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 As the community’s environmental watchdog, Mobile Baykeeper works to 

investigate reports of pollution and researches environmental problems to determine if they 

reach the level of a violation or a crime. Van Baggett, the previous Operations Manager at 

the Utilities Board of the City of Daphne (hereinafter referred to as UBD), anonymously 

contacted Mobile Baykeeper alleging that UBD General Manager, Danny Lyndall, pressured 

staff on numerous occasions to substantially lower estimates of the amount of sewage spilled 

into area waterways and falsified Sanitary Sewer Overflow (SSO) reports to match these 

inaccurate estimates. After receiving Mr. Baggett’s anonymous complaint, Mobile Baykeeper 

began investigating whether UBD, under the direction of Mr. Lyndall, had in fact 

purposefully violated the Clean Water Act (CWA). This report details Mobile Baykeeper’s 

investigation, findings, and conclusions. 

 

  In this investigative report, the Executive Summary will summarize the key findings 

of the investigation followed by a statement about the Scope of the Investigation. All 

findings are detailed under headers relating to specific incidents or more general issues in the 

Findings section. These sections will include findings from aerial observations performed by 

Mobile Baykeeper, former and current UBD employee statements, and evidence discovered 

through sampling conducted by Mobile Baykeeper. Mobile Baykeeper reviewed video and 

photographic evidence, conducted multiple interviews, reviewed available spill data, analyzed 

aerial surveys and conducted field investigations to develop this report on the UBD 

wastewater treatment  (WWTP) and associated systems. 

 

Violations investigated through this process include underreporting, misreporting, 

and not reporting SSOs as well as obfuscating details about these sewer spills – all of which 

endanger public health. Mobile Baykeeper’s investigation determined that the allegations 

were true: Mr. Lyndall has and continues to intentionally take actions and direct UBD staff 

to take actions that violate the CWA, thereby jeopardizing public health. Additionally, Mr. 

Lyndall has not adequately upgraded and repaired the system to address both age and 

growth. His desire to portray the facility as meeting the minimum standards of the law has 

resulted in spills and violations that can greatly impact the Mobile Bay Watershed and, 

therefore, public health and has delayed or avoided critical upgrades that could have reduced 

or even ended the aforesaid spills and violations. 
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II. Executive Summary 	
Mobile Baykeeper investigated allegations made by UBD’s former operations 

manager Van Baggett about a pattern of behavior by General Manager Danny Lyndall 

whereby 1) Mr. Lyndall has purposefully obscured, hidden, or otherwise falsified SSO 

reports and 2) on many occasions pressured UBD staff to underreport sewage spill volumes 

to the Alabama Department of Environmental Management (ADEM) and the Alabama 

Department of Public Health (ADPH). Mobile Baykeeper also investigated the wastewater 

facility in depth discovering other concerns and violations in the process. Based on the 

evidence from Mobile Baykeeper’s comprehensive investigation, it is clear that UBD has and 

continues to fail to comply with its permit and is in violation of the CWA. These findings are 

summarized below: 

 

Obscuring Details and Falsifying SSO Reports  

 Mr. Baggett alleged that Mr. Lyndall had reported a SSO occurring on 02/12/17 at 

the UBD WWTP as 200,000 gallons. This estimate was contrary to initial estimates by UBD 

Staff who had determined the spill could be no less than 250,000 to 300,000 gallons. Mr. 

Baggett also alleged that Mr. Lyndall had purposefully obscured other details about this SSO 

by emailing UBD Board members (See exhibit G) and making statements to the effect that 

the overflow was mostly contained on-site when he had clear and compelling evidence that 

this was not true. Mr. Lyndall was shown records from the WWTP and the SSO report (See 

exhibit D) showing that the overflow began no later than 8:15 PM, but he informed the 

Utilities Board that the spill began in the middle of the night. Mr. Lyndall verbally repeated 

this statement to a representative of Mobile Baykeeper during a site visit following the spill 

on 2/16/17. These actions appear to be intentional attempts to distort the facts in an effort 

to downplay the severity of the overflow and its impacts on the environment.  

 

As an additional example, Mr. Baggett cited a reported sewage spill that occurred on 

07/29/16, where Mr. Lyndall instructed staff to wash sewage foam down to the creek to 

hide evidence of the spill from the public. 

 

Underreporting and Misreporting Spills 
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 On 8/24/17, Mr. Baggett contacted us in his official capacity as Operations Manager 

at UBD to report a large sewage spill that had occurred that same day. Mr. Baggett advised 

Mobile Baykeeper that the volume of the spill was more than 500,000 gallons. At this point, 

we felt that the issue of underreporting and misreporting sewage spills may have been 

resolved, as UBD seemed to be proactive about reporting this spill and even asking Mobile 

Baykeeper to assist with notification. However, it soon became clear that these changes were 

only superficial. 

 

 On 8/28/17, Mr. Baggett notified us that UBD had terminated his employment and 

that he wished to discuss several issues. Mr. Baggett informed us of an additional, significant 

instance of intentional falsification of a SSO report by Mr. Lyndall and UBD that occurred 

on 08/10/17 and 08/11/17. Mr. Baggett was on vacation when the spill occurred, but upon 

his return, he discussed the 08/10/17 overflow with staff members who told him that the 

overflow of raw sewage lasted for approximately 13 hours and was contained on-site. When 

Mr. Baggett considered the amount of sewage influent that UBD receives along with the 

duration of the spill, he determined it was highly unlikely that the spill could have been 

contained on-site. Upon discussing the event further with relevant staff, it became clear that 

Mr. Lyndall had aggressively pressured staff to falsely report 1) none of the spill reached 

waters of the state and 2) lower their estimates of the amount of sewage spilled from their 

initial estimates of more than one million gallons to a reported amount of between 10,000 

and 100,000 gallons, all of which was contained on site (i.e., did not impact waters of the 

state, such as adjacent D’Olive Creek). 

 

 Since the 8/28/17 meeting with Van Baggett, Mobile Baykeeper has interviewed one 

current (Mike Hogeland) and two former UBD staff members (Eddie Ferguson and 

Matthew Williamson), who have corroborated and added additional evidence demonstrating 

that Mr. Lyndall has on multiple occasions attempted to hide the full extent and severity of 

UBD SSOs thus endangering the health of all those that live near, on, or otherwise recreate 

in Mobile Bay, particularly the Eastern Shore. 

 

On 10/9/17, Mobile Baykeeper became aware of a SSO at the “Joe’s Branch” lift station. 

The overflow was reported as ground absorbed, however, testing conducted on Joe’s Branch 
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shortly after the “ground absorbed” overflow found 533 MPN/100mL (ADEM water 

quality standards mandate that enterococci levels in Joe’s Branch must not exceed 275 

colonies/100 ml in any sample and are not to exceed 158 colonies/100 ml in any sample 

during the months of May through October) of Enterococcus sp. indicating fecal coliform 

contamination. Our testing also found 443 ppm of optical brighteners (See exhibit P), an 

indicator of human wastewater contamination1. We believe this is a clear indication that the 

overflow was larger than reported and did reach area waterways contrary to information 

reported to ADEM. Numerous SSOs of a similar nature have been reported at this site. 

