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Metropolitan King County Council

Regional Water Quality Committee
 
Staff Report

	Agenda Item No.:
	6
	
	Name:
	Beth Mountsier

	Proposed Motion No.:
	2013 0477
	
	Date:
	December 4, 2013

	Attending: 
	Pam Elardo, Director, Wastewater Treatment Division, Department of Natural Resources and Parks (DNRP)
Tom Lienesch, Economist, Finance and Administrative Services, Wastewater Treatment Division, DNRP


SUBJECT  
. 
A MOTION acknowledging receipt of a report on combined sewer overflow control project sequencing in accordance with the 2013 Budget Ordinance, Ordinance 17476, Section 132, wastewater treatment capital improvement, Proviso P1; and authorizing the release of $500,000 for the combined sewer overflow comprehensive planning and reporting program

SUMMARY 

Based on some preliminary information in the 2012 Performance Audit of the Combined Sewer Overflow (CSO) Control Program – the Council wanted to know whether there are strategic, environmental and/or financial reasons for re-sequencing or accelerating the completion of CSO projects, especially those that are otherwise currently scheduled to be completed near the 2030 program deadline.   

Untreated stormwater and wastewater creates polluted sediments and water, can pose health hazards, endanger species and reduce beneficial uses of water bodies.  The longer the pollution persists from any source, the worse the situation can become.  The King County Auditor’s report posited, that for this reason, pollution reduction has a ‘time value’, meaning that reducing pollution now has a greater value than reducing it sometime in the future.  Assigning a value to each gallon of polluted water (using volumes of CSO as a proxy for actually knowing the condition of the combined sewer overflow water) can allow comparison of the time value of reducing volumes of pollution for each CSO control project.  

Based on this type of analysis, the Auditor’s Office staff found that the Hanford #2, Lander St, Kingdome, and King St. project (HLKK) is the most expensive CSO project in terms of net present value (NPV) – but is also, by far, potentially the most cost-effective project when effectiveness is defined as volume of untreated discharge ‘avoided’ being put into local waters.  The HLKK project accounts for approximately 39 percent of the total NPV for all of the CSO projects – but when it is completed – it is estimated that on an annual basis it will remove or treat about 73 percent of all the CSO discharges.

With interest in this information, the Council included a 2013 budget proviso requiring the King County Executive to transmit a report documenting an analysis of accelerating one or more CSO control projects while borrowing costs and interest rates are at historic lows. The proviso called for the analysis to include issues and benefits of coordination with other capital projects, necessary regulatory approvals, staffing requirements, additional financial and cost-effectiveness analyses, and a summary of the advantages and disadvantages of the adopted CSO control project sequencing compared to the alternative sequencing option.

Proposed Motion 2013-0477 would accept receipt of the accompanying report as being responsive to the directives of the 2013 budget proviso.  The report documents an analysis of an alternative sequencing option that accelerates the Hanford #2, Lander St, Kingdome, and King St (HLKK) CSO project so that work would begin on it in 2014 – while keeping the rest of the planned CSO projects on track to meet the prescribed deadlines in the consent decree the County has entered into with EPA and Ecology.  

The report submitted by the Executive concludes that the Wastewater Treatment Division’s analyses “found that the disadvantages outweigh advantages” of an accelerated HLKK project.  
The Wastewater Treatment Division (WTD) concludes this based on a combination of the following factors:

· Though accelerating the project would remove pollutants from the East Water Way and Elliott Bay sooner, based on a receiving waters sensitivity analysis – WTD concludes that compared to the other CSO control projects – “the pollutant reduction value is lower for HLKK” because 1) the volume of water and  pollutants already in the Duwamish/East Waterway are already significant compared to the impairment of waters from CSOs in other locations;  and 2) other CSO projects are located in areas with a higher risk of human contact and environmental impact. 
· Regardless of current low interest rates, the inflation-adjusted capital costs of the project do not change with acceleration of the HLKK project; and therefore do not result in cost savings on the project.  In addition, accelerating the construction of the project, means that the operating costs for the facility are realized sooner (as well as the environmental benefits), which adds to the impact on the sewer rate sooner.  
· With respect to the sewer rate, the monthly rate could increase by as much as $3.00 (over the currently projected rates) during construction of the accelerated project.  
· The estimated number of WTD capital program staff hours needed to complete the HLKK project is the same regardless of when the project is implemented. However, WTD would have to hire additional personnel if the project is accelerated because the existing staff is fully allocated to projects that are part of WTD’s current approved capital improvement plan.
· Scopes and schedules for other planned projects near the HLKK siting area are yet to be determined; therefore, any potential financial, regulatory, and other issues or benefits of coordinating the accelerated HLKK project with nearby projects could not be assessed. However, depending on the timing of these projects, one potential benefit of acceleration is that the County may be able to purchase or lease staging areas for HLKK construction that were used previously for the other projects. 
· HLKK could benefit from design and construction ‘lessons learned’ from the Brandon St-S Michigan CSO treatment plant project which is already in the planning stages to meet the schedule in the federal consent decree for completion by 2022. 

