Note Location

Rock Koshkonong Lake District

Board of Commissioners
May 20, 2021
6:00 p.m.
Fulton Town Hall
2738 W Fulton Center Dr.
Edgerton W153534

Call to Order

Confirmation of Meeting Public Notice

Approval of Agenda (action)

Approval Draft April 15, 2021 Meeting Minutes (action)
Public Participation (agenda items only)

Treasurers Report
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e Bills and Invoices (discussion/action
7. Indianford Dam Report
e  Water Control Project (discussion)
e Worthington Products- Cleaning Boom Engineering contract(discussion/action)
e Dam Maintenance (discussion)
8. Lake Management
* Buoys/Lights (discussion)
e Communications (discussion/action)
9. Landings and Lake access
10. Public Participation
11. Comments by Commissioners
12. Adjourn



DRAFT APRIL 15, 2021
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS MEETING MINUTES
ROCK KOSHKONONG LAKE DISTRICT

Chair Alan Sweeney called the meeting to order at 6:00 P.M. Board of Commissioner members present
were Treasurer Mark Meyer, Susan Shearer, Michael Shumaker, Kerry Hull, Bill Burlingame, and Michael
Hart along with several district members in person and remotely.

Sweeney confirmed the meeting agendas were posted.

APPROVE AGENDA: A Burlingame/Shearer motion to approve the April 15, 2021 agenda moving agenda
item #7 after #8 passed, all voted in favor.

APPROVE MINUTES: A Meyer/Shumaker motion to approve the March 18, 2021 minutes passed, all voted
in favor.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION:

e Dale Ferguson stated his family donated land at end of Bingham Road to be used as a
turnaround with the stipulation Albion maintain the land. He spoke with a DNR representative that
said grants may be available for improvements.

e John Dohrner, Town of Sumner said several residents have expressed interested in improving
the boat landing but are not in favor of adding a parking lot that may increase traffic.

e Bob Venske, Town of Albion, stated Albion has added stone to the

TREASURER'S REPORT: Meyer presented the Treasurer’s report. Meyer gave an update to the
property insurance on the Indianford Dam. The 50-year Rock County property transfer agreement
include 50% of costs exceeding 1 million dollars with a cap of $250,000.

A Shearer/Burlingame motion to use the $9,600 remaining from Phase 1 and $6,900 from Phase 3 and
approval additional funds for a total of $16,500 for the Indianford Dam bidding support and design grant
project passed, all voted in favor.

A Shearer/Hull motion to approve the Treasurer’s report and the bills list in the amount of $26,626.58 as
provided passed, all voted in favor.

LANDINGS AND LAKE ACCESS:
Representatives from the Department of Natural Resources and Dane Co Parks provided information about
available grants. The committee discussed the Memorandum of Agreement with the Town of Albion and

A Shumaker/Hull motion to hire a contractor not to exceed $10,000 to dredge out the landing to make it
useable failed on a 1-6 roll call. Shumaker voted in favor of the motion. Meyer, Sweeney, Burlingame,
Hull, Hart and Shearer voted against the motion.

A Hull motion to apply as the Rock Koshkonong Lake District to apply as the RKLD for the Federal Sports
Fish and State Recreational Boating grants as funding sources of improving the landing failed to receive
a second.

A Burlingame/Hull motion to appoint two Town of Albion Board members, two Rock Koshkonong Lake
District members, a citizen — Jim Jelinek, and two Town of Sumner Town Board members to an
exploratory committee for the Bingham Road landing in Albion Township passed, all voted in favor.

INDIANFORD DAM REPORT: Sweeney stated Coombs has completed a spatial and topographical survey.
The DNR grant is requiring engineering for the concrete pad. It will contain buried conduit for electrical
service to the powerhouse. Sweeney has requested a generator panel be installed to be used for gate
operation.



LAKE IMPROVEMENT:

At a previous meeting there was an approved amount of $9,500.00 for the purchase of new buoys.
Shumaker requested increased funding to purchase additional. All buoys will have lights. The quote
provided by Walsh Marine Buoys was $16,824.00.