 

Other Concerns and Violations 

On 10/11/17, Mobile Baykeeper performed an aerial survey to observe the UBD 

WWTP. Photographs (See exhibit O) from that date showed serious problems ongoing at the 

WWTP. A significant amount of sludge was observed on the surface of the clarifier 

illustrating that the WWTP is receiving more influent flow (sewage) than it can effectively 

treat. Additionally, large amounts of algae were observed growing on the surface of the 

aeration chamber, indicating serious problems with the treatment process.  

 

As learned from a statement by Mr. Hogeland on 12/07/17 (See exhibit Q), the UBD 

WWTP has been out of compliance for total suspended solids for at least the last two 

months (October and November) and enterococci (bacteria that indicates fecal 

contamination and pathogens) since November. 

  

In conclusion, we have determined that UBD and the corresponding permitted plant 

holding NPDES Permit No. AL 0027561, have violated and continue to violate “an effluent 

standard or limitation” and associated reporting requirements under Section 505(a)(1)(A), et 

seq., of the CWA by failing to adhere to certain terms and conditions of its permit, thereby 

causing pollutants to be discharged into Mobile Bay, and fraudulently reporting and failing to 

report the same as required by law. UBD has also violated and continues to violate the 

Alabama Water Pollution Control Act, §22-22-1 et seq., Code of Alabama, and ADEM 
																																																								
1	Hagedorn, C., Saluta, M., Hassall, A., & Dickerson, J. (2005). Fluorometric detection of optical brighteners as 
an indicator of human sources of water pollution. Part I. Description and detection of optical brighteners. Crop 
and Soil Environmental News, November, 2005-11. Chicago  
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Administrative Code Rule 335-6-10. All collected evidence strongly supports Mobile 

Baykeeper’s conclusion that Mr. Lyndall intentionally falsified SSO reports, or through 

pressuring staff members, caused the falsification of SSO reports in multiple instances. The 

Clean Water Act authorizes citizens to enforce compliance with effluent standards or 

limitations and orders issued by the EPA Administrator or a State. 33 USC § 1365. 

Therefore, as authorized by the CWA, Mobile Baykeeper believes it is appropriate to file a 

citizen suit to enforce compliance with the aforementioned effluent standards, limitations, 

and orders issued by the EPA Administrator and State. 33 USC § 1365. 

I I I .  Scope of Investigation 

 Mobile Baykeeper’s investigation focused on instances of underreported, 

misreported and unreported SSOs by UBD and problems occurring with UBD’s collection 

and treatment system; specifically the investigation focused on a pattern of behavior by UBD 

General Manager, Danny Lyndall, to purposefully falsify SSO reports including but not 

limited to: 1) reporting a lower volume of sewage spilled than initial staff estimates, 2) 

coercing staff into reporting lesser amounts of gallons of sewage spilled than estimated, 3) 

reporting SSOs as ground absorbed when they in fact entered Waters of the State, and 4) 

coercing staff to acquiesce that spills were ground absorbed when they actually entered 

Waters of the State, and failures with the treatment plant and collection system, and whether 

these actions violate the Alabama Water Pollution Control Act, §22-22-1 et seq., Code of 

Alabama, and ADEM Administrative Code Rule 335-6-10. Based on evidence from the 

investigation, Mobile Baykeeper developed an investigation plan to determine if it was 

appropriate to file a citizen suit under 33 USC § 1365 to enforce compliance with the 

aforementioned effluent standards, limitations and orders issued by the EPA Administrator 

and State of Alabama. We intend, through this investigation and any subsequent legal action, 

to ensure that all reporting of sewer overflows by UBD takes place in a forthright, honest 

and accurate manner so that the public can protect their health in the event of sewage 

overflows and that any identified issues with UBD collection system and treatment plant are 

rectified in a systematic and timely manner. 
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IV.  Findings 

A. General Issues with Wastewater Treatment 

 The UBD WWTP was built in 1972. The most recent major upgrade to the plant was 

completed 22 years ago in 1996. The plant is now designed for 4.17 million gallons per day 

(MGD). Since 2000 UBD has gone from serving 12,000 individuals to serving more than 

24,000 in 2010, an increase of 200%. A 2016 report2 submitted to ADEM by UBD notes no 

new major anticipated developments. This indicates that UBD was and continues to avoid 

proactively planning even when the Census Bureau Report showed that Daphne was the 

fastest growing large city in the state of Alabama3 between 2010 and 2016. The city increased 

in population by 20% (4,343 person increase) during that time period resulting in UBD’s 

average monthly flow increasing from 2.18 MGD in 1999 to more than 3.06 MGD in 2016 

(an increase of 140%). Even more concerning is the average monthly Biochemical Oxygen 

Demand (BOD) loading in 2016 was 6,589 lbs./day. This is more than the plant’s design 

criteria of 6,468 lbs./day. During 2016 the highest average monthly BOD loading was 8,265 

lbs./day, more than 125% of the amount the plant can adequately treat.  

 UBD wastewater system has two major issues.  

1. The system is aged and in need of upgrades.  

a. This manifests itself in severe issues with inflow and infiltration (water 

from heavy rain events overloading the sewer pipes) in the collection 

system. This results in peak flows (in some cases flow rates exceed 14 

MGD, (See exhibit Q) that impede proper treatment of sewage and 

creates an abundance of sewer overflows. Another example of this 

problem is the facilities’ Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition 

(SCADA) system (system that allows the facility allow operators and 

facility personnel to monitor and control a facility’s equipment either 

locally or remotely). The system was just upgraded from a system that was 

																																																								
2	 Alabama Department of Environmental Management. (2017). Daphne Utilities Municipal Water Pollution 
Prevention Annual Report. Retrieved from: http://app.adem.alabama.gov/eFile/ 
 
3 U.S. Census Bureau (2017). Alabama City and Town Population Totals: 2010-2016. Retrieved from 
https://factfinder.census.gov/bkmk/table/1.0/en/PEP/2016/PEPANNRES/0400000US01.16200. 
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had not been supported by the manufacturer since 2011 and utilized a 

dial-up network. 

2. The WWTP is overloaded and receiving more flow than it can adequately treat. 

a. While the design capacity of the WWTP is more than the average flow 

currently being received at the WWTP, all current and former UBD staff 

interviewed identified issues in the treatment process resulting from not 

being able to handle the amount of flow reaching the WWTP. This has 

caused a significant number of overflows and violations of permit 

limitations including but not limited to violations of total suspended 

solids (TSS) and enterococci. 

	

1. Aerial Observations of UBD Wastewater Plant	

	 On 10/11/17 Mobile Baykeeper performed an aerial survey to observe the UBD 

WWTP. Photographs (See exhibit O) from that date showed serious problems ongoing at the 

plant. A significant amount of sludge was observed on the surface of the clarifier illustrating 

that the WWTP is receiving more influent flow (sewage) than it can effectively treat. This is 

causing the evident ongoing issues in the treatment process and many of the SSO’s occurring 

in UBD system. Additionally, large amounts of algae can be observed growing on the surface 

of the aeration chamber. Another clear sign that serious problems with the treatment 

process are ongoing at the WWTP. The root cause of observed issues at the treatment plant 

most likely stems from the inability of the aging plant to adequately handle the rapidly 

increasing sewage flows generated as a result of the City of Daphne’s significant growth in 

population. 

