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INTRODUCTION 

The Pennsylvania Clean Streams Law of 1937 and the Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) establishes criterion governing communities’ sewage conveyance and treatment systems.  Specifically, the Pennsylvania Clean Streams Law prohibits overflows from separate sanitary sewers and the Federal CWA through the Combined Sewer Policy, and requires certain controls be applied to reduce pollutants from combined sewer systems.  For the 83 communities tributary to the Allegheny County Sanitary Authority (ALCOSAN) Conveyance and Collection System, ongoing non-compliance with these two laws resulted in the issuance of Administrative Consent Orders (ACOs) and Consent Order and Agreements (COAs) in early 2004 by the Allegheny County Health Department (ACHD) and Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (PADEP), respectively.  Subsequent to that, in January 2008, ALCOSAN, ACHD, and the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (PADEP) entered into a Consent Decree (CD) with the Federal Department of Justice (DOJ) and the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) to prepare and submit an approvable Wet Weather Plan (WWP) by January 2013.

These ACOs, COAs (collectively known as the Orders) and the ALCOSAN CD require the respective entities to gather data and information, characterize their respective systems, analyze and perform alternative analyses, and submit feasibility studies addressing work required to bring the systems into compliance with the Pennsylvania Clean Streams Law and the CWA, eliminate sanitary sewer overflows (SSOs), and fulfill the Pennsylvania and USEPA combined sewer overflow (CSO) Policy obligations.  ALCOSAN’s CD not only requires them to submit a plan to the regulators by January 2013 that outlines a program to comply with these laws but also requires the facilities, including the municipal facilities, to be constructed by 2026.  The tributary municipalities are required to submit their feasibility studies to the regulators on or before July 2013 (within six months of ALCOSAN submitting its plan).  These plans, which should be developed in coordination with ALCOSAN and all the municipalities that contribute flow to the ALCOSAN point of connection (POC), and should retain, store, convey and/or treat sewage overflows that either ALCOSAN cannot accommodate or that ALCOSAN can address but that the municipalities decide to address.  The recommended alternative that is outlined in this report should meet the flow management objectives through September 30, 2046.  It is understood that the Feasibility Studies will serve as the basis for the next round of Orders that will mandate implementation of selected/approved alternatives.

Background
This Feasibility Study Report is the culmination of numerous studies and activities and will fulfill the requirement of the [CHOOSE ACOs OR COAs AS APPLICABLE] for the participating municipalities for POC [ENTER POC NAME].  Details of the regulatory requirements and activities performed leading to this Feasibility Study Report are presented in the Municipality Feasibility Study Reports for the municipalities that are part of this POC.

This report is intended to present a description of the work tasks performed, as well as the results of the tasks that culminate in recommended wet weather control alternatives.  This Feasibility Study Report also contains [ALCOSAN CONNECTION POINT-SPECIFIC] information prepared by [MUNICIPALITY(IES) NAMES HERE].  This Feasibility Study Report was prepared according to guidelines provided in the 3 Rivers Wet Weather (3RWW) Feasibility Study Working Group (FSWG) Documents that were developed for such purpose, in cooperation with the participating municipalities.  
This report is divided into seven sections. Details on the information contained in each section are described below:
Section 1.0 provides the background for this Feasibility Study Report and a description of the existing system.
Section 2.0 describes the sewer system capacity analysis.  Information on the development and calibration of hydrologic and hydraulic (H&H) tools that were used to evaluate the existing system and model future conditions are discussed including preliminary flow estimates (PFEs), 2008 Flow Monitoring Data, dry weather flow and baseline conditions. Capacity deficient sewers are identified.  
Section 3.0 discusses water quality criteria that are applicable to the receiving streams and what CSO and SSO control levels were selected.   
Section 4.0 goes through the alternative development process for alternatives that would be implemented for the POC including the technology screening and site screening processes, alternative formation, alternative evaluation criteria, cost estimating, green infrastructure, and alternative selection process and evaluation results.
Section 5.0 provides a detailed description of the recommended alternative, any stream removals that will be done, and how the recommended alternative will be integrated into the ALCOSAN regional alternative.
Section 6.0 provides a discussion of how costs will be allocated for the implementation of the recommended alternative including details on financial responsibility agreements, affordability analyses, and funding alternatives.
Section 7.0 describes how stakeholders will be included in the implementation of the recommended alternative.

EXISTING SYSTEM DESCRIPTION

There are over 4,000 miles of collection sewers located within the ALCOSAN service area. Approximately 1,300 miles (32%) are combined sewers (wastewater and storm water are conveyed through a common sewer system) and 2,750 miles (68%) are separate sanitary sewers (wastewater and storm water are each conveyed through their own distinct sewer systems). These collection systems are owned and operated by the 83 service area municipalities that comprise the ALCOSAN service area. Combined sewer systems convey a combination of wastewater, industrial discharges, and storm water runoff through a single network of sewer pipes. Separate sewer systems convey wastewater flow and industrial discharges. Areas served by separate sanitary sewers have independent storm sewer systems to convey storm water runoff. ALCOSAN owns, operates and maintains the regional interceptor system (with the exception of the Thompson Run interceptor which is owned by the municipalities tributary to the interceptor) and wastewater treatment facility, but does not own or operate the sewer collection systems that convey the wastewater flow from the customer municipalities to the ALCOSAN system. Most of the municipal collection systems are owned, operated and maintained by the municipality to which they provide service, but for 14 of the 83 customer municipalities, the sewer systems are operated and maintained by sewer authorities. Sewers in municipal collection systems range in age from over 100 years to being recently installed. There are 134 municipal CSO regulator structures and 56 municipal SSO regulator structures within the ALCOSAN service area. These regulators are located along municipal collection sewers and during wet weather conditions are intended to discharge wastewater flow in excess of the conveyance capacities of downstream municipal trunk sewers in order to prevent excessive surcharging in manholes or sewer backups into basements. More detailed descriptions of the sewer systems of the 83 municipalities partially or wholly in the ALCOSAN service area are in the Existing Conditions Reports for each of the seven planning basin areas.

Basin Planning Areas (ALCOSAN) 

A comprehensive wet weather planning approach was established by ALCOSAN to develop their WWP that integrates municipal and regional control activities into a long-term solution for the ALCOSAN service area.  ALCOSAN’s approach in developing the WWP included dividing the service area into seven planning basins (Figure 1-1) to help assure the appropriate level of municipal coordination, and attention to local conditions and priorities. The basin delineations were configured by the ALCOSAN interceptors and their respective tributary sewershed areas.  This POC is located in the [PLANNING BASIN NAME].