A Shearer/Hull motion to increase the funding an additional $7,500 for the purchase of additional buoys
passed, all voted in favor.

Being no other business before the board, a Burlingame/Sweeney motion to adjourn passed, all voted in
favor.



Rock Koshkonong Lake District May 2021 Financial Report

Dam Fund CD1

Dam Fund MM
Dam Fund Total

Lake Improvement MM
General Fund Balance and Activity
4/15/2021 Balance

Walsh Marine Products

Kim Bothom March Dam Operation
Alliant 1

Alliant 2

Meade and Hunt WCP RFQ
Centurylink

USGS Payment

Deposit

USGS Credit (Need to check into why?)

5-1-2021 Adjusted Balance
Thompson Legal

Meade and Hunt- WCP
Baer Insurance - Workers Compensation Insurance Only

5-15-2021 Expected Balance

Notes:
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711,447.64
711,447.64

107,217.77

254,164.49

(16,824.00)
(1,200.00)
(44.70)
(19.58)
(2,226.00)
(172.37)
(22,200.00)
8,436.20
22,200.00

242,114.04
(857.50)

(13,178.25)
(513.00)

227,565.29

Should see additional insurance premiums soon + real property insurance costs

USGS Payment was credited back so | am looking into it



WORTHINGTON
Waterway Barriers

HDPE Pipe | Molded Plastic | Steel Pontoons

May 19, 2021

WPI is pleased to provide engineering services for the Indianford Tuffboom Relocation project. WPI
proposes the following scope of work:

Prepare a detailed calculation for the proposed Boom System.

A. Review in detail the documents provided via email for pertinent design data. We
assume that the final layout of the barrier system will generally follow the conceptual
layout shown on the provided drawings package.

B. Determine the governing hydraulic loading on the barrier system. We make the
following assumptions for critical loading conditions:

1. Debris loading: Owner to provide photos of debris accumulation, if available.
Otherwise we will assume zero debris collection due to the boom directing
debris over the wier.

2. Ice loading: 1 feet deep. WPI will make some assumptions on the ice sheet
built-up, however any pictures would be advantageous.

C. Design and confirm the following components of the boom system:

1. Booms.

2. Interconnecting hardware.

3. Slider systems — one at each end of the boom line.

D. Design assumed to not include the following:

1. Confirmation of adequacy of existing structure to support anchorage. WPI will
provide the slider system and associated baseplate, but post- installed
anchors are not part of scope.

2. Shoreline anchor.

3. Geotechnical study at shoreline anchor position to be completed by others.

Prepare design drawings to reflect the above design.
1. Provide an 80% design package submittal to Client, after which WPI will facilitate a
conference call with engineers to discuss the design.
2. Review in detail a consolidated set of comments and incorporate them into the design as
required.
3. lIssue final 100% drawings, stamped by a Professional Engineer licensed in the state of
Wisconsin.

Not included in our design price:

1. As indicated above our scope does not include evaluation of the capacities of the supporting
structure at the dam.

2. A site visit to confirm preliminary data or construction adherence to design drawings and
specifications.

3. As-built drawings.

WHPI proposes to perform the services outlined above for a fixed fee of $26,000.00 USD.

WPI proposes to provide the Client with the 80% design package (drawings and calculations) within
4 weeks after receipt of all requested information. Final 100% stamped design package shall be
issued within 2 weeks of receipt of final comments from Client.

1520 Wood Ave SE / East Canton, OH 44730-9591 | Tel: +1.330.452.7400 | URL: www.tuffooom.com
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Hunt

April 29, 2021

Mr. Uriah Monday, PE

Water Management Engineer

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
3911 Fish Hatchery Road

Fitchburg, Wi 53711

Subject: Response to Design Review Comments — Indianford Discharge Capacity Upgrades

Dam Key Sequence No. 608; Field File No. 53.04

Dear Mr. Monday:

Our response to comments made in your February 17, 2021 letter regarding the design of the Indianford
Discharge Capacity Upgrades is provided below.