 The buildup of sludge in the clarifier is especially problematic. Partially treated 

effluent that leaves the clarifier should be clear [have very low levels of turbidity and TSS]. 

This is necessary because UBD utilizes a UV contact chamber (UV light) to disinfect its 

partially treated effluent. Treatment of the effluent by the UV contact chamber kills off 

harmful bacteria and viruses. The partially treated effluent that enters the UV contact 

chamber must have low levels of turbidity for proper treatment4. In the case of an 

																																																								
4	EPA, Office of Water. (2005). Wastewater Technology Fact Sheet Ultraviolet Disinfection (EPA Publication No. 832-
F-99-064). Washington, D.C. Retrieved from https://www3.epa.gov/npdes/pubs/uv.pdf 
	



Daphne Uti l i t ies Investigation Report     

	 10	

improperly working clarifier, very cloudy (turbid) effluent enters the UV contact chamber. 

This cloudiness prevents the light from the UV lamp from reaching much of the effluent 

and can allow high levels of bacteria and other pathogens to leave the WWTP without being 

treated. This is exceptionally unsafe and with approximately 3 million gallons of effluent 

being released into Mobile Bay daily, it can cause a significant increase in the concentration 

of pathogens throughout large areas of Mobile Bay particularly along the Eastern Shore. 

 All individuals interviewed anecdotally noted ongoing problems with the treatment 

process and associated spills and other issues resulting from these problems. 

2. Statement of Mike Hogeland regarding issues with UBD 
Wastewater Plant 

	 Mr. Hogeland stated (See exhibit Q) that the UBD WWTP has been out of 

compliance for total suspended solids for at least the last two months (October and 

November) and enterococci (bacteria that indicates fecal contamination and pathogens) 

since November. He explained that the same issues observed at UBD’s WWTP in the 

October aerial survey of the by Mobile Baykeeper 

are still serious (emphasis added) and ongoing. 

Issues are most prevalent in the Lake Forest 

treatment train, specifically the clarifier (See exhibit 

O). According to Mr. Hogeland issues at the 

WWTP are a result of the fact that the WWTP is 

“grossly overloaded and not mechanically capable 

of treating the sewage effluent it is receiving.” 

When working properly, the clarifier should 

release effluent with low levels of TSS (nearly 

clear water). Instead because of the overloading of 

the WWTP, the clarifier is discharging effluent with 

very high levels of TSS and turbidity (very brown/cloudy water, See figure 1). These levels of 

TSS are so high that they violate the UBD permit limitations. Mr. Hogeland states that 

because the effluent leaving the clarifier is so cloudy, it is preventing the Ultraviolet (UV) 

light (the disinfectant) from reaching much of the effluent and thus preventing the 

destruction of enterococci and other contaminants. This is causing enterococci levels in their 

effluent to be “too numerous to count” (TNTC). He explained that based on the dilutions 

Figure	1	–	Extremely	brown	water	(high	TSS	and	
turbidity)	is	seen	entering	the	UV	contact	chamber	
causing	violations	of	UBD	permit	limitations.	No	more	
treatment	is	performed	after	this	point.	I.E.	this	is	the	
water	being	discharged	into	Blakeley	River/Mobile	Bay. 
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used by UBD staff, the number of bacteria on a plate that comes back as TNTC are greater 

than 1500 CFU/100mL (UBD’s permit limit for enterococci is 104 CFU/100mL max and 

35 CFU/100mL monthly average). He explained that inadequacies with the UBD WWTP 

have been brought to the attention of management but to date have not been addressed in a 

serious manner. Mr. Hogeland noted that many of the overflow problems that the WWTP 

experiences are the result of “spikes” in the flow rate that occur during heavy rain events. 

During large storm events Mr. Hogeland stated that the flow rate can exceed 14,000,000 

gallons per day.  This is indicative of major problems with inflow and infiltration (rainwater 

and stormwater getting into sewer lines due to 

aging broken lines). Mr. Hogeland said that 

during these rain events flows increase to 

the point that sewage overflows from the 

UV contact chamber and “into the creek”. 

Mr. Hogeland stated that “Most of these 

overflow events are not reported by UBD 

as “SSOs” even though they are SSOs.” 

Mr. Hogeland also noted that when the 

“effluent is to dark or brown the UBD will 

postpone testing”(See figure 2). This means 

that UBD is intentionally manipulating data 

being submitted in Discharge Monitoring 

Reports (DMR) to ADEM  to give the appearance that treatment is working more effectively 

than it actually is. 

 Mr. Hogeland’s statement supports Mobile Baykeeper’s findings that the UBD’s 

system is challenged both by age – through the evidence of stormwater infiltration into the 

system – and capacity.  

 

 

 

 

Figure	2	–	Extremely	brown	water	(high	TSS	and	turbidity)	
is	seen	entering	the	UV	contact	chamber	causing	violations	
of	UBD	permit	limitations.	This	is	an	example	of	the	type	of	
effluent	that	UBD	does	not	monitor	to	prevent	reporting	
permit	violations.	This	water	is	released	to	Blakeley	
River/Mobile	Bay	with	no	additional	treatment. 



Daphne Uti l i t ies Investigation Report     

	 12	

B. Incident 1, 07/29/16 

 On 07/29/16, a SSO occurred at the UBD WWTP originating from the digester 

(structure in the treatment train that 

consumes some amount of sewage 

sludge/solids). According to the SSO 

report (See exhibit A), the event began at 

5:00 AM and was stopped at 5:30 AM. 

The spill was reported as 400 gallons and 

took place at the UBD WWTP. The spill 

was reported as reaching the Blakeley 

River but the receiving waters would 

have actually been D’Olive Creek (See 

Figure 3). D’Olive Creek is located 

approximately 100 feet from where the 

spill occurred while Blakeley River is approximately 1 mile. This river cannot be seen from 

the UBD WWTP and is separated from the plant by a number of small channels, 

landmasses, and D’Olive Bay.  

1. Statement of Eddie Ferguson regarding 07/29/16 SSO 

 According to former UBD employee Eddie Ferguson this event was “definitely 

underreported”(See exhibit B). According to Mr. Ferguson, the event began sometime during 

the night and he was notified of the situation at approximately 5:30 AM on the morning of 

Figure	4	–	In	this	photo	taken	on	07/29/16,	
residual	sludge	from	the	spill	can	be	
observed	leaving	the	boundaries	of	the	
WWTP. 

Figure	5	–	This	photo	shows	sewage	pouring	
over	the	edge	of	the	digester	at	the	point	that	
the	07/29/16	SSO	was	being	brought	under	
control. 

Figure	3	–	The	location	of	the	07/29/16	can	be	seen	at	the	
Daphne	WWTP;	the	spill	occurred	approximately	100	ft.	from	
D’Olive	Creek. 
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Friday, 07/29/16. Upon arriving at the plant, he observed a substantial amount of sludge 

and effluent leaving the facility and flowing towards and into D’Olive Creek (See Figures 4 

and 5). Mr. Ferguson describes spending an extensive amount of time working with other 

UBD staff to remove solids from the ground near D’Olive Creek as best as they could. 

Based on his observations of the spill and knowledge of the plant, Mr. Ferguson believes a 

significant amount of sludge and effluent flowed into D’Olive Creek. He was particularly 

disturbed that the SSO was reported as only 400 gallons to ADEM and the Health 

Department and that Danny Lyndall instructed staff to use a fire hose to wash the sewage 

foam down the creek to cover up the fact that the spill had occurred.  He also was upset that 

there was a fisherman nearby who was unaware of the spill.  He refused to use the fire hose 

as Mr. Lyndall directed.  