Staff analysis of the report and the analyses concludes that WTD has conducted a thorough review of the pros and cons of accelerating the HLKK project – but there are few potential considerations that the Regional Water Quality Committee and Council may want to take into account before dismissing any thoughts of potentially changing the sequencing.

1) Though the acceleration of the HLKK will drive the sewer rate higher during the construction period and initial operation of the project – by 2030 the projected sewer rate would be lower than if the project and the rest of the long-term CSO Control Plan is carried out on its current schedule.
2) Though the logic for completing the Brandon St-S Michigan CSO was and is considered important “in reducing pollutant discharge into a designated Superfund area” and is timed to coincide or be completed in conjunction with the Lower Duwamish cleanup – the same logic is not necessarily applied to the completion of HLKK to coincide or closely follow the anticipated cleanup of the East Waterway ( which is also a part of a Superfund site) by 2022. 
3) Though the timing of other projects in the area are unknown, there may be benefits to getting a combined project with Seattle for their CSOs in the area by completing a project by their 2025 deadline; or alternatively ensuring that Seattle does not rely on WTD to solve its CSO capacity issues at HLKK if Seattle Public Utilities under estimates its capacity needs.
4) Although there are significant pollutants already in the Green River and Duwamish flowing out into Elliott Bay – the removal of additional pollutants from the repeated and voluminous overflows at four CSOs discharge locations – sooner rather than later – has an environmental value and potentially an aesthetic value considering the redesign Seattle waterfront will come as far south as the current King St. outfall.

The report submitted by the Executive does meet the requirements of the 2013 Budget Ordinance 17476, Section 132 Proviso P1.   It would be reasonable for the Council to accept receipt of the report.

It is also noted that the Auditor’s Office has submitted a Management Letter to the Council (Attachment 2) that includes results of their review of the Wastewater Treatment Division’s (WTD) response to Recommendation 10 of the 2012 performance audit of the Combined Sewer Overflow (CSO) program.  They found that WTD is largely responsive to the Council proviso in that it evaluates acceleration of the HLKK project and the impact of doing so on costs, staffing, rate impacts, etc., as directed by the Council.  However, the report does not evaluate the time value of pollution as specified by Recommendation 10.  

The remainder of the staff report will summarize analyses conducted by WTD and will include Council staff’s observations regarding some of the issues noted above.




BACKGROUND

Combined sewer overflows are discharges of untreated or partially treated sewage and stormwater released directly into marine waters, lakes and rivers during heavy rainfall, when the sewers have reached their capacity.   Although the sewage in CSOs is greatly diluted by stormwater, both CSOs and stormwater may be harmful to public health and aquatic life because they carry chemicals and disease-causing pathogens. 

Combined sewers exist in many parts of older cities, including Seattle. During heavy or long storms, the volume of the stormwater runoff may become too much for the combined sewers to handle. To protect treatment plants and avoid sewer backups into homes, businesses and streets, combined sewers sometimes overflow into Puget Sound, the Duwamish Waterway, Elliott Bay, the Lake Washington Ship Canal and Lake Washington.

Both King County and the City of Seattle manage CSOs within Seattle. King County's Wastewater Treatment Division manages 38 locations and Seattle Public Utilities manages more than 90.  King County also has four CSO treatment plants, one in north Seattle (Carkeek Park CSO Treatment Plant) and one in West Seattle (Alki CSO Treatment Plant), and the new Mercer/Elliott West and Henderson/MLK facilities

The 2012 adopted long term CSO Control Plan (subsequently incorporated into a 2013 Consent Decree with the Environmental Protection Agency) addresses 14 uncontrolled CSOs through 9 projects to be designed and constructed by 2030.  The anticipated projects reflect the review analysis and community priorities that resulted in:

· CSO control projects in the Duwamish River timed to coincide with anticipated clean up schedules for the Lower Duwamish Waterway.  
· Use of green stormwater infrastructure (GSI) on four projects to complement and ideally reduce the use of storage infrastructure.  
· Potential collaboration with the City of Seattle on projects when it is cost-effective to do so.  