1

2)

3)

Section 1 — Introduction, Paragraph D — Schedule contains an anticipated construction sequence.
This should be conveyed in the plan set also (suggested location Sheet G-002). It is
acknowledged that the contractor would have the liberty of modifying this but should be required
to submit modifications for review and approval.

Response: The anticipated construction sequence has been added to Sheet G-002.

Section 1 — Introduction, Paragraph D — Schedule mentions dewatering. Bulkheads as suggested
will take care of keeping out most, but not all, water and there will be water in the work area
immediately after bulkheads are set. The plans or specifications should name the party
responsible for securing appropriate permits for dewatering — such permits would be separate
from my plan approval.

Response: The contractor will be responsible for acquiring and complying with any
permits necessary for dewatering. A statement to this effect has been added to Note 2
under “SPECIAL CONSIDERATIONS”, Sheet G-002. A similar statement has been added to
Section 01 50 00 of the Specifications (Temporary Facilities and Controls).

Section 4 — Mechanical generally discusses the gates and operators. | did not see a discussion in
this section (or anywhere in the other project documentation) regarding what design considerations
were made for how to perform gate operation in the event of a flood. Please comment.

Response: Based on our discussions, | understand that you would like us to discuss the
rationale behind the decision to not make the new gate actuators remotely operable. The
RKLD’s operator lives in close proximity to the Indianford Dam. As a result, the RKLD did



Mr. Uriah Monday, PE
April 29, 2021
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4)

not consider the additional cost associated with remote operating capability to be a good
use of their limited funds. However, remote operability can be added to the actuators that
have been specified if this capability is desired in the future. We have updated Section 4

in the Design Report to include a discussion of this.

Under Section 5 — Electrical, Subparagraph B(1) has a statement that indicates that “there is not
an electronic means to prevent all motors from being operated at once.” This seems to imply that
the power upgrade would allow for all the gates to be lifted simultaneously. If that is the case,
then are the structural design loads explained in Section 2 — Structural, Subparagraph D(4)
commensurate with this case? However, per the specifications, the actuators appear to be run
manually at the unit — in which case they could not be lifted simultaneously, and therefore
perhaps the amount of power provided in the design far exceeds the actual needs? Please clarify,
so | can better understand the overall abilities and limitations of the design.

Response: Section 35 01 41 (2.3.1.1) states “The gate actuators will be controlled locally
with capability of future remote control.” Also, Section 35 20 20 (2.4.1) states “The hoist
motor controller shall be of the full magnetic type initiated by the push-button control
station and controlled automatically by a limit switch or limit switches.” Lastly, Section 35
20 20 (Plate No. 1) states “Actuation of the “RAISE” and “LOWER?” contacts of the push
button station shall provide for seal-in operation.” As such, a situation could arise where
two or more gate hoists could be powered on simultaneously under the following
circumstances: (1) multiple dam operators are present and two or more push buttons are
depressed, (2) one dam operator depresses several push buttons in sequence, and (3)
future provisions for remote operation are provided allowing for operation of multiple gate
hoists simultaneously.

There is no “off-the-shelf” or readily available 240V version of the gate hoist motors as
currently sized. Options are available to design a rectifier system to convert from 1-phase
to 3-phase power and provide a boost transformer to bring the voltage up to 480V, but this
is not ideal due to the potential for phase imbalance, low power quality, and the added
expense of such a system. Other options include purchasing a custom operator and
control system that operates at 240V, but this is also cost-prohibitive. As such, we have
concluded that a 480V service is the most straight-forward and cost-effective option
available to us. Furthermore, most of the cost to upgrade the service to 480V/150KVA will
be borne by the utility.

The maximum ultimate per-gate operating load described under the first bullet in Section 2
— Structural, Subparagraph D.(4) is still accurate. We have revisited the structural design
of the operating platform and confirmed that the design is sufficient to support operation
of all six slide gates simultaneously.