 When asked to describe the amount of this spill, Mr. Ferguson said that the area 

covered by the sludge and effluent was approximately the width of the right of way (20 - 35 

yds.) and the distance from one utility pole to the next (50 - 60 yds.) and that depth ranged 

from 6-10 inches (“up to his calf”). This description would put the volume of sewage that 

remained on the ground after the spill had occurred somewhere between 55,000 gallons and 

100,000 gallons. Based on his knowledge of plant processes and the details of the spill, Mr. 

Ferguson felt confident that the total volume of sewage spilled was more than 500,000 

gallons; significantly more than the 400 gallons Mr. Lyndall had reported. 

  Mr. Ferguson thought that D’Olive Creek and the downstream areas should have 

been “closed down” with a public health advisory. Based on his understanding, the spill 

occurred for more than 14 hours from approximately 3:30 PM in the afternoon on 

Thursday, 07/28/16, until 5:30 AM on Friday, 07/29/16. When asked about the volume of 

the effluent that reached D’Olive Creek, Mr. Ferguson said, “most of it went into the creek”. 

He described the spill as “the worst that I had seen in my career which expands over 20 

years,” and he was disturbed and angered that UBD only reported 400 gallons because 

“Danny Lyndall didn’t want to look bad.”  Mr. Ferguson added:  “I was disgusted, there was 

a man fishing and they said nothing. They wanted me to blow the sludge away with a fire 

hose. I refused.” 
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2. Statement of Van Baggett regarding 07/29/16 SSO 

 Mr. Baggett provided a memo relating to the 07/29/16 incident to Mobile Baykeeper 

on 09/15/17 (See exhibit C). In the memo, Mr. Baggett recounts receiving a call from Mr. 

Lyndall on the morning of the spill regarding waste “solids” floating on top of D’Olive 

Creek (See Figure 6).  Mr. Lyndall asked Mr. Baggett if they could use fire hoses to wash the 

solids down into the creek so that they 

would not float and the public would not see 

it. Mr. Baggett described this idea as 

“ridiculous”. He told Mr. Lyndall that this 

was not a good idea and that the normal 

means of cleanup (vacuum truck, 

disinfection, etc.) should be employed. When 

Mr. Baggett returned to work, UBD staff 

informed him that Mr. Lyndall had indeed 

directed staff to use fire hoses to wash the 

sewage down the creek, an order they 

refused. Mr. Baggett describes a member of 

the staff being so disturbed by this request 

that he left early. Mr. Baggett says that UBD 

staff indicated to him that the reported amount of the SSO, 400 gallons, was too low but Mr. 

Baggett had no way to check the validity of the report. 

  

Figure	4	–	In	this	photo	taken	on	07/29/16,	
sewage	solids	from	the	spill	can	be	seen	
floating	down	D’Olive	Creek. 
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C. Incident 2, 02/12/17 

 On 02/12/17, a SSO occurred at the UBD WWTP as the result of a failed bypass 

pump hose fitting. The SSO was reported as occurring from 8:15 PM on 02/12/17 until 

6:00 AM on 02/13/17 (See exhibit D). The spill had occurred over a small grassed area 

immediately adjacent to impervious surfaces (cement and asphalt) that slopes down gradient 

towards storm drains which carry any liquid to D’Olive Creek. A diagram created by Mr. 

Baggett of the spill can be seen in Figure 7. 

 

1. Statement of Van Baggett regarding 02/12/17 SSO 

  When Mr. Baggett arrived at 8 o’clock, the overflowing wastewater had mostly 

drained away and was a few inches deep in areas that had been affected (See exhibit E).  

  This spill lasted approximately 9.75 hours beginning at approximately 8:15 PM on 

2/12/17 and continuing until it was discovered and stopped at approximately 6:00 AM on 

2/13/17. Upon his arrival on the morning of 2/13/17, Mr. Lyndall immediately began 

attempting to coerce staff into agreeing that the spill had been mostly contained on-site 

Figure	7	–	A	diagram	of	the	02/12/17	SSO.	
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making statements such as “don’t you think most of this was contained” and “don’t you 

think most of this didn’t go into the creek”. Mr. Baggett stated to Mr. Lyndall that the 

majority of the flow went into the storm drains on-site, which drain directly into D’Olive 

Creek. Mr. Lyndall had attempted to suggest that the majority of the overflow was contained 

by sludge drying beds. Mr. Baggett agrees that the utility does have a set of old drying beds 

onsite. He states these drying beds contained sewage from separate operations that had 

occurred the week prior. However, Mr. Baggett and WWTP Manager, Darren Slaughter, 

both agreed that the sewage overflow from the spill would not have entered these drying 

beds because of an asphalt berm, which had been installed to prevent stormwater runoff 

from entering the drying beds during heavy rains.  

 Mr. Slaughter began calculating the SSO volume and at 10:05 AM, Mr. Slaughter 

texted Mr. Baggett “anyway we look at this we come up with 250,000-300,000 gallons. That’s 

what I am going with….” (See exhibit F). Mr. Baggett relayed this information to Mr. 

Lyndall, who wanted to meet with Mr. Slaughter. The three met at 1:00 PM that day. In the 

meeting, when Mr. Slaughter presented his estimate total, Mr. Lyndall immediately 

questioned it as being too high and directed Mr. Slaughter to report a smaller value of 

200,000 gallons instead of the true estimate.  

 Mr. Baggett states that he was not only concerned with the unjustified lowering of a 

SSO volume by 20-30%, but also by the fact that Mr. Lyndall intentionally misrepresented 

the facts of the overflow to the public. In an email to the Board on 2/14/17 (See exhibit G), 

Mr. Lyndall made statements that the overflow was mostly contained on-site, a statement 

that had no basis in fact and was in Mr. Baggett’s opinion untrue. This statement was 

repeated to a Mobile Baykeeper representative on a site visit on Thursday, 2/16/17. In his 

correspondence to the board, Mr. Lyndall stated that the overflow began around the middle 

of the night, even though UBD data and the SSO report to ADEM (exhibit D) showed the 

overflow began at 8:15 PM on 2/12/17. Mr. Baggett believes Mr. Lyndall’s actions and 

statements were a purposeful attempt to distort the facts and downplay the incident and 

severity of impact on the environment. Mr. Lyndall justified these falsehoods to Mr. Baggett 

by stating that UBD could report what it wanted to report because it is “just an estimate.” 
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2. Statement of Matthew Williamson regarding 02/12/17 SSO 

 Matthew Williamson, a former UBD employee, contacted Mobile Baykeeper on 

09/20/17 due to his discomfort with events that he had witnessed while working at UBD. 

During this call, he provided additional information (See exhibit R) on the 02/12/17 SSO. 

Mr. Williamson said that maintenance was taking place on one of the clarifiers and all the 

flow was being routed through one half of the WWTP. This necessitated setting up 

temporary bypass pumps to reroute flow around the clarifier that was being repaired. This 

caused the second clarifier that was taking the entire flow of the plant to be filled to and over 

maximum capacity. Mr. Williamson states, “it was bubbling over the sides and spilling down 

the sides” of the tank. Mr. Williamson states that before the news media came to the plant, 

staff was asked to wash off the tank with a pressure washer to hide any evidence that spillage 

separate from the 2/12/17 had been occurring.  

