Public Works Committee Meeting 6.23.26

Pax Lindell called a Public Works Committee
on Tuesday June 23,2026 at 6:00 pm
RE: Water Line Sources
Attendees: Committee members; Pax Lindell, Lauren Ingebritson
Mayor Tepe, Solicitor leff Forbes
Village Administrator/Chief of Police Jerry Hayhow
Clerk of Council/ Chief Fiscal Officer Katie Lyons

Meeting called to order at 6:00pm

Pax Lindell called a Public Works committee meeting on June 23,2026 at 6pm to discuss water services.
Mr. Lindell explained that the Village of Terrace Park has used IHWW for a very long time and currently
has a yearly contract to continue that service. However, The Village would like a Water supplier to take
over the water lines and Cincinnati Water Works has provided draft proposal of that being a possibility.

Mayor Tepe stated that the village would like to get out of the water line business. When they spoke to
[HWW, he was told that the lines needed to be upgraded prior to IHWW taking over.

CWW offered to take over everything as is. This is especially important since the village water lines are
over 60 years old.

The pros/cons of IHWW

¢ Requires future treatment plant-cost and timing not disclosed
Single source system-more vulnerable to outages

Historically variable with step increases tied Lo projects

Lead service lines not defined in proposal

Capital exists but not quantified in proposal

Village retains exposure to capital and system performance
Lower term net costs

Minimal disruption, maintains current configuration

No new impacts

The pros/cons of GCWW
e Water gquality Treatment already in place
¢ Program included 200-300 lead service line replacements
¢ Fire Flow performance modeled to meet 1,000 fpm target
e Dual Feed system
¢ Defined program with structured funding 31M.
¢ Will assume long-term infrastructure responsibilities.




o Higherinitial customer costs
e Requires system transition and major construction

Resident Matt Kallevant, Water Engineering Project Manager with Black & Veatch attended the meeting
as a resident and a consultant. Matt stated in reviewing the information that his opinion is that
switching to GCWW makes perfect sense and is all around a safer source, he also expressed his concern
over the erratic rate increases fram IHWW over the years and PFAS removal remaval system . Matt
suggested a longer withdrawal time from IHWW and to confirm a timeline with GCWW as they need to
design, spec and bid the project.

MayorTepe expressed his concern about the price difference per homeowner, offered his annual water
bill as a sample, to ask GWCC how much mare will it cost?

Mr, Lindell suggested a town hall style meeting to enable residents to hear more about what GCWW has
to offer and the impact on the residents of The Village of Terrace Park.

Solicitor Jeff Forbes will review the current contract with IHWW to identify any renewal, termination,
notice, or transition provisions that could affect timing, leverage, and cost of the transition. Mr. Forbes
also explained that the next steps would be that the Public Works Committee recommend to council
their interest in pursuing this opportunity with GWCC, The mayor will ask GWCC for a more formal
contract/proposal.

Mayor Tepe will reach out to HHWW to inform them that the Public Works Committee voted to move
forward with GCWW,

Please see handouts attached.

Meeting Adjourned at 6:47.
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1. Key benefits for the Terrace Park Community (Page 5)
e Excellent Water Quality

PFAS/PFOA Compliance

Infrastructure Investments

Operations and Maintenance

Lead Line Replacements

Fair, Stable, and Transparent Water Rates

Customer Service and Community Partnership

*& @

2. Proposed Retail Water Services (Page 31)

s Comprehensive retail services that encompass all operational, maintenance, and
administrative functions needed to support a safe, reliable, and efficient water
system for the future.

¢ GCWW does notimpose a cost threshold that transfers responsibility back to
Terrace Park.

