t'!clark2036@gmail.com

Subject: RE: 10/2 FW: G Hotline Form Submission 2023-09-0359

From: ticlark2036@gmail.com <tjclark2036@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2023 3:17 PM

To: 'Cook, David (IG)' <DaCook@ig.iN.gov>

Subject: RE: 10/2 FW: IG Hotline Form Submission 2023-09-0359

Thank you.
A little surprised that the OIG has such a limited scope. I'll contact the IFA to get their feedback.

And a little surprising that the IFA can operate without any oversight regarding their internal controls and decision-

making processes. Appears my only option at this point may be an appeal to efected officials that may lead to needed
legislative changes.

Lori Rogers at the SBOA stated "not their job" either - they only have a "post-audit" responsibility which | interpreted to
mean that they can only address inadequate internal controls that lead to waste, fraud and abuse - after it occurs. This,
despite the fact that prevention is usually the most effective course of action.

Interesting also that the State, via the Governor, allows the IFA to fund a county project based on a justification that
includes that soils in Brown County are not suitable for septic systems. Justification also included a new standard for
estimating the percent of failing or inadequate septic systems and interpretation of water quality sampling. The IFA's
decision also contradicts the policies of IDEM and the State Department of Health.

IFAs decision will force some citizens to abandon their working septic systems that includes out of pocket costs for
hooking up to a sewer. There also might be legal expenses associated with fighting the granting of an easement. And, for
those residents that will "not" have access to a sewer system, what impact does IFAs decision have on the value of their
home? Even though they have a functional system, the State has approved a standard that implies that they are
polluting the environment,

IFAs response should be interesting.

Thanks again, appreciate your feedback.

Tim

From: Cook, David {IG) <DaCock®@Ig.IN.gov>

Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2023 11:12 AM

To: tjiclark2036@gmail.com

Subject: RE: 10/2 FW: 1G Hotline Form Submission 2023-09-0359

Thank you being patient. It has taken me a couple of days to recover from being gone for one week,

! el |
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| have reviewed IC 5-11-1-24 and IC 5-11-1-27(e), The entire Title 5-11 deals with the creation of and authorities granted

to the State Board of Accounts. Nothing cited changes our original opinion relating to OIG jurisdiction over the IFA
approval process.

We understand your concern and frustration. in my original response | referred you to the IFA General Counsel, Tim
Seiwert at aseiwert@ifa.in.gov or Deborah Wright counsel for the SRF at dwright@ifa.in.gov as being in a better position

to answer your questions relating to documentation submitted to the IFA in support of the application. | still believe that
to be your best option o have your concern addressed.

The compiaint remains closed for no jurisdiction,

David Cook

Indiana Inspector General
315 West Chio Street, Rm 104
indianapolis, IN 46204
dacock@ig.in.gov
317-233-3766

From: tjclark2036@gmail.com <tjclark2036@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, October 17, 2023 11:45 AM

To: Cook, David {1G) <DaCook@Ig.IN.gov>

Subject: RE: 10/2 FW: |G Hotline Form Submission 2023-09-0359

*EXE This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from unknown senders or
unexpected email, ****

Thank you. Funding is being approved. The western corridor of the project managed by the Helmsburg Regional Sewer
District (HRSD) received approval to build a new plant, and the documents have been signed for a "One Million" no-

payback loan to support the development of the engineering plans. | think USDA is also expected to fund projects in the
western corridor.

The Brown County Regional Sewer District (BCRSD}, which is responsible for "collecting” the wastewater, has been
informed by the IFA that they will also receive money to fund the development of engineering plans for the entire

collection system and to fund the construction of an initial phase. The funding documents are expected to be signed
within the next couple of weeks,

The premise for the justification provided in the BCRSD PER {application for funding) that was "approved" by the IFA is
provided in the Brown County Wastewater Strategic Plan and Watershed Study. The BCRSD did not respond to questions
concerning the quality of the strategic plan and study. It also appears that the IFA approval process did not consider this
Information to validate the quality of the PER and to justify funding the project,