Two projects (HHLK and Brandon St – Michigan St) will address CSO overflows by constructing CSO treatment facilities in the industrial area near the Duwamish River and Elliott Bay.  Seven projects are slated to control CSOs by building underground tanks or pipes to store the flows until they can be conveyed to West Point. 

The proposed sequencing of the projects  (see Table 1) was based on a number of drivers (documented in a technical support paper) and reflects the preferences and concerns of stakeholders in the vicinity of the CSO control projects at the time the review and update were underway.  The objectives of minimizing community impact (both financial and construction-related), while being responsive to stakeholder priorities and meeting regulatory compliance schedules resulted in project considerations as follows:

King County 2030 Compliance—Projects have to be completed by 2030 per EPA and Ecology requirements and King County adopted policy
Green Stormwater Infrastructure (GSI) Project Monitoring—If GSI projects appear to be feasible and cost-effective – they are planned to be implemented early enough to allow time for flow monitoring and modeling to determine the flow reduction achieved and the reduction in sizing for other control projects in the same CSO basin. 
Duwamish Area Projects—Projects in the Duwamish area are scheduled to coordinate with the anticipated clean up schedules for Duwamish and East Waterway.
Rate Impact— Projects are spread out to flatten rate increases 
Workload Impact— Projects are spread out to balance the impact on county project management, construction and operation and maintenance staff
SPU 2025 CSO Control Schedule—Projects implemented jointly with SPU (Ship Canal area) must comply with SPU’s requirement to control CSOs by 2025, with Seattle’s Genesee CSO and South Waterfront CSOs expected to be coordinated with construction of the County’s Hanford-Lander-King-Kingdome CSO treatment facility.
[image: 2030Schedule_700]Opportunities/Conflicts with Other Agencies’ Projects—Coordination with other agency and community projects, such as delaying the University and Montlake projects to avoid WSDOT improvements to SR520, was considered to be important to avoid expensive conflicts during construction. 

Table 1


[image: cso control plan graphic]Recommended CSO Control Projects




POLICY ISSUES AND ANALYSIS

The following is a summary of the key policy issues for review by the Regional Water Quality Committee and Council when considering the results of the Executive’s analysis and report.   As noted above, although the proviso called for analyzing one or more projects for possible acceleration – it is the Hanford, Lander, King Dome, King Street (HLKK) project which was  analyzed.  

Hanford, Lander, King Dome, King Street (HLKK) Project  Description
The HLKK project will control the Hanford #2, Lander St, Kingdome, and King St CSOs to the Washington State standard of no more than one untreated CSO discharge per year on a 20-year average. These CSOs currently discharge to Elliott Bay and the East Duwamish Waterway.

As described in the Council-approved plan, the project will build a 151-million-gallon-per-day CSO treatment facility; associated conveyance, diversion, and bypass structures to divert combined sewage flows to the HLKK facility from the Elliott Bay Interceptor (EBI), which delivers flows to the West Point Treatment Plant; and a new outfall structure. The flows that enter the HLKK facility will be treated through either a chemically enhanced primary treatment (CEPT[footnoteRef:1]) process or a ballasted sedimentation[footnoteRef:2] process. The four existing outfalls will remain in place to discharge the allowed one untreated CSO per year and any emergency flows. [1:  Chemically enhanced primary treatment (CEPT) with lamella plates improves on conventional  clarification by providing chemical feeds to enhance the coagulation, flocculation, and removal of suspended solids. Inclined plates near the top of the clarifier increase the sedimentation basin’s effective settling area. This in turn reduces the footprint and land requirements and improves performance.]  [2:  Ballasted sedimentation technology uses CEPT with lamella plates in combination with a ballast material
(microsand or recirculated sludge, depending on the proprietary process selected) to optimize settling and provide the best potential treatment within the smallest footprint. However, these facilities have high cost and are anticipated to require the greatest staffing levels. This process is currently in use at numerous U.S. and international wastewater treatment plants for wet-weather flow treatment, as well as in several wet-weather installations remote from a treatment plant.] 