3. Connecting Terrace Park to GCWW (Page 32)
GCWW utilized their Hydraulic model to evaluate 3 different connection scenarios.
Scenario 3 was determined as the best connection, see summary on next page.

e $8.1M
Extend 1,400 LF 8-
e 14,800 feet of new main i
s Provides 2 connections:
» Mt Carmel Rd; under the
Little Miami River e
. Extend 2,800 LF 8-
> Wooster Pike inch watermaln
e 40.7 MG of Storage
¢ Meets Fire Flow Demand
e Meets Average Day and Max Day
Demands
s Excellent redundancy and
reliability

Exlsting 12-Inch
GUWW Terminus
on Mt Carmef
Road
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- | (Map copied from Page 38 of Proos




4. Summary Chart for all 3 Scenarios (Page 39)
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5. GCWW has included the following infrastructure investments in Terrace Park {Page 42)

Infrasiructure Investment ] on -of_ Proposed Services

GCWW anticipates approximately 5-10 miles of the
Water Main existing Terrace Park Water Distribution System
Replacement will require replacement in order to meet the
existing Level of Service of the GCWW System,

GOWW estimates 200-300 lead service lines

I’e?{i Slil;‘:l::i:::‘ne will need to be removed In Terrace Park, This is
pracement. required for the health and safety of the residents.
Meter Replacement New water meters for all accounts.

Total Infrastructure
Investment required $23,600,000
in Terrace Park

6. Additional Benefits of Partnering with GCWW

Fire Hydrant Maintenance (Optional) (Page 42)

Distribution System Maintenance (Page 43}

Financial Strength: AAA Bond Rating Reduces Financial Burden on Ratepayers (Page 44)
Customer Service Excellence — J.D. Power Award Winner (Page 45)

integrated Planning with Terrace Park Building and Zoning Departments (Page 46)

Strong Partnership Between Terrace Park and GCWW (Page 46)




7. Summary of GCWW’s Proposed Retail Services (Page 47)

iz
g

Summary of GCWW’s Proposed Retail Services for Terrace Park

Rxcellent Water

Exceptional Water Quality: GCWW delivers water of the highest quality. Water
produced at the Miller Treatment Plant is free from detectable levels of PRAS and
PROA compounds.

Award-Winning Taste: GCWW water was recognized as the Best Tasting Water in

Chio in 2025.

Reliable Infrastruciure §

System Redundancy and Reliability: GCWW will construct two connection points
into Terrace Park, enhancing system redundancy and improving overall reliability.
Water Main Upgrades: GCWW anticipates that the Terrace Park system will
require 5-10 miles of water main replacements to meet GCWW standards.

Comprehensive Operations and Maintenance

Comprehensive Maintenance and Repair: GCWW will assume full responsibility
for all water main maintenance and repair activities.

Fire Hydrant Services: Repair, maintenance, painting, and flow testing.

Lead (Pb) Line Replacements: Identification and replacement of all lead (Ph)
service lines.

No Cost Threshold: GCWW will assume full responsibility for the water system.

Exceptional Financial Strength & Governance

Transparent Rates: GCWW offers affordable pricing with predictable, gradual
rate adjustments supported by strong financial management and a clear,
transparent rate-setting process,

Prolessional Utility Management: Recipient of the Platinum Award for Utility
Exeellence from the Association of Metropolitan Water Agencies. Industry-
leading operational and administrative oversight.

Outstanding Customer & Community Partierships

Customer Service Excellence: Providing exeeptional customer service is a core
value of GCWW, demonstrated by its ranking as #1 in the 2025 J.D. Power Water
Utility Residential Customer Satisfaction Survey.

A Collaborative Community Partnership: GCWW is committed to developing

a trusted long-term partnership with Terrace Park through proactive
communication, strong eustomer service, and coordinated infrastructure planning.




8. Historical Rate increases in Terrace Park and GCWW (Page 51 & 52)

Year

EN

nf Terrace Park Customers

Annugal Rate -

Cumulative

GCWW_CuStQmers '

Annual Raje .
Increase

Cumulative
Growth

2018

13.4%

7.6%

T |

| aoax

3.76%

2020

10.00%

43.5%

3.76%

16.9%

2021

0.00%

43.5%

3%

5.00%

50.6%

3.75%

24.7%

2022
2023

5.00%

58.2%

BE%

2024

6.00%

67.6%

5.656%

38.9%

2025

8.00%

811%

BBB%

2026

Average Annual [
incirease

5.00%

90.1%

4%

5.65%

54.8%

Cumulative growth based on 2016 base year.