Planning basin teams, comprised of national and local engineering firms, were procured to develop wet weather control alternatives and facilities plans for each of the planning basins in coordination with the respective municipalities.
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Figure 1-1: ALCOSAN Planning Basins   
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Complex Sewershed System(s)
Many municipalities are included in what is referred to as a “complex sewershed”.  A complex sewershed is a sewer system with a trunk sewer that conveys flow from two or more municipalities to one ALCOSAN POC.  There are 48 complex sewersheds in the ALCOSAN system.  ALCOSAN sent letters to each municipality in a complex sewershed, dated November 7, 2011, requesting that one comprehensive feasibility study, designated by POC, be submitted for each complex sewershed.  ALCOSAN also requested that each complex sewershed feasibility study be submitted with a “Resolution” from the governing bodies of the participating municipalities.  The Resolution should acknowledge the joint effort of the participating municipalities and authorize the release of the feasibility study to ALCOSAN for planning and review purposes.  This report is addressing [NAME OF POC HERE].  A map(s) of the [NAME OF POC HERE] complex sewershed is presented in Figure 1-2.
	
[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]

MUNICIPALITY TO PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION SPECIFIC TO EACH POC WITH NARRATIVE INTRODUCING AND CITING EACH MAP AND TABLE:
INSERT OVERALL LOCATION MAP OF COMPLEX SHED [FIGURE 1-2]
INSERT MAP(S) DELINEATING THE TRIBUTARY SEWERS SHOWING AT A MINIMUM THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION [STARTING WITH FIGURE 1-3 AND CONTINUED AS NECESSARY]: 
MUNICIPAL BOUNDARIES
TRIBUTARY SEWERS (AS EITHER COMBINED OR SEPARATE)
STORMWATER-ONLY COLLECTION AND CONVEYANCE SYSTEMS
LOCATION OF ALCOSAN POCs
POPULATE TABLE 1-3 IN THE FOLLOWING TEMPLATE WITH POC-SPECIFIC DATA
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TABLE 1-3: SEWERSHED CHARACTERISTICS FOR AREA TRIBUTARY TO [POC NAME]
	Municipality
	Tributary Area (Acres)
	Population
	Equivalent
Dwelling Units
	Combined
	Separate
	Storm

	
	
	
	
	Inch-Miles
	Linear Feet
	Inch-Miles per Acre
	Inch-Miles
	Linear Feet
	Inch-Miles per Acre
	Inch-Miles
	Linear Feet
	Inch-Miles per Acre
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Existing Overflows 

[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]

MUNICIPALITY TO PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION SPECIFIC TO EACH POC WITH NARRATIVE INTRODUCING AND CITING EACH MAP AND TABLE:
INSERT MAP(S) SHOWING AT A MINIMUM THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION [CONTINUE FIGURE NUMBERING FROM ABOVE]: 
MUNICIPAL BOUNDARIES
LOCATIONS OF ALL KNOWN CONSTRUCTED MUNICIPAL DISCHARGE LOCATIONS IN THE POC-SHED
LOCATION OF ALCOSAN POC
IF READILY AVAILABLE, INSERT/INCLUDE STRUCTURE SKETCHES OF ALL KNOWN MUNICIPAL CONSTRUCTION DISCHARGE STRUCTURES IN THE POC AS FIGURES OR AS AN APPENDIX [DEPENDING ON QUANTITY OF FIGURES AND DISCRETION OF THE AUTHOR]
POPULATE TABLE 1-4 IN THE FOLLOWING TEMPLATE WITH MUNICIPAL STRUCTURE DATA

Direct Stream Inflows

[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]

MUNICIPALITY TO PROVIDE A LIST AND/OR MAP OF STREAMS THAT FLOW DIRECTLY INTO MUNICIPAL SEWER SYSTEMS
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TABLE 1-4: KNOWN CONSTRUCTED DISCHARGE LOCATIONS TRIBUTARY TO [POC NAME]
	Municipal Regulatory ID
	Location
	Receiving Waters
	Owner(s)

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


DEP/ACHD GUIDELINES 
Feasibility and Study Objectives:
Develop and present a Feasibility Study with an alternatives analysis evaluating Municipal options to construct sewage facilities necessary to retain, store, convey and treat sewage flows that either:
ALCOSAN cannot accommodate; or 
That ALCOSAN could accommodate but which the municipality(ies) decides to address in a separate manner.
As an ALCOSAN Customer Municipality (Municipality) participate and cooperate with ALCOSAN and other Customer Municipalities (municipality) in the development of a Municipal Feasibility Study and ALCOSAN Wet Weather Plan (WWP).
Cooperate and develop a Feasibility Study in coordination with other municipalities within each ALCOSAN Point of Connection (POC) tributary sewershed (POC-shed) to which the Municipality contributes flow.
On or before July 22, 2013, describe and provide details on a flow management proposal contained within the Municipality’s Feasibility Study which evaluates a range of practicable alternatives to:
Meet Clean Water Act and Clean Streams Law requirements.
Eliminate SSOs.
Fulfill PA and EPA CSO Policy obligations.
Outline both short-term and long-term flow management proposals that will meet the Municipality’s flow management objectives through September 30, 2046.
As appropriate, incorporate applicable 537 Facilities Planning criteria into the Feasibility Study.  ALL MENTIONED IN SECTION 1.0
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DEP/ACHD GUIDELINES 
Feasibility Study Development and Municipal coordination Efforts
Describe the CSS hydraulic characterization efforts, hydraulic characterization parameters, tools and other evaluation and estimation tools used by the Municipality to develop its Feasibility Study.  ALL OF SECTION 2
Identify and summarize all additional flow monitoring efforts conducted (and other related flow information utilized by a Municipality) which is in addition to the ALCOSAN sponsored flow monitoring program. SECTION 2.1.1.1
For each ALCOSAN POC-shed describe and comment on the inter-municipal and ALCOSAN cooperation and coordination efforts for which the Municipality has actively participated to develop its Feasibility Study.  SECTION 2.3 OF THE MUNICIPALITY FS
For each POC-shed briefly outline the flow management proposals developed with all municipalities and ALCOSAN.   SECTION 4.1.4   Should another municipality fail to propose Feasibility Study improvements the Municipality deems necessary to fulfill the Feasibility Study objectives, then the Municipality should outline those for ACHD and/or Department consideration.