The BCRSD has consistently refused to address any questions regarding their strategic plan and watershed study. | do not
think they can defend their arguments. | also questioned the contractors that developed the strategic plan, and they
could not support their conclusions. Conseguently, | believe it is vital for the |FA to perform its due diligence to prevent
the potential for waste, fraud, and abuse of taxpayer dollars,

~~~~~ Original Message-----




From: Cook, David (IG} <DaCook@ig.IN.gov>

Sent: Monday, October 16, 2023 11:03 AM

To: tjiclark2036@gmail.com

Subject: RE: 10/2 FW: |G Hotline Form Submission 2023-09-0359

Got it. | will review in detall when | get back to the office.

From: tjclark2036@gmait.com <tjclark2036@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, October 13, 2023 10:05 AM

To: Cook, David (IG) <DaCook@ig.IN.gov>

Subject: RE: 10/2 FW: IG Hotline Form Submission 2023-09-0359

*#** This is an EXTERNAL emal!, Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from unknown senders or
unexpected email, ¥***

The public hearing requirement is included in the application guidance -- see "Preliminary Engineering Report {PER}
Guidance and Documents" - Public Notice Guidance https://www.in.gov/ifa/srf/applications-guidance-and-
documents/#PER

The public nofice requirement is attached,

Note that effective internal controls would help prevent incidences of waste, fraud, abuse, wrongdoing, and
mismanagement. At the federal level, all agencies are required to perform an annual review of internal controls to
include a signed statement as to the findings and plans for corrective actions when needed. The scope of the controls is

not only in financial areas, but operational areas as well, The intent is to ensure the effective and efficient use of ALL
resources,

| reached out to the USDA - Rural Development Office to inquire on the scope of their internal controls regarding the
review and approval of projects. If they are just accepting the IFAs approval of projects without reviewing all of the

supporting documentation, | think this would be a material weakness that might need to be addressed by the USDAs QIG
office.

Hope you have a great vacation - we always got away for the fall break in school schedules.

From: Cook, David (IG) <DaCook@ig.IN.gov>

Sent: Thursday, October 12, 2023 4:24 PM

To: tjclark2036@gmail.com

Subject: RE: 10/2 FW: IG Hotline Form Submission 2023-09-0359

| have received your request for clarification. | am leaving for vacation tomorrow and not to return until 10/23. | will
respond then.

in the meantime, | reviewed the IFA approval process and saw no reference to a public hearing reguirement. Can you tell
me where you find that requirement.

David Cook
Indiana tnspector General
315 West Ohio Street, Rm 104




Indianapolis, IN 46204
dacook@ig.in.gov
317-233-3766

From: tjclark2036@gmail.com <tjclark2036@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 11, 2023 3:54 AM

To: Cook, David (1G) <DaCook®@ig.IN.gov>

Subject: RE: 10/2 FW: IG Hotline Form Submission 2023-09-0359

**** This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from unknown senders or
unexpected emaijl, ¥***

Mr. Cook,

A follow-up to my guestions, The Brown County Regional Sewer District {BCRSD) board recently posted (Oct 5, 2023)

their responses to the questions arising from the public hearing as required by the IFA on July 8, 2023. The BCRSD also
stated that this response was also forwarded to the IFA,

Link to the BCRSD Responses; hitps://protect2 fireeye.com/v1/url?k=31323334-50bba2bf-31367a34-454447415631-
2c8ccd3de8f51h79&g=1&e=4c4e26d3-ble0-49be-b802-

0b9795fdd737&u=https%3A%2F%2Fbrowncountyregionalsewerdistrict.wordpress.com%2rper%2F

The BCRSD did not adequately address my comments or the guestions from another citizen (PDF pg 30). My submission
was written for the approving officials at the IFA and the USDA's Rural Development Office. My comments and questions
challenged the motivation and justification of the need supported by the BCRSDs Wastewater Strategic Plan and
Watershed Study. This information was the foundation for the BCRSD's justification identified in the Preliminary
Engineering Report (PER).

The [FA approval process required a public hearing. The 1FA approved funding before they recelved the comments and
questions arising from the public hearing. A review and approval process would be considered an integral part of the
internal control needed to prevent waste, fraud, abuse, wrongdoing "and" mismanagement,

Why does a state agency require a public hearing if the information received is not reviewed in support of the decision-
making process? Is this an acceptable practice within Indiana government?