This trend has caused Terrace Park rates to nearly double over the past 10 years,
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9. Proposed Rate Structure (Page 52)

10. Usage Charge (Page 53)

Proposed Usage Charge for Terrace Park esidents

First 20 CCl/month

$4.83
Next 580 CCR/month $4.06
Over 600 CCF/month $3.63

CCWW proposes using the same Usage Charge for Terrace Park restdents that ts charged to
GCWW customers In Incorporated Areas within Hamilton and Clermont Counties.
Carrent Rates shown above,

11. Service Charge (Page 54)

posed Service Charge for Terrace Park Residents

5/8” $10.53
34" $12.59
1" $15.51

114" $30.16
2" $49.95
3" $100,50
4" $209.78
6" $420.50

107 $850.11

127 $1,027.31

CCWW proposes using the same Service Charge for Terrace Park residents that is charged to
GCWW customers tn meorporated Areas within Hamilton and Clermont Counties.,
Current Rates shotn ahove,




12. Infrastructure Surcharge (Page 56):

The proposed Infrastructure Surcharge is 92% of the Usage Charge and will be charged in

the same manner - by volume of water used (CCF) per month. The Infrastructure
Surcharge has a 30-year term; at the end of the term the charge becomes $0.00.

Proposed Infmstructm't, Surci arge mr Terruce Park Res:(!enta

Usage Charge (see above}, $/CCR $4.83
Infrastructure Surcharpe, % of Usage Charge 02%
lufrastructure Surcharge, $/CCF per month $4.44
Term Length of Proposed Infrastructure Surcharge’ 30 Years

“The Infrastructure Surcharge terminates af the end of the term length.

The Infrastructure Surcharge allows for the recovery of the significant infrastructure
investment required in Terrace Park. These investments include {Page 55):

Provide Connections from Wooster Pike and
Mt. Carmel Rd. 10,600 of 12" from Mt, Carmel

System Rd. with section running under the Little Miami $8,100,000
Connection River, and 4,200' of 8" from Wooster Pike. it
(Scenario 3 froin the Proposed Retail
Water Services Section.)
GCWW anticipates approximately 5-10 miles
" g arrn oo o o Dictri -5
Water Main of t’he ex§sung '1'(-‘.‘1 race Park Wgtfﬂl Distribution _
. System will require replacement in order to meet
Replacement ; L . o
the existing Level of Service of the
GCWW System,
3 i - ¥ ] I i . =
Lead Service GCWW est1;naies~200 SOQ lerc}d ﬁel vice 1}11es will | $23,500,000
Line ~ lTe(?d to be‘z removed in Terrace Pay k
Replacement [his is requil gd for f,hfa heg!th and safety
of the residents.
Meter S _
Replacement New water meters for all accounts.
Total Estimated Cost of Infrastructure Investments
Required in Terrace Park: $31,600,000




13. Average Monthly Cost (Page 57)

The chart below reflects the anticipated total monthly water invoice for the average
residential customer in Terrace Park. This is based on 8.33 CCF of usage and utilizes

(2026) rates.

- AverageMo

Rates & Monthly Costs

Rates =

Usage Charge (per CCH)

Service Charge (per account) . $10.53

Infrastructure Surcharge (per CCF) | - $4.44

M:t;hﬂﬂy Gcsi:pgxtglsiggie Accoun

Average Monthly Usage (CCF) . ' 5.33
Total Usage Charge . $40..-23
Total Service Charge : | | $_10.§5.3
Total Infrastructure Surcharge . : | .$3_{>.99'

Total Average Monthly Cost | _ $BIT5




14. Gost to fill the Municipal Pool

Terrace Park cost to fill Municipal Pool

Rates & Monthly Costs

Rates
Usage Charge Rate {per CCF)
First 20 CCF (Block 1)
Next 580 CCF (Block 2)
Over 600 CCF {Block 3)
Service Charge (per account) {3" meter)
Infrastructure Surcharge (per CCF)
Fire Hydrant Maintenance Fee

Annual Cost o fill the pool, Quantity (CCF)

Usage Charge:
First 20 CCF (Btock 1) 20
Next 580 CCF (Block 2) 360
Over 600 CCF (Block 3) 0