 Mr. Williamson says that he spoke to the company setting up the bypass pump and 

that the pump was a 2,000 gallon per minute pump and that UBD staff had set the pump to 

run at 2,000 gallons per minute.  Mr. Williamson states that when he arrived the morning the 

spill was discovered (2/13/17), there was “literally a river of sewage” flowing across the 

facility and through the parking lot. He describes the sewage as being “at least knee high” in 

places. He also stated that it was actually difficult to walk through because the current was so 

strong.  He was told, “not to worry about where it’s going.” Mr. Lyndall and other 

management prepared him with lines to repeat if anyone asked about the spill. Management 

told him to say that someone had been out there all day on Sunday and that the pumps were 

only running for a couple of hours unmanned, even though the truth was that the pumps ran 

from 11:00 AM Sunday (2/12/17) to approximately 6:00 AM Monday morning (2/13/17). 

He said the spill event totaled closer to 4 million gallons, not the 200,000 gallons UBD 

reported. 

D. Incident 3, 08/10/17 

 On 08/10/17 at approximately 4:40 PM it appears that there was a power outage at 

the WWTP, which caused another SSO. SCADA logs and influent flow records from the 

time and date of the SSO (See exhibits H and I) corroborate this information. The overflow 

was reported to ADEM as beginning at 12:00 AM on 08/11/17 (over 7 hours later than the 

spill actually commenced) and continuing for 6.25 hours until 6:15 AM on 08/11/17. The 
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estimated volume discharged was reported in the range of over 10,000 gallons but less than 

100,000 gallons. The SSO report stated that the “Ultimate destination of discharge” was 

“ground absorbed” and “Contained on site.” Where the report asks utilities to “Indicate 

efforts to notify public” the answer was checked as “notice not required, because: Flow was 

contained within the parameters of the treatment plant, public access is not allowed.” (See 

exhibit J).  The report indicated that zero gallons reached D’Olive Creek. 

 A second report regarding the 08/10/17 SSO was submitted to ADEM on 

10/30/17 (See exhibit K). This report listed the beginning time of the spill as 4:30 PM on 

08/10/17. It also listed the “Estimated Volume Discharged:” as “>100,000gal” and noted 

“Danny Lyndall” as the “Person that verbally notified Department”. The updated report 

modified the section labeled “Ultimate destination of discharge” to “Flow appeared to be 

captured on site”. 

1. Statement of Van Baggett regarding 08/10/17 SSO 

 Mr. Baggett provided Mobile Baykeeper with a memo detailing the events 

surrounding the 08/10/17 SSO (See exhibit L). Mr. Baggett was on vacation at the time that 

the 08/10/17 SSO occurred. When he returned from vacation on 08/14/17, he immediately 

began trying to understand the details of the overflow that had occurred during his absence. 

Mr. Baggett discussed the overflow with Mike Hogeland who, in the absence of treatment 

plan manager Darren Slaughter (who was also on vacation), was considered the most senior 

operator at the WWTP during the time the SSO occurred. Based on the SCADA records, 

Mr. Hogeland believed the overflow began at approximately 4:40 PM on 08/10/17 and 

continued until it was stopped some time after the initial discovery of the spill at 5:45 AM on 

8/11/17. 

 Mr. Baggett also discussed the overflow with Robert Miller who is the junior 

operator at the WWTP. Mr. Miller informed Mr. Baggett that Mr. Lyndall had been to the 

WWTP three separate times on 08/11/17 and had walked around the site with Mr. 

Hogeland and in the area near D’Olive Creek where the spill flowed. Mr. Miller stated to Mr. 

Baggett that Mr. Lyndall had told Mr. Hogeland that he should say all the flow was 

contained onsite when asked. According to Mr. Miller, Mr. Lyndall pressured Mr. Hogeland 

to lower the overflow estimates.  He said Mr. Lyndall also pressured Mr. Hogeland to lower 

the overflow estimates. 
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 On 08/15/17, Mr. Baggett requested the SCADA logs from Prism, the company 

who provides SCADA services for UBD. The logs showed the overflow starting at 4:39 PM 

on 08/10/17 and stopping around 6:00 AM on 08/11/17. Based on his knowledge of flow 

volumes that come into the WWTP and available onsite detention, Mr. Baggett was 

immediately concerned with the data from the SSO report. Mr. Baggett then approached Mr. 

Hogeland again and told him he did not believe that none of the flow went offsite. At this 

point Mr. Hogeland admitted that Mr. Lyndall asked him to say that. He also admitted that 

his initial estimate was 1.2 million gallons of sewage. Mr. Lyndall told Mr. Hogeland that he 

could not go to the Board with such a high number. So Mr. Hogeland revised his estimate to 

approximately 500,000 gallons of sewage spilled to appease Mr. Lyndall. But Mr. Lyndall felt 

that even this number was too high to report and told him that 250,000-300,000 gallons 

could be held in onsite detention areas. Mr. Hogeland stated he then talked to Mr. Lyndall 

about a number around 90,000 gallons. Mr. Lyndall asked if they could say that zero [sewage] 

got into the creek. Mr. Hogeland told Mr. Lyndall, “Danny, you are the General Manager, 

you can say whatever you want.”  As noted above, it was reported as “zero” reaching 

D’Olive Creek.  

 Mr. Baggett provided Mobile Baykeeper with SCADA logs and influent flow rates 

from the day of the spill (See exhibit H and I). He provided analysis of the influent flow rate 

data (See exhibit M). Based on his analysis, the average flow rate into the WWTP at the time 

that the overflow began was approximately 3.75 million gallons per day. The overflow 

occurred for 13 hours resulting in a total volume of 2.03 million gallons for the SSO. If the 

onsite storage at the WWTP can contain 200,000 gallons, then the amount of flow that likely 

reached the creek would be 1.83 million gallons. Even accounting for infiltration, it is likely 

that most of this more than 1.8 million gallons of sewage would have flowed down gradient 

to D’Olive Creek ~350 feet away. Additionally, a number of storm drains that convey 

stormwater and other liquids towards the Creek would have conveyed much of this flow 

directly into the Creek. 

2. Statement of Mike Hogeland regarding 08/10/17 SSO  

 Mr. Hogeland states that the influent pumps ceased working due to a lightning strike 

(See exhibit N). He states that when he arrived at the facility on the morning of 08/11/17, 

the overflow pits were full and there was sewage flowing out of the facility and into D’Olive 
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Creek. When Mr. Lyndall arrived on site he asked Mr. Hogeland “Are you sure it’s sewage?” 

Mr. Hogeland replied, “What else could it be, we are a sewer plant.” 

 Mr. Hogeland showed Mr. Lyndall sewage coming out of the overflow drain from 

the pits and flowing into the creek. Upon determining that the initial estimate prepared by 

another plant employee had used erroneous flow data, Mr. Hogeland performed his own 

calculation and believed that the estimate of sewage discharged into the creek should have 

been in the range of 500,000 to 600,000 gallons. 