Mr. Uriah Monday, PE
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Comments Regarding Plans

Sheet G-002:

1)

2)

Please include my information under the “CONTACTS” list.
Response: Your information has been added to the “CONTACTS” list on Sheet G-002.

Is there a utility contact that should be included under the “CONTACTS” list?

Response: The electric utility’s contact information has been added to the “CONTACTS”
list on Sheet G-002.

Sheet G-021:

3)

4)

5)

6)

County zoning ordinance indicates that “storing materials that are buoyant, flammable, explosive,
injurious to property, water quality, or human, animal, plant, fish or other aquatic life” are prohibited
in floodway areas. | am coordinating with County zoning and the State NFIP Coordinator on this
matter to define more clearly what rules specifically apply to the temporary nature of this project,
but it would seem that including a flood response plan on this sheet (or, alternatively, in an
appropriate section of the specifications) that describes procedures for evacuating or moving
materials in the event of a flood would be a step in satisfying any requirements.

Response: We have added a 4" note to the “PROJECT SITE PLAN NOTES” on Sheet G-
021 to identify this requirement. We have also added a similar statement in Section 01 50
00 of the Specifications (Temporary Facilities and Controls).

In the area along the bank between the powerhouse and CTH M, please indicate where longer
unmowed vegetation is, either with shading/hatching or some other boundary line. Comments
from our endangered/threatened resource personnel indicate that there is a threatened plant
species that could potentially be within taller vegetation. Indicate with a note on the plan that all
construction activities will need to remain in existing paved/graveled/maintained lawn areas.

Response: We have delineated the approximate area of unmowed vegetation and added a
5! note to the “PROJECT SITE PLAN NOTES” on Sheet G-021.

Related to Comment 4, above, please relocate your silt fence to be outside of tall vegetation.
Similarly, ensure that your gravel equipment pad and electrical utility trench are also outside of
the tall vegetation.

Response: The silt fence has been relocated accordingly on Sheet G-021. Construction of
the gravel equipment pad and electrical utility trench are not anticipated to interfere with
unmowed areas. However, a note has been added to Sheet E-101.

No benchmarks were indicated on the plan. | realize that most, if not all, of your project elevations
will be dictated by matching existing structural features. However, as-built elevations will be
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7

8)

9)

10)

required after the project is complete, and it would be good to have one or more benchmarks
indicated on the plan to use at that time.

Response: We have added two permanent benchmarks to Sheet G-021.

The gravel equipment pad, according to the project narrative, is to be a permanent feature for the
purposes of debris management. This being the case, a permanent (not temporary) easement
from the County is a more appropriate requirement.

Response: The permit application included two easements that the RKLD recently obtained
from Rock County; one temporary and one permanent. The permanent easement explicitly
gives the RKLD the right to construct, use, and maintain the gravel equipment pad.

Will an area of the site need to be dedicated to equipment and material storage? If so, please
denote it on the plan.

Response: Yes. We have revised Sheet G-021 to denote the approximate contractor
staging area.

Will project site security fencing be used?

Response: Yes. We have revised Sheet G-021 to identify the anticipated extents of
security fencing. Requirements for security fencing will also be identified in Section 01 50
00 (Temporary Facilities and Controls).

Please provide more information about the debris boom. Is there product sheet that you can
provide? How will it be anchored at each end, particularly at the north end which appears to be
either on highway R/W or on private property?

Response: The debris boom improvements will be a vendor-designed item. The vendor
will be required to submit appropriate design calculations and shop drawings for the
boom components and mooring points. Sheet G-021 has been revised to include a
discussion of these requirements.

11) On PROJECT SITE PLAN NOTES note 1, the summer headwater maximum level should be

listed as 776.55 to be consistent with the current order. Also, the summer season end date
should be listed as October 15.

Response: We have corrected Note 1 on Sheet G-021.