Existing System Characterization
Specific to each POC-shed, describe the CCS’s tributary area. Include:
Map(s) delineating the tributary sewers.  SECTION 1.2.2
Identify the tributary sewers (as either combined or separate). SECTION 1.2.2
Population, equivalent dwelling units, inch-miles of sewer pipe, total lineal footage tributary to each POC and inch-miles of sewer pipe/acre. SECTION 1.2.2
Identify and locate on a map the existence of stormwater-only collection and conveyance systems. SECTION 1.2.2
Identify all known constructed discharge locations within the Municipality’s CCS and those within the CCS of other municipalities tributary to each POC-shed. SECTION 1.2.3





SEWER SYSTEM CHARACTERIZATION AND CAPACITY ANALYSIS

This portion of the report presents the approach utilized to determine existing flows in the sewer system through regional flow monitoring.  It outlines the location of the flow monitors, use of the data to determine preliminary flow estimates, review and accept the calibration of the ALCOSAN H&H model developed by the Basin Planners.  

Development and Calibration/Verification of H&H Tools

The approach used by the POC sewersheds was developed the 3RWW PPM Team and vetted by the FSWG.  This approach was to use the RTK values developed from the municipal flow data to develop design flows for appropriate design storms such as 1-yr, 2-yr, 5-yr and 10-yr storms.  These values were compared to the values derived from the H&H Model.  As long the comparisons were within 25%, the municipality would accept the models without further investigations.  However, in instances were these values varied by more than 25%, the POC municipalities would review the Model results with the Basin Planner to try and resolve the discrepancy.  The main intent of this approach was to offer a way for the municipalities to actively review and accept the ALCOSAN Model for their sewer system evaluations.

[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]

MUNICIPALITY TO PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION SPECIFIC TO EACH POC [AS NECESSARY IF INFORMATION DIFFERS BETWEEN MUNICIPALITIES]:
PROVIDE A DETAILED BASIS OF DESIGN NARRATIVE FOR THE CCS THROUGH TO THE ALCOSAN POC. DISCUSS AND JUSTIFY THE FLOW ESTIMATION TOOLS AND HYDRAULIC PARAMETERS USED IN THE DESIGN INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO:
DESIGN TOOLS USED, DESIGN FLOW ESTIMATION METHOD, DESIGN STORM USED, DESIGN STORM SEASON, DESIGN STORM DISTRIBUTION, GROUND WATER CONDITION, TYPICAL YEAR CONDITIONS.
IDENTIFY ON MAP(S), AS NEEDED, THE UNMONITORED FLOW AREAS AND AREAS WHERE ADDITIONAL FLOW MONITORING DATA WAS COLLECTED AND USED.
SUMMARIZE AND IDENTIFY ESTIMATION VALUES DERIVED AND USED SUCH AS RTK, GWI, ETC.
ALSO NOTE IF MUNICIPALITIES:
USED ALCOSAN H&H MODEL AND CALIBRATION METHODS
USED ALCOSAN H&H MODEL AND CALIBRATION METHOD WITH ADDITIONS/MODIFICATIONS.  IF YES, EXPLAIN ADDITIONS/MODIFICATIONS AND WHY THEY WERE NEEDED.
DEVELOPED A DIFFERENT MODEL AND CALIBRATION METHOD.  IF YES, DESCRIBE MODEL AND CALIBRATION METHOD AND WHY A DIFFERENT METHODOLOGY WAS USED/NEEDED.
COMPARE AND CONTRAST THE MUNICIPAL CCS’S FLOW RESPONSE AND CHARACTERIZATION WITH ALCOSAN’S FLOW RESPONSE AND CHARACTERIZATION.  AS APPLICABLE PROVIDE EXPLANATIONS FOR WHY THE CSS’S FLOW RESPONSE CHARACTERIZATION DIFFERS FROM THAT PROVIDED BY ALCOSAN.


2008 Flow Monitoring Data Evaluation

The 3RWW/Program Management (3RWW/PM) Team, along with the municipalities, developed guidelines for implementing a system-wide flow monitoring program.  The program that was implemented is described below.

2.1.1.1	Flow Monitoring Program Background
On June 1, 2006, a Regional Flow Monitoring Plan (RFMP) was submitted to the PADEP and the ACHD for review and approval. The purpose of the plan was to comply with the Orders, and to document the efforts expended in developing the plan. The RFMP was assembled by 3RWW and the 3RWW/PM Team with direct input from ALCOSAN and the Flow Monitoring Working Group (FMWG). The FMWG was composed of municipal engineers, some municipal managers and other interested parties. Concurrently, ALCOSAN was developing a flow monitoring plan to meet the requirements of the draft CD issued to ALCOSAN. In response to Agencies’ comments and provisions of the CD, ALCOSAN developed and delivered a Regional Collection System Flow Monitoring Plan (RCSFMP) that incorporated most of the provisions of the RFMP and provided comprehensive flow monitoring of both the ALCOSAN system and the municipal collection systems. Implementation of the RCSFMP by ALCOSAN fulfilled the flow monitoring required by the municipal Orders.

The RFMP contained prior flow monitoring data collected by the municipalities that was used either to supplant a monitor or provide information to inform and refine the subsequent analyses. Likewise the RCSFMP contained prior flow monitoring data conducted by ALCOSAN that either supplanted monitors or augmented data for the RCSFMP. In both cases, the data was included in the respective plans and is not reproduced in this Report.  The mandated regional flow monitoring program produced data from 79 of the 83 municipalities and authorities that comprise the ALCOSAN service area. 

One of the ultimate purposes of the flow monitoring program was to produce comprehensive, consistent, standardized data acceptable to, and for use by, the municipalities in the development of “Feasibility Study(ies)” mandated by the Orders and by ALCOSAN in the development of the WWP mandated by the CD.  Quantification of collection/conveyance system response to various wet weather events within a regional flow monitoring plan is necessary to ensure selection of the best practical alternatives. The flow data contained in the Summary and Report of the Flow Monitoring Pursuant to the Municipal Administrative Consent Orders and Consent Order Agreements (3RWW/PM Team, June 30, 2009) provides a common basis for a coordinated analysis on a municipal/sewer shed/regional/system-wide basis for assessment, present-worth-based costing, and alternatives analysis of municipal, multi-municipal and regional solutions.

The Municipal Orders require “… monitoring flow from all CSO/SSO structures…” The
ALCOSAN CD also requires monitoring of municipal CSO/SSO structures. However, attempting to directly monitor all known overflow locations in the municipal collection systems was not technically feasible because of the following reasons:
Many overflows do not have overflow pipes but discharge through flap gates.
Some municipal overflow pipes are submerged under river / stream normal pool or flood elevations.
Hydraulic conditions along many municipal CSO/SSO structure outfall pipes are not conducive to reliable flow monitoring.
Data obtained from overflow pipe monitors is sometimes questionable because velocities and flow depths cannot always be in-situ field verified as required in the QA/ QC procedures.