Service Charge

Infrastructure Surcharge

Fire Hydrant Maintenance Fee

Total Gost to fill the Municipal Pool:
* Uilizing Approvad Rate Increase effective July 1, 2026,

15. Fire Hydrant Maintenance (Optional) (Page 58)
GCWW is offering to perform all Fire Hydrant Maintenance for Terrace Park as an optional

additional fee. Fire Hydrant Maintenance includes:

Repair and/or replacement of damaged or inoperable hydrants
installation of new hydrants associated with construction projects
Fire hydrant flow testing

Fire hydrant pamtmg and appearance maintenance

'SProposed Fu e Hydrant Mmmenmme hee tm' Terrace Pax'k Residents '

] “Monthl (“:lmr @
Meter Size | $/N;:mth ’
5/8"to 112" $2.50
2" tey 4" $2.60
6" toy &M $3.30
10" to 12" $4.00
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Matt Kallevant, P.E.
116 Robinwood Drive, Terrace Park, OM 45174
F+1 414-916-1036 E matt@kallevant.com

1 June 2026
Chief Hayhow, Mayor Tepe, and Council,
Review of Water Service Proposals for the Village of Terrace Park

This letter reflects my views as a resident and professional engineer based on the proposals and public materials reviewed:; it
does not reflect the views of my employer, it is not legal advice, and it is not a sealed engineering opinion or design document,

As a preface, | do not have visibility into the current status of Terrace Parl(’s agreement with Indian Hill Water
Works, including whether it is nearing renewal or otherwise subject to renegotiation. That context may mfluence
certain considerations below, particularly regarding timing, leverage, and available options.

In preparing this letter, | reviewed the following materials:

Indian Hill Water Works (IHWW) Propesal to Tetrace Park, undated (4 pages)

Greater Cincinnati Water Works (GCWW) Proposal to Terrace Park, May 2026 (85 pages)
GCWW Summary of Proposal to Terrace Park, May 2026 (3 pages)

Other publicly available related materials, including council minutes

L2

&

Having only moved to Terrace Park last July, | can't speak to the full history, but from what I've heard from Gerry
and others, IHWW has been responsive and reliable. That sald, the regulatory landscape is shifting, and with
federal PFAS requirements, lead service line compliance requirements, and the capital demands that come with
them, it is prudent that the Village is reassessing how it manages these risks going forward,

At a high level, GCWW appears to address more of the Village's long-term structural risks, particularly around
PFAS, lead service [ines, system reliability, and capital responsibility. IHWW remalins the lower-disruption and
lower-nearterm-cost option, but with less clarity around future capital needs and long-term cost stability.

In my view, these are the most prudent immediate next steps:

o |f minimizing impacts to the preserve corridor is an important Village priority, ask GCWW to further
evaluate whether Scenario 2 can be strengthenad enough to meet the Village's fire flow and reliability
needs;

s ask GCWW for firmer cost assumptions and clearer aflocation of cost overrun risk before accepting a
lang-term infrastructure surcharge;

» ask IMWW to provide more explicit clarity on its long-term capitaf plan, including PFAS treatment, water
tower replacement, and the resulting rate implications; and

» have the Village Solicitor review the current IHWW agreement so the Village understands any renewal,
termination, notice, or fransition constraints before moving too far toward either path.

The sections that follow summarize the key issues, compare how each proposal addresses them, and highlight
the main questions | believe the Village should resolve before making a final decision.

| appreciate the opportunity to weigh in en this important decision. It is exactly the kind of community
involvement | had hoped for when we moved to the Village, and | am happy to stay engaged as this progresses
and help however | can,.

Matt Kallevant, P.E.



( - system performance

+ X Villag retains exposure to capltal and

Al

A Proposed routing impacts preserve: -
corridor (8). o '

- 'Nodew impacts under current system

As the table reflects, GCWW addresses more of the long-term structural issues facing the Village, particularly
around water quality, lead service lines, system reliability, and caplital risk. Unless there are Village priorities or
constraints | am not aware of, | believe the GCWW option should be considered further. That does not mean
accepting the current proposal as-is. Before the Village commits, GCWW should be asked to refine the connection
scenarios, provide firmer cost assumptions, and confirm through updated modeling how the performancs, cost,
and routing tradeoffs compare between the leading options. :

Scenario 1

Scenario 1 is the lowest-cost GCWW option, extending a single 8-inch connection from Wooster Pike. While it is the
simplest to construct, it can only dellver approximately half of the reguired 1,000 gpm residential fire flow target, It
also provides only a single connection, meaning the system would remain vulnerable to the same single-point-of-
failure risk that exists today.