Unlike within the federal government, if indiana's OIG has no role in ensuring compliance with internal control standards,
the legislature may need to address this issue.

| will appreciate your clarification on the issues,

Respectively,
Tim J. Clark

From: Cook, David {IG} <DaCock@ig.IN.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, October 4, 2023 7:54 AM

To: ticlark2036@gmail.com

Subject: Re: 10/2 FW: IG Hotline Form Submission 2023-09-0359
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Mr. Clark,

| am out of the state at an IG conference. Back on Monday | will review and respond then.
Sent from my iPhone

> 0On Oct 3, 2023, at 9:38 AM, tjclark2036@gmail.com wrote:
>
> **%* This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution, DO NOT open

> attachments or click links from unknown senders or unexpected email.
= LT T

>

> Mr. Cook,

>

> Thank you for your response. | am familiar with the QIGs and the internal control programs at the federal level, and |
just started learning more about these programs in Indiana. | also contacted the State Board of Accounts (SBOA) with my
compiaint, They also referred me to the IFA.

>

> The 1FA:SRF process for requesting funding required a public hearing. If the comments provided by the public were not
reviewed or considered prior to the decision-making process, | assume this does not fall within the definition of
“wrongdoing."

>

> As | understand it, Indiana's OIG was established by Indiana Code "Section 4-2-7-2 - Inspector general; powers and
duties; appointment and removal; reappointment; compensation™ with responsibility including "addressing fraud, waste,
abuse, and wrongdoing in agencies.”

>

> Unlike the SBOA, am | accurate In concluding that Indiana's QIG has no

> responsibilities regarding compliance with Indiana's Internal Control

> Standards IC 5-11-1-24 and Indiana Code 5-11-1-27{e) ? Ref:

> https://www.in.gov/sboa/political-subdivisions/internal-control-standa

> rds/

>

>Tim

>

>

> ~----0Original Message-----

> From: Cook, David (|G} <DaCook@ig.IN.gov>

> Sent: Monday, October 2, 2023 3:53 PM

> To: ticlark2036@gmail.com

> Subject: 10/2 FW: iG Hotline Form Submission 2023-09-0359

>3

> Mr. Clark,

-

> Thank you for contacting the Office of the Inspector General (OIG) relating to your concerns with the approval process
by the Indiana Finance Authority/State Revolving Fund {IFA/SRF) for applications submitted by the Brown County
Regional Sewer District (BCRSD). As we understand, your complaint centers around the allegation that {FA/SRF made
decisions relating to the approval of clean water and sewage projects without considering public comments and
rasponses or other required documentation,

>

> The 0IG has jurisdiction over state executive agencies for violations of the indiana Code of Ethics and to investigate and
prosecute fraud, waste, abuse and criminal wrongdoing by former and current state employees, special state appointees
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and selected state officials. While the OIG has jurisdiction over the IFA it does not investigate independent financing
decisions by IFA or act as a super appeai. Whether the $50 million estimated cost for the Phase | project is appropriate or
not is outside the OIG jurisdiction and expertise. The OIG does not have jurisdiction over local municipalities or county
authorities or commissions. Your documentation indicates that public hearings were held where the BCRSD and the

public were heard. Whether the BCRSD published the responses to questions posed at the public hearing as promised is
outside of the jurisdiction of the OIG.
>

> Further, whether the IFA did or did not receive the Q & As from the public hearing is unclear. The documentation
accompanying your complaint nor you opinion that "The fact that the IFA:SRF made decisions "before” reviewing
comments and questions from the Public Hearing indicates a potential material weakness in internal controls.” states no
substantive facts that invoke the jurisdiction of the OIG. We are closing your complaint for no jurisdiction.

] n

> The IFA General Counsel, Tim Seiwert at aseiwert@ifa.in.gov or Deborah Wright counsel for the SRF at
dwright@ifa.in.gov would be in a better position to answer your questions relating to documentation submitted to the
IFA in support of the application, '

)

> Dffice of the Inspector General

> 315 West Ohio Street, Room 104

> Indianapolis, IN 46202

>317-232-3850

>

> First Name: Tim

>

> Last Name: Clark

-

> Email; tjclark2036@gmail.com

>

> State Agency Invelved: Finance Authority, Indiana

>

> Description: | am a retired federal civil servant and resident of Brown County, IN. | served in a variety of positions
including as an auditor and analyst with responsibilities in assessing the annual reviews of internal controls. In addition