The timeline for the flow monitoring program can be summarized as follows:
October 29, 2007 - Program Kick-Off Meeting
November 5, 2007 – Notice to proceed provided by ALCOSAN to the flow monitoring consultants
February 1, 2008 – “Official” Start Date for long-term monitors
March 15, 2008 – “Official” Start Date for short and medium-term monitors.
June 30, 2008 – “Substantially Complete” end date for short-term monitors
September 15, 2008 – “Substantially Complete” end date for medium-term monitors
January 31, 2009 – “Substantially Complete” end date for long-term monitors
June 30, 2009 – Submission of the Summary and Report of the Flow Monitoring

The RCSFMP was implemented by ALCOSAN and its program manager CDM, four flow monitoring consultants, and the 3RWW/PM Team. The FMWG represented the interests of the municipal stakeholders and facilitated communication and coordination with the customer municipalities within the ALCOSAN service area. A subset of the FMWG – the Flow Monitoring Implementation Team (FMIT) – was created to work directly with ALCOSAN to review QA/QC’d flow monitoring data and provide support during the data collection phase of the project. 

In late March or early April, the ACHD and the PADEP wrote to the municipalities and authorities in the ALCOSAN service area who participated in the RFMP.  This letter set forth the “... minimum information content expected in the Summary Report”. The letter also indicated that 3RWW would submit the flow monitoring Summary Report to the agencies on behalf of the municipalities if the municipalities completed an attached authorization form. Those who signed and submitted the authorization form are participating in this Summary and Report of the Flow Monitoring and are hereby fulfilling their corresponding obligation under the municipal Orders.  

More details on the Flow Monitoring Program are included in Summary Report of the Flow Monitoring Conducted Pursuant to the Municipal Administrative Consent Orders and Consent Order Agreements (3RWW/PM Team, June 30, 2009).  

[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]
IDENTIFY AND SUMMARIZE ALL ADDITIONAL FLOW MONITORING EFFORTS CONDUCTED (AND OTHER RELATED FLOW INFORMATION UTILIZED BY A MUNICIPALITY) WHICH IS IN ADDITION TO THE ALCOSAN SPONSORED FLOW MONITORING PROGRAM]

2.1.1.2	Flow Monitoring Results 
The information for monitors that were located in and collecting data is summarized in Table 2-1 below.  The extent of the model and the flow monitors that were monitored in [POC NAME] are shown on Figure 2-2.  The results of the system-wide flow monitoring program are presented in detail in the Summary Report of the Flow Monitoring Conducted Pursuant to the Municipal Administrative Consent Orders and Consent Order Agreements (3RWW/PM Team, June 30, 2009).  


[POC REPRESENTATIVE/MUNICIPALITIES TO PROVIDE/CREATE FIGURE 2-2 FOR THE POC, LOCATION OF FLOW MONITORS IN THE POC]
REPLACE EXAMPLE FIGURE WITH POC-SPECIFIC FIGURE

Figure 2-2: Model Extent and Flow Monitor Locations
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TABLE 2-1: SUMMARY OF FLOW METER(S) FOR [POC NAME] BY MUNICIPALITY
[MUNICIPALITIES TO COMPLETE THIS TABLE]
	Municipality
	Monitor Name
	Monitor
Type1
	Monitor
Duration
	Comments

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


1) Type of monitor as defined in the flow monitoring plan
(i.e., municipal boundary, internal municipal, overflow, etc.)
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Baseline Conditions

The municipalities are required by The Orders and the ALCOSAN CD to coordinate with ALCOSAN in providing municipal planning information for the development of control alternatives.  Information on which the baseline conditions H&H model could be based was developed by municipalities for incorporation into the municipal and ALCOSAN models.   The planning horizon date for the models is September 2046.  

This section describes the development of a Baseline Condition H&H model for predicting 2046 wastewater flow without implementing the recommended alternative.  There are a number of factors that need to be accounted for in the development of a future conditions model.  The impacts on expected dry weather and wet weather flow from population shifts, future development, and planned collection system modifications need to be estimated.

[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]


MUNICIPALITY TO PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION SPECIFIC TO POC WITH NARRATIVE INTRODUCING AND CITING TABLE:
SEE FSWG DOCUMENTS 005, 006 and 007 FOR FURTHER GUIDANCE ON THE INFORMATION TO BE PROVIDED IN SECTION 2.1.2
POPULATE TABLE 2-X [NUMBER AS NEEDED] IN THE FOLLOWING TEMPLATE WITH NEAR-TERM PROJECTS THAT ARE INCLUDED IN THE BASELINE MODEL TO PROVIDE INFORMATION ON DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE AND FUNDING STATUS [IF THERE ARE NO NEAR TERM PROJECTS TO BE COMPLETED BEFORE THE BASELINE YEAR, THEN ANSWER ‘NONE’
POPULATE TABLE 2-X IN THE FOLLOWING TEMPLATE TO PROVIDE EXISTING AND FUTURE POPULATIONS AND SEWERED AREAS



Dry Weather Flows (Existing and Future)

[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]

MUNICIPALITIES TO PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION AND NUMBER TABLES AS NEEDED:
PROVIDE A NARRATIVE INTRODUCING EXISTING AND FUTURE DRY WEATHER FLOW SOURCE OF INFORMATION OR CHARACTERIZATION METHODOLOGY USED IN ESTIMATING VALUES PRESENTED
POPULATE TABLE 2-X [NUMBER AS NEEDED] IN THE FOLLOWING TEMPLATE WITH TYPICAL YEAR DRY WEATHER FLOWS



2.1.2.2	Groundwater Infiltration (Existing and Future)

[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]

MUNICIPALITIES TO PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:
PROVIDE A NARRATIVE DESCRIBING HOW GWI WAS ESTIMATED
FOR SEPARATE SYSTEMS SPECIFY WHICH DESIGN MONTH WAS USED
POPULATE TABLE 2-X THE EXISTING AND FUTURE RDII AND GWI



2.1.2.3 Estimation Process for Unmonitored Areas 

[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]

MUNICIPALITIES TO PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:
PROVIDE A NARRATIVE DESCRIBING HOW FLOWS FROM UNMONITORED AREAS WERE ESTIMATED FOR DRY WEATHER AND GWI
[ENTER POC NAME] Draft Feasibility Study Report
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TABLE 2-X: SUMMARY OF PLANNED PROJECTS INCORPORATED INTO FUTURE MODEL FOR [POC NAME]

	Municipality
	Planned Project
	Project Status
	Funding Source
	Project Completion Date