 Prior to determining erroneous information had been used in the initial calculations, 

Mr. Hogeland reported that 100,000 gallons of sewage had been discharged to D’Olive 

Creek. Upon hearing this, Mr. Lyndall asked, “Can we make it say zero?” Mr. Hogeland 

replied, “You are the manager, you can say whatever you want.” 

 Mr. Lyndall later came to the WWTP and informed Mr. Hogeland that he had 

looked at video surveillance and could not see the sewage overflow going into the creek. Mr. 

Hogeland replied that he had observed it going down the drain into the creek and showed 

him the storm drain. Mr. Lyndall replied, “I’m the manager and I want [the SSO report] to 

say that none of it went into the creek.” Mr. Hogeland says he acquiesced and put that into 

his report. Mr. Hogeland states that many of the staff saw the spill going out of the WWTP 

and into the creek. 

 The next day, 08/12/17, Mr. Hogeland stated that he told Mr. Lyndall that he had 

determined there were errors in the initial calculations of the SSO report and that the correct 

number was 500,000-600,000 gallons not 100,000 gallons. Mr. Lyndall replied that the 

“report has already been sent.” 

 After Mr. Baggett’s employment with UBD was terminated, Mr. Lyndall came to Mr. 

Hogeland and said, “I hear that you think that I pressured you into changing the report” 

regarding the 08/10/17 spill to indicate that zero gallons of sewage went into the creek. Mr. 

Hogeland replied, “You did.” 

E. Evidence of Unreported SSOs at Joe’s Branch Lift Station 

 On 10/09/17, Mobile Baykeeper became aware of a SSO at the “Joe’s Branch” lift 

station. The overflow was reported as ground absorbed, as has been the case for the vast 

majority of overflows from this lift station over the last several years. This station, however, 

is approximately 100 ft. from Joe’s Branch (See Figure 6), a major wetlands complex, and the 
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majority of the area between the site of the overflow and Joe’s Branch is ponded or very 

nearly saturated (See Figure 7). Mobile Baykeeper was dubious that sewer overflows at this 

site would be able to avoid making their way into the waterway. Testing conducted on Joe’s 

Branch shortly after the reported “ground absorbed” overflow found 533 MPN/100mL of 

Enterococcus sp. indicating fecal coliform contamination. Our testing also found 443 ppm 

of optical brighteners (See exhibit P), an indicator of human wastewater contamination. We 

believe this is a clear indication that the overflow was larger than reported and did reach 

waters contrary to information reported to ADEM. 

F. Other Events and Violations 

	 A number of concerning incidents and issues were also brought to light through 

Mobile Baykeeper’s investigation. Additional incidents include major deficiencies in the 

UBD collection system and WWTP and other less detailed incidents involving falsified or 

unreported sewer overflows. 

1. Miscellaneous issues described by Matthew Williamson  

 Mr. Williamson stated that in January 2017 that UBD “low-balled” an estimate 

provided to them by Mr. Ferguson (See exhibit R). Matthew said the estimate was 

approximately 38,000 gallons. The only spill reported by UBD in the month of January 2017 

was reported as 3,500 gallons spilled. 

 Mr. Williamson also recounted a number of ongoing issues at the WWTP. He stated 

that during any rain of moderate or greater volume (“more than about 1”) sewage would 

spill from the side of the UV disinfectant chamber. He stated that there is often a 

malfunction with the Andritz rotating drum screen. To circumvent this problem UBD would 

bypass the device entirely letting large solids enter the treatment process and causing major 

issues in treatment. Additionally, he stated that UBD had the wrong sized screen on the 

Salsness (device used for primary solids separation for wastewater) for some time causing it 

to malfunction. Mr. Williamson stated that every time it would malfunction, there would be 

a spill at the WWTP. He states that these spills were typically on the order of a few thousand 

gallons of sewage spilled and that he was ordered to wash sewage into the storm drains and 

pick up human waste that was found in these sewage spills. He states that these events were 

never reported. He provided a video showing the aftermath of a SSO that occurred on 
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1/18/17. In the video debris commonly found in sewage can be observed over a large area. 

There is no SSO report filed for the date of the video. 

V.  Conclusion 

 In conclusion, from the evidence uncovered by Mobile Baykeeper’s investigation, it 

is clear Mr. Lyndall has on multiple occasions either directed UBD staff to falsify SSO 

reports or falsified the reports himself. Mr. Lyndall has created a culture of fear by 

pressuring employees to falsify SSO reports and dealing harshly with those employees that 

question these illegal and ethically wrong practices. This is clearly illustrated by the three 

egregious incidents outlined above. Additionally, anecdotal evidence and research by Mobile 

Baykeeper suggests that these are only some of the problematic actions that Mr. Lyndall and 

UBD staff under the direction of Mr. Lyndall have performed. These actions severely 

endanger the health of all those who live near, on, or otherwise recreate in Mobile Bay, 

particularly the Eastern Shore. Furthermore, the ongoing major sewer spills occurring 

throughout the UBD collection system and at the WWTP and observed issues with 

wastewater treatment indicate the significant need for improvements of the system to 

protect public health, wildlife, and the environment. 

        Because of the reasons outlined above, we feel that UBD must immediately 

undertake serious actions to rectify their fraudulent activity and prevent any further illegal 

practices. UBD must establish strong employee accountability by creating integrity 

requirements, trainings, accountability measures, and whistleblower protections. 

Furthermore, it seems clear from the information contained in this report that UBD must 

use all means at its disposal to ensure that fraudulent reporting does not continue. To 

address issues related to the utilities’ SSO reporting, UBD should create and implement a 

SSO reporting and notification plan, requiring a more comprehensive and accurate reporting 

system that will adequately notify and protect the public. Lastly, UBD must address the 

significant issues with the utilities’ aging infrastructure and capacity needs. Significant 

investment should be made to make improvements to the collection and wastewater 

treatment system.
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VI.  Exhibits 

	

A. Exhibit A – 07/29/16 SSO Report

SANITARY SEWER OVERFLOW EVENT REPORTING FORM 
 

 
Permittee Name:   Permit Number:  
Facility Name:   County: 
Date/Time SSO Began:   Date/Time SSO Stopped: 
Estimated Volume Discharged:  gallons                                       (    ) SSO is on-going 
Estimated Volume is: (   ) <1,000gal (   ) >1,000gal  (   ) >10,000gal (   ) >100,000gal      (   ) >1,000,000gal  

 

Was Department verbally notified within 24 hours?   (   ) Yes  (   ) No Date/Time of Notification: 
Person that verbally notified Department: Phone Number:(        )          -             ext. 

 

Indicate source of discharge event: (   ) manhole (   ) lift station (   ) broken line 
 (   ) cleanout (   ) treatment plant (   ) other (describe): 
 
Location of discharge (street address, etc.): 
 
 
Lat/Long of discharge: 
 
Known or suspected cause of the discharge: 
 

Ultimate destination of discharge: (   ) ground absorbed (   ) creek or river (provide name): 
(   ) storm drain (   ) drainage ditch   
(   ) backup into building/residence (   ) other (describe): 

    
Did the discharge reach swimming water?  (   ) Yes  (   ) No 
Monitoring of the receiving water is: (   ) complete (   ) ongoing  (   )     not necessary 
Was the affected area:  (   ) cleaned? (   ) disinfected?  