to a summary of my complaint, 1 also included the supporting context and detail.
-3

> PART 1 Summary
>

> The Indiana Finance Authority {IFA) State Revolving Fund {SRF) has recently approved initial funding for Brown County's
Regional Sewer District's (BCRSD) Phase 1 project — with a projected total cost of around $50 million. The approval
process required a public hearing. The project was approved before the IFA:SRF reviewed the results from the hearing
that are to include citizens' questions and concerns about the project and the BCRSD response,

> (Reference: FY2024 Final First Quarter Project Priority List (PPL).

> https://www.in.gov/ifa/srf/reports-and-ppls/

>

> The "SRF Fund Loan Program Process" identifies that a Technical and

> Environmental Review (Step 3) preceded approvals before projects are

> scored (Step 4} and the PERs approved (Step 5.)

> https://www.in.gov/ifa/srf/files/srf-program-flowchart.pdf

>

> The required public hearing was conducted on July 8, 2023, Citizens

> were informed that their comments and questions could he submitted by

> July 14, 2023, and that the BCRSD would provide a response to the

> questions. My comments and questions regarding the project are

> provided at the following.




> https://independentvotersofbrowncountyincom.files.wordpress.com/2023/0
>5/20230714_1-public-hearing-comments-and-questions.pdf

>

> The BCRSD stated at their last meeting on Sept 7, 2023, and again at their meeting on Sep 28, 2023, that they would be
providing a response to the questions and that this response would also be forwarded to the IFA:SRF as required. Also to
be provided to the IFA:SRF are any updates to the Preliminary Engineering Reports (PERs). The BCRSD has yet to post the
reply to the questions on their website.

>

> The intent of the internal control program is to provide citizens with some assurance on the effective and efficient use
of tax dollars. In the case of the BCRSD PER projecting an estimated cost of approximately $50 miliion for "3UST" Phase 1,
it is not apparent that the internal controls of the {IFA:SRF} are adequate for ensuring the optimum {effective and
efficient) investment of tax dollars. Additional information supporting my complaint is provided below.

>

> Further, since funding can also be provided by USDA's Rural Development Office, which also has to be compliant with
statutes governing internal controls, inadequate controls at the IFA may have an adverse effect on acquiring federal
funding.

>

> PART Il. Supporting Context and Detail - BCRSD Phase 1 Sewer Project —

> Inadequate Internal Controls

>

> The Brown County Regional Sewer District (BCRSD) and the Helmsburg RSD conducted a Public Hearing on July 8, 2023,
to present their Preliminary Engineering Reports {PER) for requesting approximately $50 miliion in funding from the
Indiana Finance Authority (IFA) State Revolving Fund {SRF). This request is "just” for Phase 1. Link to the BCRSD website
and map for Phase 1. https://protect2.fireeye.com/vi/url?k=31323334-50bba2bf-31367a34-45444745631-
2c8ccd3deBf51b798&g=1&e=d4700889-988-4fad-h202-
187e9e57ee8alu=https%3A%2F%2Fbrowncountyregionalsewerdistrict.wordpress.com%2Fper%2F

>

> July 8, 2023. Presentation of the Phase | Project. Presentation slides by the HRSD, BCRSD, and their respective
contractors.

> https:/independentvotersofbrowncountyincom files.wordpress.com/2023/05

> /bersd-publilc-hearing-7-7-23-final-presentation. pdf

-3

> The deadline for public comments was July 14, 2023, My comments and questions following the public hearing are
attached. The BCRSD has stated that responses to all the questions will be provided within the next few weeks. Copies
are to be made available to the public and also forwarded to the IFA:SRF. | suspect | will have additional questions once |
review the responses to my concerns and questions.

>

> SRF Fund Loan Program Process. As of July 23, 2023, the HRSD and BCRSD

> projects are ranked on the IFA/SRF project priority list (attached).

> The "SRF Fund Loan Program Process" identifies that a Technical and

> Environmental Review (Step 3) preceded approvals before projects are

> scored (Step 4) and the PERs approved (Step 5.)

> https://www.in.gov/ifa/srf/files/srf-program-flowchart.pdf

>

> The BCRSD has stated that their responses to questions for the public hearing have not been shared with the IFAS:SRF
or the public. Consequently, it appears that Step 3 was completed without a review of the BCRSD's responses to the
comments and guestions resulting from the required Public Hearing on July 8, 2023. Consequently, any review would
have been incomplete. Further, since the premise for BCRSD's PER is provided by the Brown County Wastewater Strategic