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	




TABLE 2-X: EXISTING AND FUTURE POPULATION AND SEWERED AREAS FOR [POC NAME]

	Municipality
	Sewered Area (acres)
	Population

	
	Existing
	Future
	Percent Difference
	Existing
	Future
	Percent Difference
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TABLE 2-X: SUMMARY OF DRY WEATHER FLOWS FOR [POC NAME]

	Municipality
	Tributary Area
(acres)
	Total Average Dry Weather Flow

	
	
	Existing Conditions
(mgd)
	Future 2046 Conditions
(mgd)
	Percent Difference

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	




TABLE 2-X: EXISTING AND FUTURE RDII AND GWI FOR [POC NAME]

	Municipality
	Sewered Area
(acres)
	RDII
	GWI

	
	
	Existing Conditions
(mgd)
	Future 2046 Conditions
(mgd)
	Percent Difference
	Existing Conditions
(mgd)
	Future 2046 Conditions
(mgd)
	Percent Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	













Preliminary Flow Estimates

Each municipality developed PFEs to provide “worst case scenario” flow rates and volumes at each POC for ALCOSAN’s use.  The methods that municipalities used to develop these flow rates and volumes are described below.

Background
The PFE development process was used as a preliminary step in gaining acceptance for the ALCOSAN H&H Model.  Once the PFEs were completed and submitted to ALCOSAN, flow estimates for the 1, 2, 5, and 10-year storms were evaluated for each flow monitor location within the multi-municipal system. This evaluation can be looked at as the “Existing Condition” for the sewer system and is the starting point for the remaining analysis. For systems without adequate capacity, the sewer systems would show extensive surcharging, even to the extent of flow losses through manholes lids. 

2.1.3.2	Developing PFEs for the POC

[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]

POC REP TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION BY PROVIDING THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:
DESCRIBE THE METHODOLOGY USED TO DEVELOP PRELIMINARY FLOW ESTIMATES.
DESCRIBE METHODOLOGY USED TO VERIFY THE ALCOSAN H&H MODEL
DID THE POC MUNICIPALITIES CONCUR WITH THE ALCOSAN H&H MODEL? 
IF NO, DESCRIBE THE CHANGES MADE TO THE MODEL BY THE BASIN PLANNER OR THE POC MUNICIPALITIES
BELOW OR IN AN APPENDIX, PRESENT THE RESULTS OF THE PFE MODEL RUNS AS FIGURES, TABLES, HYDROGRAPHS OR OTHER AS PROVIDED TO ALCOSAN [SEE EXAMPLE MAPS BELOW]
SUMMARIZE IN A TABLE ALL PFEs FOR EACH POC PREVIOUSLY PROVIDED TO ALCOSAN [ALCOSAN REQUEST]

FOR EACH MUNICIPALITY WITHIN THE POC, PROVIDE A NARRATIVE TO SUMMARIZE AND QUANTIFY FLOW MANAGEMENT PROPOSALS, AND AS APPLICABLE, ALL TREATMENT PROPOSALS SELECTED. 
INCLUDE AN APPENDIX THAT PROVIDES FLOW ESTIMATES, SPECIFIC TO EACH INTER-MUNICIPAL CONNECTION AND AT THE ALCOSAN POC FOR THOSE FLOWS PROPOSED TO EITHER BE CONVEYED TO ALCOSAN (OR TO ANOTHER MUNICIPALITY) OR MANAGED BY THE MUNICIPALITY ITSELF UNDER THE FLOW MANAGEMENT PROPOSALS OUTLINED IN THE FEASIBILITY STUDY.




Capacity Deficient Sewers

Accepted engineering practice for the design of sanitary sewers provides for foreseeable future flows and results in sewer capacity where the current and future flows are transported within the pipe system without surcharging, basement backups, manhole pops, or overflows; and includes a factor of safety. In the current analyses required for the Feasibility Study under the municipal orders, the possibility exists for a portion of the sanitary sewer system to be slightly under capacity. Under these conditions, where the remedy could be extremely costly on a per foot basis, the engineer may want to consider the extent of surcharging and evaluate whether limited surcharge is appropriate for submission to the regulatory agencies for their review. Operating sewers in consistent surcharge (especially where the original design did not intend such operation) can result in continued deterioration of the sewer system as well as potential exfiltration and eventual undermining of the sewer line potentially resulting in surface or sewer collapse/breaks, etc. Older systems, particularly those with less resilient joints or structurally weakened by cracks can sustain physical damage when operated under surcharge. Accelerated pipe failure associated with cyclical surcharge/non-surcharge operation is a risk to be considered. However, the municipal engineer who is knowledgeable about the local municipal system may determine it is appropriate to consider surcharge in their deficiency analyses.

[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]


IF A DETAILED PFE WAS NOT PREPARED, DESCRIBE HOW CAPCITY DEFICIENT SEWERS WERE IDENTIFIED.  IF THERE ARE NO CAPACITY DEFICIENT SEWERS, DOCUMENT HOW THAT WAS DETERMINED.  MUNICIPALITY TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION BY PROVIDING THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:
SEGREGATE CAPACITY ANALYSES BASED UPON THE CCS TYPE AND AS APPLICABLE FOR THE TYPICAL YEAR, 2, 5 AND 10 YEAR 24 HOUR RETURN PERIOD DESIGN STORM EVENTS, PRESENT AND DISCUSS THE HYDRAULIC PROFILE 
IN A NARRATIVE DESCRIPTION, SURCHARGE LEVEL MAP, SEWER PROFILES FROM SWMM, FLOW DIAGRAMS AND/OR TABULAR FORMAT IDENTIFY CCS SURCHARGING SEGMENTS AND ASSOCIATED SURCHARGE LEVELS PROJECTED FOR THE TYPICAL YEAR 1-, 2-, 5- AND 10- YEAR 24 HOUR RETURN PERIOD DESIGN STORMS
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REPLACE EXAMPLE FIGURE WITH POC-SPECIFIC FIGURE
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REPLACE EXAMPLE FIGURE WITH POC-SPECIFIC FIGURE



REPLACE EXAMPLE FIGURE WITH POC-SPECIFIC FIGURE


Table 1: A74A00__-POC-L-01 node surcharges and flooding for 1, 2,5,10 yrs storm events. 