12) At what elevation/flow rate will the level of the tailwater exceed the elevation of the top of the

tailrace pier? This information would be helpful for a contractor when planning dewatering or use
of the downstream bulkheads.
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Response: The top of the tailrace pier is at elevation 774.6. A picture taken on October 31,
2019 shows the tailrace piers fully submerged, which another picture taken on January 22,
2020 shows the tailwater level just below the top of the tailrace piers (see photos below).

R o e

Photo Taken on January 22, 2020.

According to the available USGS gaging data, the river flow on these two days was
approximately 6,040 cfs and 2,770 cfs, respectively. As such, we’d estimate that the
tailrace piers will start to overtop at a river flow of approximately 2,800 cfs. We have
added a statement to this effect to Note 2 on Sheet G-021.

Sheet S-011:

13) Consider labeling the view “PLAN VIEW — GENERATOR FLOOR LEVEL” or something similar to
distinguish it from the turbine pit floor.
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Response: We have made this change as requested.

14) Please label the downstream removable bulkheads. It will be important to indicate these to a
contractor if the contractor needs to use them for dewatering.

Response: We have labeled the downstream bulkhead slots as requested.

Sheet S-012:

15) Are elevation data available for the generator floor, the tops of the upstream and downstream
piers, the turbine pit floor at each end, and/or the existing intake deck? If so, please label one or
more of these features, so that varying water level data can be understood relative to the
structure elevation.

Response: We have added several key elevations to Sheet S-012.

16) Please label the downstream bulkhead slots.

Response: We have labeled the downstream bulkhead slots as requested.

Sheet S-021:
17) Consider indicating that the view is from the northwest or upstream right.

Response: We have changed the title to read “ISOMETRIC VIEW - LOOKING
SOUTHEAST”.

Sheet S-022:
18) Consider indicating that the views are from the southwest or downstream right.

Response: We have added “(LOOKING NORTHEAST)” to both titles.

19) Please label the downstream bulkhead slots.

Response: We have labeled the downstream bulkhead slots as requested.

Sheet S-031:

20) Please show the downstream bulkhead slots on the right side of Section 1/S-031, and label them
in both views.

Response: The downstream bulkhead slot was not originally shown in Section 1/S-031
because the section is cut through the downstream center pier. We have added the
bulkhead slot to Section 1/S-031 using hidden lines and labeled the downstream bulkhead
slot in both views.



Mr. Uriah Monday, PE
April 29, 2021
Page 7

Sheet S-101:
21) Consider indicating that the view is from the northwest or upstream right.

Response: We have changed the title to read “ISOMETRIC VIEW — LOOKING
SOUTHEAST”.

Sheet S-102:
22) Consider indicating that the view is from the southwest or downstream right.

Response: We have added “(LOOKING NORTHEAST)” to the title.

Sheet S-111:

23) In the plan view of the west steps, there appears to be a gap between the new fence and the old,
at the upstream corner of the intake deck. Are you intending to leave a gap in the fence? Or is it
shown like this because this segment will not use top and bottom rails? Please clarify.

Response: We do not intend to leave a gap larger than that allowed by OSHA. We have
refined the configuration of the new fencing at the west steps accordingly.

Sheet S-121:

24) The location of the closure wall as shown on Sections 2/S-121 and 4/S-121 will leave about a 3-
1/2 foot space between the closure wall and the building wall without an access. Should one be
considered, in order to provide the ability to inspect the back of the closure wall and the interior of
the building wall? What potential is there for water to seep into this gap and get trapped?

Response: We don’t anticipate a need to inspect the turbine pit area very often, much less
the area behind the closure walls. However, we have added a hydrophilic waterstop that
will be installed around the perimeter of the closure wall where it contacts the existing
concrete. This will greatly limit the potential for water leaking into the enclosed area
behind the closure wall.

Sheet S-122:
25) 1 do not see a section line on Sheet S-031 or S-012 or another sheet that might indicate what

Sections 1/S-122 and 2/S-122 are viewing. | assume 1/S-122 is at the draft tube separator, and
2/S-122 is typical of all other locations in the draft tube? Please clarify on the plans.