Plan and Watershed Study, a review of these documents would be critical in assessing the scope and reasonableness of
the solutions identified in the PER.

>

> County Wastewater Strategic Plan and Watershed Study.




> https://protect2 fireeye.com/v1/url?k=31323334-50bba2bf-31367a34-45444

> 74f5631-f94e32e43e2d8190&¢q=18e=d470e889-98e8-4fad-b202-187e9e57eeBaku=

> https%3A%2F%2 Forowncountyregionalsewerdistrict.wordpress.com%2Fstrateg

> le-plan%2F

>

> Audit — Financial Statement and Interna! Controls, Regarding an

> independent review of iFAs internal controls, an audit completed June

> 20, 2022 of the IFA Annual Financial Statements included the following

> reference {p98): “In planning and performing our audit of the

> financial statements, we considered |FA’s internal control over

> financial reporting {internal control) as a basis for designing audit

> procedures that are appropriate in the circumstances for the purpose

> of expressing our opinion on the financial statements, but not for the

> purpose of expressing an opinion on the effectiveness of IFA's

> internal control. Accordingly, we do not express an opinion on the

> effectiveness of [FA's internal control”

> https://www.in.gov/sboa/WebReporis/B60201.pdf

>

>Too Late? Now that the project has been approved, how likely is it that the IFA:SRF will objectively review the BCRSD
respense and adjust the scope and extent of their approvals and level of funding? What have been the past practices
and changes that were made as a result of comments deriving from a public hearing? Why would any credible analysis
from which a decision is based exclude a review of the BCRSD's responses to questions and comments? And, wouid a
review by the IFA:SRF of the answers ever go beyond the superficial level, e.g., questions were asked and responses were
provided — nothing more needed?

>

> State and Federal Funding. The BCRSD was recently informed by the

> |FA:SRF that they would get a grant to fund the next phase of planning

> for their "Phase 1" project — this would include the more detalled

> engineering reports needed for starting construction, The BCRSD was

> also tcld to identify their first collection project with a projected

> budget of around 8 (?) million, The BCRSD has also scheduled meetings

> with the USDA's Office of Rural Development to discuss funding

> options. Ref: BCRSD Board Meeting, Sept 7, 2023, Notes and Audio).

> hitps://protect2 fireeye.comfvl/url?k=31323334-50bba2bf-31367a34-45444

> 74£5631-c56a29f23b222b163&q=1&e=d470e889-98e8-4fa4-h202-187e%e57ce8a&u=

> hitps%3A%2F%2Findependentvotersofbrowncountyin.com%2F2023%2F09%2F08%2F

> brown-county-regional-sewer-district-bcrsd-board-meeting-sept-7-2023%2
>F
>

> An option at this point could include limiting any additional Phase 1 funding to the western corridor pending a more
detailed review of the justification of the need within the eastern corridor.

>

> Support of elected officials? In addition to regulatory agencies, the BCRSD has been working to gain the support of
State and federal elected officials who allegedly have indicated their respective support for the Phase 1 project. Could
this perceived "suppoit” result in undue influence regarding investigating my complaint? Regardless, the respective
offices of elected officials could be asked to confirm that the internal controls related to this project were adequate, with
no changes needed. And, given the hillions of federai dollars used to fund water-related projects within the country, this
assurance by elected officials could also be reviewed by the Government Accountability Office (GAO) and respective

agency Office of Inspector Generals {OIG). In support of compliance, the federal government incentivizes citizens with a
10% reward for recoverad money.
>

>




> Support for the Western Corridor and Opposition to the Eastern
> Corridor of Phase 1
>

> Western Corridor - Helmsbhurg to Lake Lemon. As | stated in my public comments (attached), | support the western
corridor of the Phase 1 project {Helmsburg to Lake Lemon). Further, the commissioners of Monroe County have recently
asked the BCRSD to extend their territory so that Monroe County citizens living in the area can also be provided with
sewer service — thus adding even more paying customers,

>

> Eastern Corridor — Helmsburg to Bean Blossom to Woodland Lake. | challenge the justification for the scope and extent
of the proposed solutions for the eastern corridor — Helmburg to Bean Blossom to Woodland Lake. Citizens should expect
state and federal agencies (through the internal control program) to ensure an independent and objective analysis
incorporating input from all key stakeholders (inciuding customers and county citizens) to help overcome any inherent