As a standalone solution, Scenario T does not appear to meaningfully improve system performance and, in my
view, should not be treated as a preferred path forward.

Scenario 2

Scenario 2 replaces the existing 8-inch main on Wooster Pike with a 12-inch main and extends it into Terrace Park.
GCWW's madeling shows it delivering approximately 965 gpm of fire fiow, slightly below the 1,000 gpm target, It
provides a single connection, so it doss not offer the same redundancy as Scenario 3, but it may be worth exploring
further if minimizing impacts to the preserve corridor is an important Village priority.

GOWW should be asked to determine whether Scenario 2 can be strengthened through localized looping, upsizing,

or other targeted modifications to close the fire flow gap. If updated modeling shows that it can meet the Village's
performance needs, Scenarfo 2 may warrant further consideration as a lower-impact alternative,

Scenario 3
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Scenario 8 is GCWW's recommended option and the strongest from a pure system-performance standpoint. It
provides two connections from separate pressure zones’, approximately 40.7 million gallons of primary storage,
and a calculated fire flow of roughly 1,050 gpm, comfortably mesting the residential target. The dual-feed
conflguration eliminates single-point-of-fallure risk, which Is a meaningful long-term rellability improvement.

The most significant concern with this scenario is not installing the water main under the river, which Is routine for
a large utility like GCWW, but that the proposed alignment through the corridor goes directly between Miami Grove
and Kroger Hills preservas. This is an area the Village has actively Invested in through restoration, invasive species
removal, and community amenities, and any construction through that corridor would ralse legitimate
environmental, permitting, and community acceptance questions. '

If the Village ultimately determines that Scenario 3 is the right path, the corridor impact could be leveraged to
create an opportunity to integrate broader community improvements for Village residents {stich as trail
connectivity, river access, or enhanced restoration) as part of the overall project scope. This should be framed as
an integrated element of the project rather than a separate request, since GCWW will already be required to restore
disturbed areas and comply with environmental permits. incremental improvements above baseline restoration
would fikely represent a modest additional cost relative to the total project.

Local Execution and Contractors _

Another factor | do not have full visibility into is the existing agreements the Village has with local contractors {(e.q.,
RLA Utilitles), the extent to which they are currently involved in the Village's water infrastructure work, or the
Village’s future plans for any such arrangements. If the Village already budgets for a certain amount of pipe repair
or utility work through existing agreements, that existing spending may be relevant in evaluating how much of
GCWW's proposed Internal piping program truly needs to be racovered through the surcharge.

This is worth exploring during negotiations with GCWW. Part of the conversation should address how the internal
piping improvements are performed, specifically, whether GCWW would allow any portion of the distribution system
work to be executed by contractors the Village already has relationships with, or whether GCWW would raquire full
control over design, installation, testing, and acceptance of all assets It will ultimately own and operate.

Realistically, GCWW will likely insist on controliing the core water system work to maintain its standards and
warranty obligations. But there may be room for the Village to retain some role in ancillary scope, such as surface
restoration, right-of-way coordinatjon, or utility-adjacent construction, which could reduce cost or disruption and
preserve continuity with existing contractors.

Cost Certainty

The capital costs in the GEWW proposal are conceptual and have not yet been validated through detailed design or
hidding. The areas of greatest unceriainty are the connection infrastructure, constrained rouling, environmental
restoration, and any river crossing scope. If actual costs come in materially above the current estimates, those
Increases will likely find their way into the infrastructure surcharge unless the agreement says otherwise,

For that reason, the Village should ask GCWW for firmer cost assumptions before moving forward and should
require clear contractual language on who bears the risk if construction costs exceed the current planning-level
numbers. If Terrace Park is being asked to accept a long-term surcharge, GCWW should be expected to stand
behind the quality of its front-end estimating.