	Sewershed
	Storm events
	Total Nodes
	Nodes Surcharged
	Nodes Flooding

	A74A00__-POC-L-01
	10yr winter 0 overflows
	15
	6
	3

	A74A00__-POC-L-01
	5yr winter 0 overflows
	15
	6
	3

	A74A00__-POC-L-01
	2yr winter 0 overflows
	15
	6
	3

	A74A00__-POC-L-01
	1yr winter 0 overflows
	15
	6
	3



REPLACE EXAMPLE TABLE WITH POC-SPECIFIC TABLE (IF NEEDED)
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2.2.1	Existing Basement Flooding Areas–History and Locations
[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]


MUNICIPALITIES TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION BY PROVIDING THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:
NARRATIVE AND/OR MAPS DESCRIBING HISTORICAL LOCATIONS OF BASEMENT FLOODING AREAS, PIPE CROWN DISCHARGING AND MANHOLE LIFTING AND/OR UNAUTHORIZED DISCHARGE LOCATIONS


2.2.2	Capacity Requirements for Various Design Storms and Levels of Protection 

[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]


MUNICIPALITIES TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION BY PROVIDING A NARRATIVE, TABLES, AND FIGURES (AS NECESSARY) TO DESCRIBE THE FOLLOWING:
IDENTIFY ANTICIPATED FLOW RESTRICTIONS THAT MAY LIMIT AVAILABLE CONVEYANCE CAPACITY UNDER THE F.S’S PROPOSED CONTROLS AND THE LEVEL OF SERVICE FLOW MANAGEMENT PROPOSALS OUTLINED IN THE FEASIBILITY STUDY
IDENTIFY AND DISCUSS ANY ANTICIPATED ADVERSE IMPACTS (PARTICULARLY ON THE MUNICIPAL CSS) THAT MAY OCCUR AS A RESULT OF THE MUNICIPAL AND MULTI-MUNICIPAL SHARED SEWERAGE FACILITY PROPOSALS OUTLINED IN THE FEASIBILITY STUDY
IDENTIFY AND DISCUSS ANY ANTICIPATED ADVERSE IMPACTS (ON THE MUNICIPAL CSS) THAT MAY OCCUR AS A RESULT OF THE MUNICIPAL AND MULTI-MUNICIPAL SHARED SEWERAGE FACILITY PROPOSALS OUTLINED IN A FEASIBILITY STUDY PROPOSED BY A MUNICIPALITY TRIBUTARY TO THE MUNICIPALITY’S CCS
DISCUSS AND IDENTIFY ANY ANTICIPATED ADVERSE IMPACTS ON THE MUNICIPAL CSS THAT MAY RESULT FROM ALCOSAN’S WWP PROPOSALS
IDENTIFY THE CAPACITY THAT NEEDS TO BE ADDED TO PROVIDE SUFFICIENT CAPACITY IN THE MUNICIPAL SYSTEM
AN EXAMPLE FORMAT FOR PRESENTING CAPACITY NEEDS FOLLOWS:
IF THE CAPACITY NEEDS PROVIDED HERE ARE DIFFERENT THAN THE PREVIOUSLY PROVIDED PFE, EXPLAIN WHY DIFFERENT


REPLACE EXAMPLE PRESENTATION FOR CAPACITY NEEDS WITH POC-SPECIFIC FIGURE 



•	SHOULD THE FEASIBILITY STUDY DETERMINE FLOW MANAGEMENT REVISIONS OR CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS ARE UNNECESSARY TO MEET THE FLOW MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES,  THE MUNICIPALITY SHOULD PROVIDE EVIDENCE TO SUPPORT THIS PROPOSAL.  [IF THIS IS THE CASE, THEN SECTIONS 3, 4, 5, AND 7 OF THIS FS ARE NOT REQUIRED.  SECTION 6 SHOULD BE PROVIDED TO SUPPLY LIMITED INFORMATION THAT ALCOSAN WILL NEED ABOUT THE COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE EXISTING SYSTEM]


 Overflow Frequency and Volume 


[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]


MUNICIPALITIES TO PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION AND NUMBER TABLES AND FIGURES AS NEEDED:

POPULATE TABLES 2-X AND 2-X [NUMBER AS NEEDED] IN THE FOLLOWING TEMPLATE WITH BASELINE CONDITION CSO/SSO STATISTICS (VOLUME, PEAK RATE AND FREQUENCY)



TABLE 2-X: BASELINE CONDITION, TYPICAL YEAR ANNUAL CSO DISCHARGE SUMMARY FOR [POC NAME]

	
	
	
	
	Peak Rate (mgd)

	CSO Outfall
	Owner
	Number of Overflows in the Typical Year
	Annual Overflow Volume (MG)
	0 Overflows per Year
	4 Overflows per Year
	10 Overflows per Year
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TABLE 2-X: BASELINE CONDITION, TYPICAL YEAR ANNUAL SSO DISCHARGE SUMMARY FOR [POC NAME]

	SSO Outfall
	Owner
	Peak Rate 2-yr Design Storm
	Peak Rate 10-yr Design Storm

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	




DEP/ACHD GUIDELINES 
Sewer System Characterization
   In a narrative description, surcharge level map and tabular format identify CCS surcharging segments under dry and wet weather evaluation conditions. Describe the hydraulic conditions and tools utilized in the evaluation.  
SECTION 2.2

A commentary on the utility and accuracy of the ALCOSAN Existing Conditions Report for each municipal POC-shed. 

Provide a description and list CCS defects for which repairs are to be completed. ADDRESSED IN SECTION 4.4 OF MUNICIPALITY FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORTS

The current flow management and treatment agreement the municipality has with ALCOSAN. ADDRESSED IN SECTION 3.1.3 OF MUNICIPALITY FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORTS

For the Municipality’s combined sewer system evaluate the CCS’s dry and wet weather response using a Typical Year storm event. As of the date the ALCOSAN Wet Weather Plan is developed quantify base sanitary flow, infiltration and inflow effects, peak dry weather flow and peak wet weather flow responses. Estimate the annual volume and maximum rate of flow that can be generated from the municipal CCS during a Typical Year storm event. 
Provide estimates of diurnal flow patterns, hydrographs, or other analysis parameters that quantify the I/I, wet and dry weather response of the CCS. 
SECTIONS 2.2 AND 2.3

For the Municipality’s sanitary-only system evaluate the CCS’s dry and wet weather flow response, As of the date the ALCOSAN Wet Weather Plan is developed quantify base sanitary flow, infiltration effects, peak dry weather flow and peak wet weather flow responses. Estimate the annual volume and maximum rate of flow that can be generated from the municipal CCS during a 2, 5, and 10 year 24 hour return storm events. 
Provide estimates of diurnal flow patterns, hydrographs, RTK values or other analysis parameters that the Municipality used to quantify the I/I, wet and dry weather response of the CCS. SECTIONS 2.2 AND 2.3