hiases of the entities supporting and requesting taxpayer funding.

>

> The fact that the IFA:SRF made decisions "before" reviewing comments and gquestions from the Public Hearing
indicates a potential material weakness in internal controls. Further, it appears the scope of the IFA:SRF approval process
is "limited" to the application requirements for funding {PER) and not the functional and technical merits to include a
review of all the supporting documentation that justifies the need. The PERs and supporting documentation can also
introduce county and state policy precedents. In this case, BCRSD allegations challenge the State's policies on soils and
septic system permitting.

>

> Other state agencies that could be involved in the review and approval process would include the Indiana Department
of Health, which establishes septic system-related policies and regulations, and the indiana Department of
Environmental Health (IDEM]), which oversees the R5Ds and environmental policies covering water guality. An

independent third-party review may also help overcome inherent biases of the submitting organizations {HRSD/BCRSD)
and their contractors.
3

> Inadequate internal controls at the State level would likely affect considerations of project funding by the USDA's Office
of Rural Development. The federal government is also responsible for investigating claims of waste, fraud, and abuse of
tax dollars. Penatties would likely include reimbursement from grantees.

>

> The intent behind internal control policies is to ensure the effectiveness and efficiency of tax dollars. In this case, this
can be supported with an independent and objective review of the applications and supporting justifications for funding.
At the local level, bias can be introduced into the process by individuals with an agenda who are in positions where they
can select contractors that support their biases. For instance, the current president of the BCRSD has acknowledged his
commercial interest in expanding sewer service in the Bean Blossom area. The vice president of the BCRSD — a retired
environmental engineer, has also expressed his bias regarding the efficacy of septic systems given the soils within Brown
County.

>

> Project History, Context, Motivation

>

> I've been following and documenting the status of these projects since 2016/2017. The "motivation” for sewer service
in Bean Blossom (eastern corridor — Phase 1) over the past 20 years has been the desire of a few (including some elected
officials) for development (a want) as opposed to a need.

>

> My current timeline of post regarding "Phase 1."

> https://protect2.fireeye.com/v1/uri?k=31323334-50bba2bf-31367a34-45444

> 74f5631-c7cabe435619e8c¢58q=18e=0470e889-98e8-4fa4-h202-187e9e57¢ceBaku=

> https%3A%2F%2Findependentvotersofbrowncountyin.com%2F2023%2F05%2F15%2F

> bersd-project-on-trial-for-the-record%:2F

>

> An older timeline of posts on the Bean Blossom project,




> https://protect2.fireeye.com/v1/url?k=31323334-50bba2bf-31367a34-45444

> 74f5631-0415212ff7457a93&=18e=d470e889-98e8-4fa4-b202-187e9e57ea8alu=

> https%3A%2F%2Findependentvotersofbrowncountyin.com%2F2018%2F10%2F10%2F

> regional-sewer-board-bean-blossom-sewer-project%2F

>

> In order to help justify funding, the BCRSD (formerly the Bean Blossom RSD) had to expand the territory to be serviced
and "create" a need. To support this strategy, they contracted for a county-wide wastewater strategic plan and
watershed study at a cost of over $100,000. This plan was developed without any input from the public. The BCRSD
refused to hold any public meeting to present the plan to the public. The contractor developing this plan was also

selected to develop the Herlmsburg PER. This wastewater strategic plan was used to justify the BCRSD application for
funding (PER).
pd

> The county wastewater strategic plan was not vetted by any independent and objective group to help mitigate bias.

Further, it does not align with the County Comprehensive Plan that requires approval by elected officials and public
meetings.
>

> Regarding the county wastewater strategic plan, is the proposed "Phase 1" project the best option for the county given
our terrain and lack of population density? What would be the projected cost for "future” phases? What will be the
results on "water quality if Phase 1 is completed? What impact will inflation have on the government’s ability to fund
future projects in Brown County as well as within the State? What is the wastewater strategy for other counties in the
State? Does the State intend to fund phasing out all septic systems in Indiana? If not, why not?

>

> Regionalization? The BCRSD has supported a new plant in Bean Blossom as well as a plant in Helmsburg. The BCRSD