It is assumed for this analysis that the facility will be located within the siting area shown on page 1-3 of the report and that the new outfall structure for it will be built in the East Duwamish Waterway (i.e. on the east side of Harbor Island).  This is within a quarter mile of the Spokane Street / West Seattle Freeway and a little more than a half mile from SafeCo and CenturyLink Fields. Running north-south through the siting area is Highway 99.  

The project siting area was evaluated for its potential to accommodate green stormwater infrastructure (GSI) to reduce the volume of flows that must be treated at the HLKK facility.  But it was determined that using GSI type diversions of stormwater in this area of the drainage basin is not cost effective.  

Key Issues and Considerations for Accelerating the Project
As noted in the proviso requiring analysis and a report from the Executive there are some key issues that should probably be considered by the Council when evaluating the benefits and drawbacks of potentially accelerating this project.  These are:

· Coordination or potential conflicts with other projects in the area of HLKK
· Coordination with other CSO projects and potential for lessons learned
· Environmental Benefits
· Costs and impacts to the monthly sewer rate


Coordination or potential conflicts with other projects in the area
Though there are numerous public projects in the vicinity of this one – most have no bearing on HHLK – but two others might.

Most public projects that are known at this time  are about a mile or more north of the project site and are anticipated to be completed or of limited concern with regard to the current schedule or an acceleration of HLKK.  These would include the Elliott Bay Seawall Project and the Alaskan Way Viaduct Replacement Project.  Related to these will be the transformation of the Seattle Waterfront to create new public park and open space along the Central waterfront.  More proximate to the wet weather treatment plant site is the possible construction of a multipurpose sports arena.  The timing of this is project is uncertain – and it is also outside the approximate boundary for the new CSO facilities.

A project that could have a direct bearing on the optimal timing for the design and construction of the HLKK is Seattle’s project (CSO NPDES # 107)  to address its uncontrolled CSO outfall which is also located along the Duwamish/East Waterway within the approximate boundary area for King County’s new facility.  

Rather than Seattle building its own standalone new CSO storage project – it is possible that  WTD/King County could possibly design HLKK so that it takes flow diversions from Seattle’s local system CSO.  But WTD/King County will only consider this scenario if these flows can be accommodated and it is a benefit to all King County ratepayers.  Seattle Public Utilities (and Seattle’s ratepayers) – would pay for a portion of the construction and operational costs of HLKK such that it benefits the King County ratepayers.   

The complicating factors in coordinating these projects – are that Seattle is hoping that its other sewer improvement and CSO control projects that are in design or construction now – will alleviate the need to provide additional storage at this CSO outfall.  Until they know whether their other projects have provided sufficient relief – they may be reluctant to commit to sharing in costs for a coordinated project with King County,  if HLKK is advanced for design and implementation in the next few years.  On the other hand Seattle’s CSO Consent Decree requires that all of the Seattle-only uncontrolled CSOs are addressed by 2025.  Coordinating with an accelerated HHLK would provide more certainty to Seattle in meeting its deadlines.  

The other project with timeline implications for execution of HLKK is the anticipated cleanup of the East Duwamish Waterway – under the direction of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).  This cleanup is separate from the cleanup of the upper Duwamish Waterway – that is nearing a Record of Decision.  

[bookmark: _GoBack]The East Duwamish Waterway abuts Harbor Island where the Duwamish meets Elliott Bay.  This cleanup is typically referred to as the East Waterway Operable Unit of the Harbor Island Superfund cleanup.  The preliminary timeline for this project as indicated by EPA officials (to WTD staff) is estimated as follows:




	
East Duwamish Waterway Phase
	
Timeframe /  Completion

	Remedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS)
	2014

	EPA Cleanup Plan and Record of Decision (ROD)
	2015- 2016

	Clean up Negotiations
	2016 - 2017

	Remedial Cleanup Plan – final design
	2018 - 2019

	Cleanup Completed
	2021




However, based on the experience of the upper Duwamish Waterway Cleanup – this schedule may slip or be delayed.  It is already more than a year behind schedule from what had been projected in 2010. 

In addition to Superfund activities, a natural resource damage assessment (NRDA) is under way for the Lower Duwamish River. Natural resource trustees are authorized under Superfund and other statutes to evaluate potential injury to natural resources from releases of hazardous substances and, if warranted, to take actions that restore, replace, rehabilitate, and/or acquire the equivalent of the injured natural resources and their services. In the case of the Lower Duwamish River, numerous releases of hazardous substances have resulted in natural resource injuries.