For the entire Municipal CCS and specifically for each ALCOSAN POC, evaluate and present a review of the present Level of Service (LOS) CSS response under both dry and wet weather conditions. As appropriate for the CCS type, utilize either: a Typical Year and/or the 2, 5, and 10 year 24 hour return period design storm events to evaluate the wet weather CCS flow response. SECTIONS 2.2 AND 2.3

Provide a description of adverse flow impacts on the CCS from the wet weather evaluation. Identify and provide specifics on the CCS portions where flow restrictions limit available conveyance capacity. Present this information on a surcharge level map and in a tabular presentation. SECTIONS 2.2 AND 2.3

Compare and contrast the Municipal CCS’s flow response and characterization with ALCOSAN’s flow response and characterization. As applicable provide explanations for why the CSS’s flow response characterization differs from that provided by ALCOSAN. SECTION 2.1

Develop and provide CCS flow response characterizations for all sewer shed areas which ALCOSAN did not characterize. On a map and in a table Identify all CSS segments/areas with:  Basement flooding, pipe crown surcharging and manhole lid lifting and/or unauthorized discharge locations. SECTION 2.2.1
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DEP/ACHD GUIDELINES 
Proposed Facility(ies) Hydraulic Design Capacity Presentation
For each POC-shed provide a detailed Basis of Design narrative for the CCS through to the ALCOSAN POC. Discuss and justify the flow estimation tools and hydraulic parameters used in the design including but not limited to:
Design tools used, design flow estimation method, design storm used, design storm season, design storm distribution, ground water condition, typical year conditions.
Identify unmonitored flow areas, areas where additional flow monitoring data was collected and used.
Summarize and identify estimation values derived and used such as RTK, GWI, etc. SECTION 2.1
For each POC-shed summarize and quantify flow management proposals, and as applicable, all treatment proposals selected. Provide flow estimates, specific to each inter-municipal connection and at the ALCOSAN POC for those flows proposed to either be conveyed to ALCOSAN (or to another municipality) or managed by the Municipality itself under the flow management proposals outlined in the Feasibility Study. SECTION 2.1.3.2
Segregate capacity analyses based upon the CCS type and as applicable for the Typical Year, 2, 5 and 10 year 24 hour return period design storm events, present and discuss the hydraulic profile and the estimated hydraulic impact of the Feasibility Study’s proposed flow management plan and LOS proposed for all CSS sewerage facilities proposed within the Municipality and/or facilities proposed in coordination with other municipalities which are tributary to the ALCOSAN POC. SECTION 2.2
In a narrative description, surcharge level map and tabular format identify CCS surcharging segments and associated surcharge levels projected to remain following F.S implementation for the Typical Year, 2, 5 and 10 year 24 hour return period design storms. SECTION 2.2 Identify anticipated flow restrictions that may limit available conveyance capacity under the F.S’s proposed controls and the LOS flow management proposals outlined in the Feasibility Study. SECTION 2.2.2
Identify and discuss any anticipated adverse impacts (particularly on the Municipal CSS) that may occur as a result of the Municipal and multi-municipal shared sewerage facility proposals outlined in the Feasibility Study. SECTION 2.2.2
Identify and discuss any anticipated adverse impacts (on the Municipal CSS) that may occur as a result of the municipal and multi-municipal shared sewerage facility proposals outlined in a Feasibility Study proposed by a municipality tributary to the Municipality’s CCS. SECTION 2.2.2
Discuss and identify any anticipated adverse impacts on the Municipal CSS that may result from ALCOSAN’s WWP proposals. SECTION 2.2.2
For the combined sewer system discharges estimate the Water Quality impacts that the Municipality anticipates may remain following implementation of the Feasibility Study’s proposed flow management controls. SECTION 5.1






CSO/SSO CONTROL GOALS

Water quality issues are the driving force behind the ALCOSAN CD and municipal COA and ACO requirements.  These requirements stem from the existing water quality criteria in the local streams that are not being met, some as a result of combined and separate overflows.  CSO and SSO control goals were developed by ALCOSAN and each municipality so that water quality criteria will be met after implementation of the regional wet weather plan that includes municipal alternatives.
The detailed methodology that was used to develop the CSO and SSO control goals is described in the FSWG Document 031 “Water Quality Based Approach to Feasibility Study Development”.    The CSO and SSO control goals that were selected are provided in the following section.

Background for Selection of Control Level
CSO Control Level

[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]

MUNICIPALITIES TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION, BY PROVIDING THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:
POPULATE TABLE 3-1 BELOW, TMDL INFORMATION PERTINENT TO THE RECEIVING STREAM(S) IN THE POC-SHED
PROVIDE A LIST AND/OR MAP OF DOWNSTREAM SENSITIVE AREAS
NARRATIVE DESCRIBING IF THE APPROACH FOR SELECTING A LEVEL OF CONTROL (PRESUMPTIVE OR DEMONSTRATION)
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TABLE 3-1: APPLICABLE WATER QUALITY STANDARDS FOR [POC NAME]
	Receiving Stream
	Stream Designation
	TMDL (Y/N)
(If No, is a TMDL proposed)
	TMDL Parameter
	Is TMDL CSO Related (Y/N)
	In Attainment with TMDL (Y/N)
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SSO Control Level
Separate sanitary sewers are typically designed to accept only sanitary sewage from residential, commercial and industrial areas of any given municipality.  As a result of aging or improperly constructed and maintained infrastructure, these sewers are subjected to high flows during wet weather events.  These flows result in SSOs, and/or basement flooding.  By definition, SSOs are illegal and need to be controlled.  

During the preliminary discussions in the FSWG meeting on March 26, 2009, the PADEP introduced a concept to be used for establishing separate sanitary transport and SSO control criteria.
SSO Control and Separate Sanitary Sewer Transport Capacity Criteria
Develop a “knee-of-the-curve” analysis utilizing the 1-yr, 2-yr, 5-yr and 10-yr, 24-hour                                                                                                                                 storms at a minimum to determine the break-even- point for SSO control.  The design rainfall depths for the design storms should match rainfall depths used or proposed by ALCOSAN.  This evaluation will be performed under the auspices of the FSWG and the approach and results will be summarized in a different (later) document.
The design storm approach acknowledges that a 2-year summer rainfall that occurs when there is snow on the ground would result in runoff that exceeds the intended 2-year summer storm design.  Given this possibility, the FSWG developed a methodology that includes the selection of a design month.  This design month, in addition to the selected design storm return frequency would represent the overall intended design conditions.  
Additional discussion was developed around the idea of matching/using the selected design storm used by ALCOSAN for its separate sanitary sewer interceptors. 

For SSO storage design a good starting point included the 2-yr storm as one of the points evaluated.