Response: Cross section references have been added to Sheets S-031 and S-121.

26) If Comment 26 [25], above, is correct, should there be a horizontal construction joint at the same
elevation on Section 1/S-122 as there is at the other section? And should this be moved to be
closer to the elevation closer to the top of the separator, as that would be the thinnest section?
Please comment/explain.
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Response: Yes, a construction joint should have been shown in Section 1/S-122. We have
added this. The intent was to show the bar lap not extending through the construction
joint. We have modified Note 1 on Sheet S-122 to identify this requirement. We have also
added a dimension line from the draft tube floor to the construction joint to call out a
maximum 6-foot lift. We do not believe it is critical to locate the construction joint at the
thinnest section of the separator, especially when taking into consideration how localized
this cross section is.

Sheet E-103:

27) What are the elevations of all the meters, panels, and other hardware in relation to the regional
flood elevation (RFE)? County zoning ordinance indicates that structures that are functionally
dependent on a waterfront location (such as dams) must comply with several criteria if they are in
a floodway, including that “mechanical and utility equipment must be elevated or flood proofed to
or above the flood protection elevation” (that is, 2’ above the RFE). | am coordinating with County
zoning and the State NFIP Coordinator on this matter to define more clearly what rules
specifically apply to this project, but it would be beneficial to meet this requirement regardless of
code applicability to accommodate/address operations during flooding (similar to Comment 3
under the Design Report section, above).

Response: The RFE is equal to the 100-year flood elevation, which is 782.2. As such, all
equipment will need to be above elevation 784.2, or waterproofed. We have added a note
to indicate the minimum mounting heights for all equipment and how to waterproof
raceways that need to drop below elevation 784.2.

Sheet E-501:

28) The concerns under Comment 27, above, could be addressed by adding elevations, etc. to Detalil
4/E-501.

Response: We have added a note to indicate the minimum mounting heights for all
equipment and how to waterproof raceways that need to drop below elevation 784.2. We
also reference the height above the finished floor elevation at which the equipment will
need to be located, or waterproofed if below this height.

Sheet E-502:
29) A dimension on the left side of Detail 3/E-502 seems to be missing.

Response: We concur. This dimension has been added.
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Comments Regarding Specifications

Section 02 41 00 Demolition:

1)

2)

Are all materials being demolished inert (concrete, steel, etc.) or are there materials that
potentially need to be tested (paints, insulation, other construction materials, etc.)? Is this a
concern, or do you feel that this is adequately addressed by the statement in Paragraph 3.4.1 that
reads, “Dispose of...materials resulting from removal operations [in accordance with] all
applicable state and local regulations”?

Response: It’s possible that the contractor may encounter lead-based paint or other
potentially hazardous materials. We believe the statement that you reference adequately
addresses this concern. However, we have revised Paragraph 3.4.1 to indicate that when
in doubt, the contractor shall take the necessary steps to determine whether potentially
hazardous substances are present.

Be advised that the demolition plan submittal from the contractor will also need to be reviewed
and approved by the Department simultaneously with or immediately following your review. | will
write this condition into my plan approval document. At your discretion, you may add language to
this effect to your specification.

Response: Thank you for making us aware of this requirement. We have added this
requirement to Paragraph 1.5.

Section 35 20 16 Slide Gates:

3)

Be advised that the shop drawing submittal will also need to be reviewed and approved by the
Department simultaneously with or immediately following your review. | will write this condition
into my plan approval document. At your discretion, you may add language to this effect to your
specification.

Response: Thank you for making us aware of this requirement. We have added this
requirement to Paragraph 1.2.

If you have any questions or require additional information, please contact me.

Sincerely,

MEAD & HUNT, Inc.
Jeffrey A. Anderson, PE
Project Engineer

cc: Alan Sweeney, Rock-Koshkonong Lake District