NRDA processes are driven by individual settlements and projects.  The timing and certainty of projects to restore, replace or rehabilitate natural resources in this area are not known yet.

In any event, the complicating factor for accelerating the HHLK project may be reconciling or knowing the design standards for CSO treatment that will be acceptable to EPA for any discharges into a presumably – soon be cleaned-up waterway.  Whereas, farther up the Duwamish the process is coming to a conclusion with regard to a plan design (i.e. dredging areas, and standards for discharges to the waterway) – therefore WTD is proceeding with the preliminary design for the wet weather treatment facilities for Brandon St – S. Michigan.  But the East Waterway is not nearly as advanced.   It would probably be unadvisable to be too far out ahead of EPA’s Record of Decision before starting the design of a HLKK facility.  

On the other hand, the argument for executing the CSO control projects along the upper Duwamish in the next decade – is to ensure that CSOs are controlled so that they are not re-contaminating the Duwamish once its cleanup is completed.   The same logic should follow with the East Duwamish Waterway.  Ideally – CSO control would be achieved shortly after the cleanup is completed.  

WTD’s report concluded that the schedules for the other projects in the area are not firm and as noted, there were concerns that getting out ahead of EPA on the design standards for the East Waterway cleanup could complicate designing HLKK.  One other issue noted by WTD was a concern about ‘construction fatigue’ in the area – and noted that keeping the project on the adopted schedule would have its construction start following other projects by approximately eight years.    Finally, WTD did recognize that their might be a potential benefit of purchasing or leasing staging areas for HLKK that were used previously for the other projects, if the timing is more closely sequenced.
Lessons Learned
Potentially one of the more significant benefits keeping HLKK on its current schedule is that it can follow the design and construction of the Brandon St. – Michigan St. CSO treatment plant construction.   This project is expected to use similar technology – but handle a smaller volume of CSOs.  Therefore, WTD feels it will be a good model and will provide opportunity to learn from the experience of the earlier project prior to starting into design and construction of HLKK.

Acceleration of necessary regulatory approvals 
Regulatory approvals, including permits will be required regardless of when the project is undertaken.  As discussed above, the coordination with Harbor Island Superfund site might be the most complex aspect of coordination.  WTD concludes that starting HLKK seven years earlier than planned would potentially add to the complexity of obtaining some of the permits, especially permits from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, because of the need to coordinate and integrate the siting and construction of the HLKK outfall structure during the contaiminated sediment cleanup in the East Waterway.  

Environmental Benefits
This is potentially the most complex aspect of determining the benefit of accomplishing this project sooner rather than later.   As noted, the Auditors used volume of discharge as a proxy for pollution – but the actual contents and amounts of contaminants in the CSO discharges are not known for this area (nor are they known for the other CSOs).  This is why WTD proposed and plans to implement a water quality assessment over the next five years to better understand and measure the impacts of discharges from CSOs and other sources into the receiving waters.   

Furthermore, the quality of the receiving waters – is not completely known.  What is known – is that the East Duwamish Waterway is already polluted and in an industrial area – that is not yet had sediments cleaned up – or other sources of pollution controlled.   

WTD’s used a ‘sensitivity analysis’ of the receiving waters and scored the sensitivity of the waters and the discharges to them based on four public and environmental health factors:
· Public exposure to pathogens
· Opportunities for public consumption of resident fish 
· Recontamination of sediments
· Salmon exposure to contaminants

Summarizing WTD’s analysis – they found that their sensitivity analysis and scoring of values concluded that the original or existing ordering of projects is aligned or sequenced properly.  They concluded that the HLKK project would control the largest CSO volume, but would not achieve the same public and environmental health benefits as the other CSO projects. 

As noted in the Auditor’s Management Letter – what WTD’s analysis did not do – is analyze the time value of removing the pollutants from the water in an accelerated HLKK project.  WTD did not try to quantify the value of reducing pollution sooner rather than later.  According to the data in the report, the HLKK project removes over twice the amount of PCBs and copper per year as all of the other CSO control projects combined.  

WTD acknowledges this but concludes that the impairments to the receiving waters are more of an impact at CSO outfalls other than HLKK – because the Green River and Duwamish are already significantly polluted, therefore the value of removing the pollutants is less significant.  This may hold true for comparison to projects that are located along the Ship Canal – however, this seems illogical or inconsistent when comparing HLKK to other projects located along the Duwamish.   Furthermore, it would seem consistent to argue that completing CSO control at HLKK should closely follow the cleanup of the East Waterway – as King County is attempting to do with the Lower Duwamish projects.   Although, staff does acknowledge the issues of timing and coordination discussed above.