 

Describe corrective actions taken, plans to eliminate future discharges, and actions or plans to mitigate impacts to the environment 
and/or public health (attach additional sheets if necessary): 
 

 
 
 

Indicate efforts to notify public (check all that apply): 
(   ) press release                  (   ) placement of signs  (   ) other (describe): 

      Date:                                       Date:                        Date: 
(   ) notice not required, because:  

 

Indicate other officials notified (check all that apply): 
 (   ) county health department      (   ) state health department      (   ) other (describe): 

      Date:                                             Date:                           Date: 

(   ) notice not required, because: 
 Other States notified:      (   ) Florida (   ) Georgia  (   ) Mississippi  (   ) Tennessee 

 

Were any public water supply intake locations effected? (   ) No  (   ) Yes  If yes, who was notified? 
 
                      when was the notification made? 

 

BLAKELEY RIVER

Utilities Board Of The City Of Daphne AL0027561
Daphne UB City Of Reclam Fac Baldwin

7/29/2016 5:00:00 AM 7/29/2016 5:30:00 AM

400.00

X

07/29/2016

X
X

An upset overnight at the WRF caused excessive foaming in the digester. The foam came over the
top of the tank spilled onto the ground and as it liquefied traveled down a drainage ditch into D'
Olive creek

X

X

X

Monitor plant

X

29280 North Main St. Daphne, AL 36526

Print Date: 07/29/2016

X

X
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B. Exhibit B – Statement of Eddie Ferguson 
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Exhibit B – Statement of Eddie Ferguson 
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Exhibit B – Statement of Eddie Ferguson



	

	 C-I		

 

C. Exhibit C – Van Baggett Memo Re: 07/29/16 SSO 
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D. Exhibit D – 02/12/17 SSO Report

SANITARY SEWER OVERFLOW EVENT REPORTING FORM 
 

 
Permittee Name:   Permit Number:  
Facility Name:   County: 
Date/Time SSO Began:   Date/Time SSO Stopped: 
Estimated Volume Discharged:  gallons                                       (    ) SSO is on-going 
Estimated Volume is: (   ) <1,000gal (   ) >1,000gal  (   ) >10,000gal (   ) >100,000gal      (   ) >1,000,000gal  

 

Was Department verbally notified within 24 hours?   (   ) Yes  (   ) No Date/Time of Notification: 
Person that verbally notified Department: Phone Number:(        )          -             ext. 

 

Indicate source of discharge event: (   ) manhole (   ) lift station (   ) broken line 
 (   ) cleanout (   ) treatment plant (   ) other (describe): 
 
Location of discharge (street address, etc.): 
 
 
Lat/Long of discharge: 
 
Known or suspected cause of the discharge: 
 

Ultimate destination of discharge: (   ) ground absorbed (   ) creek or river (provide name): 
(   ) storm drain (   ) drainage ditch   
(   ) backup into building/residence (   ) other (describe): 

    
Did the discharge reach swimming water?  (   ) Yes  (   ) No 
Monitoring of the receiving water is: (   ) complete (   ) ongoing  (   )     not necessary 
Was the affected area:  (   ) cleaned? (   ) disinfected?  

 

Describe corrective actions taken, plans to eliminate future discharges, and actions or plans to mitigate impacts to the environment 
and/or public health (attach additional sheets if necessary): 
 

 
 
 

Indicate efforts to notify public (check all that apply): 
(   ) press release                  (   ) placement of signs  (   ) other (describe): 

      Date:                                       Date:                        Date: 
(   ) notice not required, because:  

 

Indicate other officials notified (check all that apply): 
 (   ) county health department      (   ) state health department      (   ) other (describe): 

      Date:                                             Date:                           Date: 

(   ) notice not required, because: 
 Other States notified:      (   ) Florida (   ) Georgia  (   ) Mississippi  (   ) Tennessee 

 

Were any public water supply intake locations effected? (   ) No  (   ) Yes  If yes, who was notified? 
 
                      when was the notification made? 

 

Utilities Board Of The City Of Daphne AL0027561
Daphne UB City Of Reclam Fac Baldwin

2/12/2017 8:15:00 PM 2/13/2017 6:00:00 AM

200000.00

X

X

Rental bypass pump discharge line.

02/13/2017

Baldwin co. health dept. issues press
relaeses.

X

X

Rental bypass pump discharge piping failure.

X

X

X

X

Equipment provider has replaced the defective piping. Operators have been placed on duty 24 hours/day while bypass pumping is ongoing.

29280 N. Main St.
Daphne, AL 36526

D'Olive Creek 

Print Date: 02/13/2017

02/13/2017

X

X
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E. Exhibit E – Van Baggett Memo Re: 02/12/17 SSO 
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Exhibit E 	-  Van Baggett Memo Re: 02/12/17 SSO
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F. Exhibit F – Text Messages Re: 02/12/17 SSO 
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Exhibit F – Text Messages Re: 02/12/17 SSO
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G. Exhibit G – Danny Lyndall  Email  Re: 02/12/17
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H. Exhibit H – SCADA Logs from 08/10/17
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Exhibit H – SCADA Logs from 08/10/17
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I. Exhibit I  -  Influent Flow Logs for 08/10/17 – 08/11/17 
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J. Exhibit J – Original SSO Report for 08/10/17 SSO 
 

SANITARY SEWER OVERFLOW EVENT REPORTING FORM 
 

 
Permittee Name:   Permit Number:  
Facility Name:   County: 
Date/Time SSO Began:   Date/Time SSO Stopped: 
Estimated Volume Discharged:  gallons                                       (    ) SSO is on-going 
Estimated Volume is: (   ) <1,000gal (   ) >1,000gal  (   ) >10,000gal (   ) >100,000gal      (   ) >1,000,000gal  

 

Was Department verbally notified within 24 hours?   (   ) Yes  (   ) No Date/Time of Notification: 
Person that verbally notified Department: Phone Number:(        )          -             ext. 

 

Indicate source of discharge event: (   ) manhole (   ) lift station (   ) broken line 
 (   ) cleanout (   ) treatment plant (   ) other (describe): 
 
Location of discharge (street address, etc.): 
 
 
Lat/Long of discharge: 
 
Known or suspected cause of the discharge: 
 

Ultimate destination of discharge: (   ) ground absorbed (   ) creek or river (provide name): 
(   ) storm drain (   ) drainage ditch   
(   ) backup into building/residence (   ) other (describe): 

    
Did the discharge reach swimming water?  (   ) Yes  (   ) No 
Monitoring of the receiving water is: (   ) complete (   ) ongoing  (   )     not necessary 
Was the affected area:  (   ) cleaned? (   ) disinfected?  

 

Describe corrective actions taken, plans to eliminate future discharges, and actions or plans to mitigate impacts to the environment 
and/or public health (attach additional sheets if necessary): 
 

 
 
 

Indicate efforts to notify public (check all that apply): 
(   ) press release                  (   ) placement of signs  (   ) other (describe): 

      Date:                                       Date:                        Date: 
(   ) notice not required, because:  

 

Indicate other officials notified (check all that apply): 
 (   ) county health department      (   ) state health department      (   ) other (describe): 

      Date:                                             Date:                           Date: 

(   ) notice not required, because: 
 Other States notified:      (   ) Florida (   ) Georgia  (   ) Mississippi  (   ) Tennessee 

 

Were any public water supply intake locations effected? (   ) No  (   ) Yes  If yes, who was notified? 
 
                      when was the notification made? 