board is under the impression that the State is demanding fewer plants (options?} in support of the BCRSD's "one-size-

fits-all" strategy. What wou'ld be the justification for such a conclusion? It appears to be an unnecessary and expensive
constraint.

>

> Efforts to extend sewer service in the Bean Blossom area in the past have failed because of the lack of a documented
need. In fact, the past two BCRSD Board presidents resigned after reinforcing this point. The BCRSD's recent attempts to
build a new sewer plant In Bean Blossom failed when landowners refused to sell them land for a plant. The BCRSD then
attempted to use parkiand deeded to the county via the State. This option was rejected by the Department of Natural
Resources (DNR). The PER for a new sewer plant in Bean Blossom was also ranked high on previous SRF project priority
lists before it was canceled. The amount spent on this failed project by the BCRSD was around $200K.

>
> The failure to acquire land in Bean Blossom led to the current need to get service from Helmshurg. Without the
support of the property owners in the Bean Blossom area, acquiring easements from residents may be a problem and

lead to delays in providing any service in other areas, such as the western corridor, where the need is justified and the
community supports service.
Pl

> The USDA Rural Development Office is also invalved with providing funding. | have also contacted this office regarding
internal controls. As | understand it, they have been considering the State's internal control processes as their basis for

justifying funding. If the State's internal controls are inadequate, this funding m:ght indicate that the USDA Office of Rural
Development's internal controls also need improvement,
>

> In summary — Potential Waste, Fraud, Abuse, and inadequate internal
> controls
>

> (1} I'have noissues with funding approvals of the western corridor (Helmsburg to Lake Lemon and across county
lines). | am unaware of anyone in the county opposed to this subphase of the Phase 1 project, No objections were
expressed at the Public Hearing. HRSD is receiving funding for a new plant for their existing customers (around 90), but
they also need additional customers that have to be "granted" by the BCRSD. The HRSD piant can be expanded to
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support all of Phase |. The need that justifies that priority of service is represented by the western corridor — Helmsburg
to Lake L.emon,

>(2) |do challenge the scope and extent of the proposed solutions in the BCRSD "Phase 1" Project that sets
precedents for the county, if not the State. An independent and objective assessment is warranted to ensure that the
taxpayers are funding the most effective and efficient solutions for the respective problems.

>

>(3) Atthis point, it does not appear that the internal controls for the IFA:SRFs project review, approval, and funding
are adequate, They have yet to receive the questions from citizens as a result of the Public Hearing or the responses
provided by the BCRSD, Their review, approval, and prioritization process does not indicate any in-depth study of the
PERs {to include supporting documentation) submitted for funding.

> {4} My expectation is that an independent and objective assessment of IFA:SRF's internal controls on the PER

approval and funding process will result in providing a high degree of confidence in the efficient and effective use of tax
dollars.

>

>(5) Further, an independent and objective assessment of the quality of the BCRSDs PER itself Is also warranted. The
PER is supported by a county wastewater strategic plan and watershed study that has not undergone an unbiased,
independent, and objective assessment of its merits. The engineering firms contracted to develop wastewater strategies,
and PERs can also bid on future work. Nothing illegal, but this situation does create @ bias and a potential conflict of
interest. For instance, a strategy developed by septic system vendors and manufacturers would likely produce different
options than strategies developed by engineering firms that design and build sewer plants and collection systems.

>

>(6) Onceitis available, | am looking forward to reviewing the BCRSD's response to the comments and questions
arising from the Public Hearing. As citizens, we serve in the role of a Jurist. The BCRSD provided a one-sided closing
argument {PER) advocating for their project. Citizens provided a counter-argument through comments and questions at a
public hearing. What is missing is the third-party, independent, and objective analysis of the arguments presented that

justify funding leveis, which should be inherent through adequate internal controls.
>

>
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