Project Costs and Impacts to the Rate
The final area of policy consideration are the estimated impacts to the rate to accelerate the HLKK project – without consideration of a delay of other CSO or other necessary WTD capital projects.

With regard to this assumption, the Council just approved a long-term control plan that based on research and documentation to back up the proposed schedule and ultimately the negotiated set of milestones for the start/completion of nine projects to control the remaining thirteen uncontrolled CSOs in King County’s system.  

It is unlikely that sufficient documentation could be produced within a one - two year timeframe – that would convince EPA and a federal court to delay the projects that are currently required to be finished first under the consent decree.   In addition, if such a proposal were to be developed by WTD and then evaluated by EPA – WTD would be required to continue to make progress on these CSO projects given the current milestones./deadlines (first milestones are coming up in 2014 and 2015) --  in the event EPA did not decide in favor of WTD’s petition to re-order the projects.

With this background, the proviso requested and the Wastewater Treatment Division staff have analyzed the rate impacts of advancing HLKK so that it would be constructed concurrently with other projects.   The rate impacts calculations will take into account  2) the additional borrowing/debt financing costs, 3) the time-value of money with regard to incurring these borrowing costs sooner, 4) the relatively low-interest rates at this time essentially reducing borrowing costs at this time (as an offset to anticipated higher borrowing costs a decade from now).   The report is also responsive to the proviso directive by providing analysis of potential borrowing strategies (such as interest only payments for an initial time period, or capitalized bonds) to smooth out the rate.

A full discussion of these issues is covered in Section 6 of the report and in Appendix C.   WTD staff took into account both the impacts of accelerating the construction timing therefore the capital borrowing and then the operating costs (referenced as the life cycle costs) to conclude that  the difference in average monthly sewer rates from 2014 through 2040 between the WTD CIP with the accelerated and with the approved project schedules is modest—($0.36 and $0.40 without and with inflation, respectively). 
However, these average rates have much more pronounced differences during and immediately following the construction of an accelerated project. With acceleration of HLKK, the monthly sewer rate from 2016 through 2029 would be greater than the rate with the approved HLKK schedule, achieving a maximum difference of $3.17 in 2024, and would be lower by a modest amount after 2030.

[bookmark: _Toc362983317]Monthly Sewer Rates with Approved and Accelerated HLKK Project Schedules (20142040, with inflation)
	
	Monthly Sewer Rate ($, with inflation)

	
	2014
	2020
	2025
	2030
	2040

	Approved schedule
	$39.79
	$46.86
	$54.86
	$64.36
	$68.91

	Accelerated schedule
	$39.79
	$47.87
	$57.89
	$63.93
	$68.21

	Difference 
	0
	$1.01
	$3.03
	<$0.43>
	<$0.70>



[image: ]
[bookmark: _Ref362090972][bookmark: _Toc370205812]Figure Error! No text of specified style in document.-1. Monthly Sewer Rates with Approved and Accelerated HLKK Project Schedules (with inflation)



Staffing Requirements
It should be noted that the report also looks at additional staffing requirements.  WTD does not currently have enough staff in the capital program to handle this project in addition to the others currently appropriated funds or on concurrent critical path timelines.   These additional staff do not necessarily increase the overall cost of the project (i.e. the staffing requirements are also built into whenever the project is constructed).    WTD concludes it might need between 4 and 12 full-time employees to complete an accelerated HLKK project, depending on the project phase.  After the project was constructed and begins operation approximately 1.8 employees would be needed.  Building the project sooner – adds these employees into the operating costs sooner.





REASONABLENESS:
Approval of the motion accepting receipt of report on combined sewer overflow control project sequencing in accordance with the 2013 Budget Ordinance is reasonable.   The report is responsive to the directives in the proviso although it does not explore the time value of the reducing pollutants in the water.   Staff is not sure that there is a good quantitative measure in terms of specific dollar value for the removal of these pollutants.    


ATTACHMENTS:  
1. Proposed Motion 2013-0477 with Attachment A Proviso report on Combined Sewer Overflow Control Project Sequencing, dated October 22, 2013
2. Auditor’s Office Management Letter on the Wastewater Treatment Division’s Response to Recommendation 10 of the performance audit of the Combined Sewer Overflow program.
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