 

Utilities Board Of The City Of Daphne AL0027561
Daphne UB City Of Reclam Fac Baldwin

8/11/2017 12:00:00 AM 8/11/2017 6:15:00 AM

X

X

X

X

Power failure.

X

X

30.651600, -87.909900

Flow was contained within the parameters of the treatment plant , public access is not allowed. 

X

Insure all remote alarming is functioning properly.  

X

29280 N. Main St. 

Contained on site. 

Submission Date: Aug 11 2017  8:56PM

X
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K. Exhibit K – Modified SSO Report for 08/10/17 SSO 
 

SANITARY SEWER OVERFLOW EVENT REPORTING FORM 
 

 
Permittee Name:   Permit Number:  
Facility Name:   County: 
Date/Time SSO Began:   Date/Time SSO Stopped: 
Estimated Volume Discharged:  gallons                                       (    ) SSO is on-going 
Estimated Volume is: (   ) <1,000gal (   ) >1,000gal  (   ) >10,000gal (   ) >100,000gal      (   ) >1,000,000gal  

 

Was Department verbally notified within 24 hours?   (   ) Yes  (   ) No Date/Time of Notification: 
Person that verbally notified Department: Phone Number:(        )          -             ext. 

 

Indicate source of discharge event: (   ) manhole (   ) lift station (   ) broken line 
 (   ) cleanout (   ) treatment plant (   ) other (describe): 
 
Location of discharge (street address, etc.): 
 
 
Lat/Long of discharge: 
 
Known or suspected cause of the discharge: 
 

Ultimate destination of discharge: (   ) ground absorbed (   ) creek or river (provide name): 
(   ) storm drain (   ) drainage ditch   
(   ) backup into building/residence (   ) other (describe): 

    
Did the discharge reach swimming water?  (   ) Yes  (   ) No 
Monitoring of the receiving water is: (   ) complete (   ) ongoing  (   )     not necessary 
Was the affected area:  (   ) cleaned? (   ) disinfected?  

 

Describe corrective actions taken, plans to eliminate future discharges, and actions or plans to mitigate impacts to the environment 
and/or public health (attach additional sheets if necessary): 
 

 
 
 

Indicate efforts to notify public (check all that apply): 
(   ) press release                  (   ) placement of signs  (   ) other (describe): 

      Date:                                       Date:                        Date: 
(   ) notice not required, because:  

 

Indicate other officials notified (check all that apply): 
 (   ) county health department      (   ) state health department      (   ) other (describe): 

      Date:                                             Date:                           Date: 

(   ) notice not required, because: 
 Other States notified:      (   ) Florida (   ) Georgia  (   ) Mississippi  (   ) Tennessee 

 

Were any public water supply intake locations effected? (   ) No  (   ) Yes  If yes, who was notified? 
 
                      when was the notification made? 

 

Utilities Board Of The City Of Daphne AL0027561
Daphne UB City Of Reclam Fac Baldwin

8/10/2017 4:30:00 PM 8/11/2017 6:15:00 AM

X

X

X

X

Power failure.    10/20/17 by Danny Lyndall. Nearby lightning strike caused temporary power failure which turned off influent wetwell pumps. In addition, the SCADA alarm system appears to have failed to communicate to off site personnel.

X

X
Danny Lyndall                                     

30.651630, -87.909930

Flow was contained within the parameters of the treatment plant , public access is not allowed.

X

626251 2628

8/29/2017 11:00:00 AM

Insure all remote alarming is functioning properly.    10/30/17 by Danny Lyndall. Additional alarm redundancies have been installed and plant personnel are working 24-hour shifts until it is certain all SCADA alarm systems are working properly.

X

29280 N. Main St.

Flow appeared to be captured on site

Submission Date: Oct 30 2017 10:26AM
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L. Exhibit L – Van Baggett Memo Regarding 08/10/17 SSO 
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Exhibit L – Van Baggett Memo Regarding 08/10/17 SSO  
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Exhibit L – Van Baggett Memo Regarding 08/10/17 SSO  
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Exhibit L – Van Baggett Memo Regarding 08/10/17 SSO  
 

 



	

	 M-I	

 

M. Exhibit M – Analyses of Influent Flow Rates 
During 08/10/17 SSO  
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Exhibit M – Analyses of Influent Flow Rates During 
08/10/17 SSO 
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Exhibit M – Analyses of Influent Flow Rates During 
08/10/17 SSO 
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N. Exhibit N – Statement of Mike Hogeland Re: 
08/10/17 SSO 
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Exhibit N – Statement of Mike Hogeland Re: 08/10/17 SSO 
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Exhibit N – Statement of Mike Hogeland Re: 08/10/17 SSO 
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Exhibit N – Statement of Mike Hogeland Re: 08/10/17 SSO 
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O. Exhibit O – Aerial Photographs of Daphne 
Uti l it ies WWTP 

  

Figure O-1 – Major issues with sewage sludge “bulking” and algal blooms on the facility can be seen in the aerial 
photograph above. 



	

	 O-II	

Exhibit O – Aerial Photographs of Daphne Uti l it ies WWTP 
  

Figure O-2 – Major issues with sewage sludge “bulking” on the clarifier are shown in the photograph above. 



	

	 O-III	

 
Exhibit O – Aerial Photographs of Daphne Uti l it ies WWTP 

 

Figure O-3 – Major issues with sewage sludge “bulking” on the clarifier are shown in the photograph above. 



	

	 P-I	

Date	
Sampled

Time	
Sampled

Time	Put	in	
Incubator Site	ID Waterbody Sample	ID

Fluorometer	
(ppm)

Conductivity	
(mS/m)

#	of	Large	
Wells

#	of	Small	
Wells

MPN	Enterococcus	
CFU/100mL

Dilution	
Factor Valid? Latitude Longitude

10/9/17 13:15 16:39 JBBD Joes	Branch 100917_01E
10/9/17 14:48 16:39 DCGA D'Olive	Creek 100917_01E
10/9/17 N/A 16:39 LBBK Sample	Blank 100917_01E

443 N/A
227.2 N/A
N/A N/A

44 12 533.6 4 Yes 30.65775695 -87.90912151
45 19 1780 10 Yes 30.65268073 -87.91176081
0 0 <1 1 Yes N/A N/A

P. Exhibit P – Test results from Joe’s Branch Lift  Station 10/09/17 
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Q. Exhibit Q – Statement of Mike Hogeland Regarding Issues with Daphne 
Uti l it ies Wastewater Treatment Plant 
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Exhibit Q – Statement of Mike Hogeland Regarding Issues with Daphne Uti l it ies 
Wastewater Treatment Plant 
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Exhibit Q – Statement of Mike Hogeland Regarding Issues with Daphne Uti l it ies 
Wastewater Treatment Plant 	
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Exhibit Q – Statement of Mike Hogeland Regarding Issues with Daphne Uti l it ies 

Wastewater Treatment Plant 
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R. Exhibit R – Notes from Call  with Matthew Will iamson concerning issues with 
Daphne Uti l it ies WWTP and associated systems 
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Exhibit R – Notes from Call  with Matthew Will iamson concerning issues with Daphne 
Uti l it ies WWTP and associated systems 

	


