN MOOSE  X  X  KRIS HASTEN  X  X 
 CASE PUDIK  X  JOE ARNOLD  X  X 
 TROY PUDIK  X  X  DENNIS CARR  X  X 
 BRIAN ALBRRIGHT  X  ROSS FULLER  X  X 
 MARK WESTON  X  KEVIN SCHONE  X  X 
 BRIAN BUTLER  X  X  SAM MILLER  X  X 
 MELISSA MONTGOMERY  X  JIM SNIDER  X  X 
 BRAD MONTGOMERY  X  JEFF SNAPE  X  X 
 JESSE PLACHER  X  KRISTEN HAMILTON  X 
 BRIAN RITTENHOUSE  X  X  HOWARD HAMILTON  X  X 
 MICHAEL MAXHEIMER  X 
 GARY DEITERS  X 
 BRIAN TIBBS  X  X 
 RUSS PLATTNER  X 



3230 Executive Dr. Joliet, IL 60431-8401 – HamiltonConsultingEngineers.com – 815.730.3444 – 815.730.6703 

CITY OF WASHINGTON 
FARM CREEK TRUNK SEWER PROJECT 

AGENDA 
PROPERTY OWNER – ENGINEER – CITY 
MEETING AND SITE WALK-THROUGH 

Tuesday, December 14, 2021 

1. Working Lunch Meeting to gain Property Owner Input
11:00 am – 1:00 pm at the Washington Fire Department 
Training Room,  200 N. Wilmore Road 

 Introductions and settle in with lunch
 Brief project presentation by HCE
 Questions and discussion
 Plan for Site Walk

2. Site Walk of the Project Area per attached Site Map

1:30 – 4:00 pm - meet at Sewage Treatment Plant (STP) 2, 
955 Ernest St. 
 Walk the Project Area to STP 1, 700 Woodland Trail
 Questions and discussion during the walk
 HCE and the City will have two vehicles parked at STP1

to “ferry” the walkers back to their vehicles at STP2

Kristen Hamilton’s Cell # for use on 12/14/21:  815-791-3445 
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Hamilton Consulting Engineers, Inc.

Kristen R. Hamilton, Chairman/CEO QA/QC
Howard J. Hamilton PE, CFM, CPESC Project Manager
Jeffrey T. Snape PE, LEED-AP Project Engineer
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Report Stated FCTS Replacement Project Purpose

 IEPA mandate to decommission STP No. 1
 Age and condition of the existing sewer system
 Excess flow conditions during wet weather (I&I)
 Operation and maintenance issues along the creek
 Future development exceeding current sewer capacity

4



Report Stated FCTS Replacement Project Goals
Be accessible for maintenance
{Limit} Number, size, and impact of easements required
Protect the new sewer from instability and erosion of Farm Creek
Achieve durability and reliability for trunk sewer function and 

operation
Be respectful of nature and the environment
Cost-effective solutions – construction and O&M
Be responsive to and consistent with long-range plans, initiatives, 

and missions:
City of Washington, Tazewell County, Regional
IDNR and IEPA
Illinois Forestry and Forest Action Plan
USACE and USEPA 5



Homeowner Stated Goals

 Avoid Farm Creek crossings
 Avoid wetland and floodplain areas
 Avoid potential for pollution and contamination of 

surface water and land
 Avoid destruction of trees and endangered species habitat
 Avoid archaeologically significant areas
Maximize alignment within open access corridors
 Ease of access during construction and maintenance
 Faster land recovery rate post-construction

6
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Benefits
• Creeks slope downhill
• Upland areas drain to creeks

Challenges
• Natural areas
• Flooding
• Permitting
• Access

Do the Benefits 
Outweigh the 
Challenges? 10
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Technical Components of the Final Report
a. Environmental Impacts
b. Cultural Resource Impacts
c. Landowner Impacts (easement locations)
d. Accessibility
e. Future Service Area Expansion Opportunities
f. Permitting Issues (IDNR, USCOE, IEPA)
g. Licensing, Crossing Agreement Requirements
h. Impact On Residents of the City (immediate and long-term)
i. Opinions of the Residents of the City (if any)
j. Preferences of City Staff
k. Cost Effectiveness (short-term and long-term costs)
l. Constructability 
m.Others as found necessary
n. Meeting Memoranda

15



1. Collect Data 
2. Interview City Staff
3. Interview Homeowners
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1. Collect Data 
2. Interview City Staff
3. Interview Homeowners
4. Website, Questionnaire
5. Draft Report 
6. Report Revisions
7. Public Hearing
8. Final Draft Report
9. Presentation to Council
10. Final Report
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QUESTIONS?
Kristen R. Hamilton, Chairman/CEO QA/QC
Howard J. Hamilton PE, CFM, CPESC Project Manager
Jeffrey T. Snape PE, LEED-AP Project Engineer
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