! Connecting Terrace Park to two pressure zones means the Village would be served from two separate parts of GCWW's
distributlon system rather than relying on a single hydraulic pathway. In practical terms, that glves GCWW more than one way to
maintain pressure and flow into the Village If one side of GCWW's system has a problem upstream, such as a pump station
outage, a transmission-main break, a maintenance shutdown, or another event affecting one service area. Two pressure zones
do not eliminate every fallure mode, and they do not necessarily mean elther side could independently carry the full Village under
all condltions. For example, a problem within Terrace Park’s own local distribution plping, or a broader Issue affecting hoth
upstream service areas, could still reduce performance. But as a general matter, a dual-zone / dual-feed arrangement materially
reduces single-point-of-fallure risk and glves GCWW mora operating flexibility to maintaln service during outages, maintenance
events, or other abnormal conditions.
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Overall Cost Stability
Even apart from the connection scenarios themselves, one of the most Important questions for the Village is
which option offers greater long-term cost stability and lower exposure to future capital shocks.

The current and future financial pressures on IHWW are not theoretical, IHWW has publicly identified major
upcoming capital needs, including a PFAS removal system estimated at approximately $16-23 million, and a water
tower estimated at approximately $6-8 million, with funding sources that include loans, bonds, and water rates.
IHWW has also acknowledged that Madeira accounts for roughly 20% of the water it produces and approximately
24% of its water revenue, and that the effects of Madeira’s departure have already been incorporatied into its annual
water rate analysis.

Even if some of those costs are offset through settlements or favorable financing, they still represent substantial
obligations to be spread across a relatively small remaining custamer base, which Increases the likelihood that
future capital pressure will be borne by ratepayers through additional increases.

Indian Hill has also publicly argued that Madeira's transition could affect flows in parts of its remaining system,
which suggests there may be additional operating cr capital pressure associated with rebalancing the system due
to Madeira’s departure, '

Historically, Terrace Park's water rates under the IHWW arrangement have been more volatile, with annual
Increases ranging from 0% to 15% and cumulative growth of approximately 90%.over the last decade. GCWW's rate
history has been more gradual and predictable, averaging roughly 4 to 5% annually over the same period. GCWW
also already has its PFAS treatment in place and spreads capital costs across more than one million customers.
While GCWW's proposed rates for Terrace Park are higher in the near term, largely because of the infrastructure
surcharge, that surcharge is time-limited and tled to a defined scope of work. Over time, the GCWW rate trajectory
is likely to be more stable and less exposed to single-project or single-customer shocks.

Leverage _

Terrace Park is in a stronger negotiating position than it may realize, The Viltage has two credible options, no
immediate deadline forcing a decision (that I'm aware of), and an existing system that is currently functioning. That
creates real leverage to negotiate with both providers, pushing GCWW on routing, cost certainty, modeling updates,
and scope, while also asking iHWW to provide more clarity on its long-term capital plan, PFAS implementation
timeling, and rate trajectory. - '

Before the Village takes any fbrmal step toward a transition, however, the Viilage Solicitor should review the current
IHWW agreement closely, including any renewal, termination, notice, or transition provisions that could affect
timing, leverage, or cost.

Final Perspective _

Greater Cincinnati Water Works reduces long-term infrastruciure and regulatory risk, while Indian Hill Water
Works minimizes near-term disruption but retains more uncertainty over time. More broadly, the Village shouid
consider whether continuing to own and fund buried water infrastructure is the best lang-term role for a
municipaiity of Terrace Park's size, given the financial and operational burden reflected in recent Village
discussions.

Within the GCWW options, the central question is not whether Scenario 2 is inherently preferable to Scenario 3, but
which tradeoffs the Village values most. Scenario 2 may warrant further consideration if minimizing impacts to the
preserve corridor is a high priority and updated modeling shows that it can meet the Village's performance needs.
Scenario 3 remains the stronger option if the Village places greater weight on dual pressure zones, stronger
radundancy, and a configuration that clearly meets fire flow requirements. In the meantime, the Village should use
its position to get the best possible terms from both sides.