3.2	Recommendations for Control Level
[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]

MUNICIPALITIES TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION, BY PROVIDING THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:
PROVIDE A NARRATIVE DISCUSSING THE LEVELS OF CSO/SSO CONTROL THAT WERE SELECTED FOR THIS POC
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MULTI-MUNICIPAL SEWERSHED ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION

The formation, evaluation and selection of wet weather control alternatives is another major activity in the overall wet weather planning and feasibility studies process. This activity can be contentious because of the need to locate control facilities and the significant costs and potential disruptions associated with the implementation of the selected facilities. The FSWG provided guidance to ensure that the process followed by the POC sewersheds and the municipalities were uniform and dovetails with the overall approach used by ALCOSAN in developing its WWP.  This portion of the report provides background on the FSWG guidelines in selecting the highest ranked alternative that can be put forward for final design. The municipal evaluation process started with the ALCOSAN evaluation process and was modified as necessary to reflect specific differences where applicable. Figure 4-1 shows a schematic of various stages of municipal feasibility process. The top left half of the diagram (orange) lists the tasks that need to be completed in order to identify the peak flows and volumes at the POCs and other critical points in the municipal conveyance system. The flows and volumes serve as preliminary design criteria in the process of developing alternatives and signify the magnitude of problem at hand. The top right half (green) of the diagram represents the objective process of identifying suitable technologies and sites that can be used to solve the issues in a particular region. 

 (
System Capacity Analysis
Design Flows Development
System Characterization
Technology Screening
Site Screening
Identification of best Technologies & Sites
Control Alternatives
 Evaluation of Control Alternatives
Cost Factors
Non-cost Factors
Financial Institutional Arrangement
Select Alternative
Implementation
)

Figure 4-1: Municipal Feasibility Study Process


Alternative Development 

In order to develop feasible alternatives, the technologies that have been screened based on site and technology screening methodology need to be applied for the peak flows and volumes identified using ALCOSAN H&H model.  These results have been developed and presented in Section 2 of this report.

The first step in formation of alternatives is to develop a complete list of potential wet weather control technologies that could be used in the feasibility study. This comprehensive list of control technologies was screened as part of the FSWG process to develop an overall list of surviving control technologies that can be used by the municipalities in developing their feasibility studies.  The screening process is documented in detail in 3RWW FSWG Documents 015, 016 and 017.  Some of the process is summarized below.

Control Technology Screening 

FSWG Document 015 describes the process of preliminary technology screening that will need to be performed by the municipal engineer/authority in order to come up with a pool of technologies to pick from. The document also includes the list of surviving technologies after ALCOSAN’s technology screening exercise and the methodology used to come up with these technologies. 

There are several categories under which control technologies can be grouped based on the point in the system where overflows are controlled.  These categories are:
Source Control technologies are designed to minimize flows and/or pollutants entering collection systems.  For separate sanitary sewer systems this would include I/I reduction projects.  For this discussion, the  I/I removal projects to be included should be projects that are beyond routine O&M.    
Collection System Control technologies are introduced into existing sewer systems to enhance their conveyance and/or storage capabilities.  Technologies in this category typically increase the system capacity by allowing full utilization of the collection system, or by allowing for the construction of a parallel relief sewer pipe. 
Storage technologies store excess wet weather flows until sufficient conveyance and treatment capacity is available in the system. Storage technologies are often divided into the following sub-categories: Conventional Tunnel and Tank Storage. 
Treatment technologies are designed to provide pollutant removals from wet weather flows prior to their discharge to receiving waters.  Treatment technologies may utilize physical, biological, or chemical processes, or depending on specific treatment goals, these processes may be combined, to achieve the desired level of pollutant removal.  

Surviving ALCOSAN CSO/SSO Control Technologies

Using the Screening Criteria described in 3RWW FSWG Document 015, the control technologies listed in Tables 4-1 and 4-2 for CSO and SSO abatement control are the resulting list of technologies feasible within ALCOSAN jurisdiction.

4.1.1.1	Municipal Control Technologies Screening Criteria and Application

As stated earlier, one of the objectives of this document is to provide municipalities with a process to screen control technologies left out by ALCOSAN, because it is not possible for ALCOSAN to implement these technologies within its jurisdiction, and also to provide municipalities with a list of surviving control technologies. 


4.1.1.2	Municipal Control Technologies Screening Process

Using the screening criteria described in 3RWW FSWG Document 015 resulted in similar technologies for use in developing wet weather control alternatives.  These are listed in Tables 4-3 and 4-4 
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Table 4-1: FEASIBLE CSO CONTROL TECHNOLOGIES WITHIN ALCOSAN’S JURISDICTION


	Source Control Technologies
	Collection System Control Technologies
	Storage Technologies
	Treatment Technologies

	Best Management Practices
Public education
	Sewer System Optimization
Regulator optimization
Drop structure optimization



	In-Line Storage
Real-time control strategies

Storage Facilities
Tunnel storage – conventional
Concrete storage tanks
	End of Pipe CSO Treatment Facilities
Ballasted flocculation
Vortex separators/swirl concentrators
Screening and Disinfection
Retention Treatment Basin
Constructed wetlands
High-rate clarification



Table 4-2: FEASIBLE SSO CONTROL TECHNOLOGIES WITHIN ALCOSAN’S JURISDICTION

	Source Control Technologies
	Collection System Control Technologies
	Storage Technologies
	Treatment Technologies

	None
	Sewer System Optimization
Regulator optimization


	Storage Facilities
Tunnel storage – conventional
Concrete storage tanks
	End-of-pipe SSO Treatment Facilities
Satellite sewage treatment plant






Table 4-3: FEASIBLE CSO CONTROL TECHNOLOGIES WITHIN MUNICIPAL JURISDICTION

	Source Control Technologies
	Collection System Control Technologies
	Storage Technologies
	Treatment Technologies

	Best Management Practices – Green Infrastructure

	Sewer System Optimization
Regulator optimization
Drop structure optimization
             Relief sewers


	In-Line Storage
Real-time control strategies

Storage Facilities
Concrete storage tanks
	End of Pipe CSO Treatment Facilities
Ballasted flocculation
Vortex separators/swirl concentrators
Screening and Disinfection
Retention Treatment Basin













	Source Control Technologies
	Collection System Control Technologies
	Storage Technologies
	Treatment Technologies

	Infiltration/ Inflow Control
	Sewer System Optimization
Regulator optimization
Relief Sewers


	Storage Facilities
Concrete storage tanks
	NONE


Table 4-4: FEASIBLE SSO CONTROL TECHNOLOGIES WITHIN MUNICIPAL JURISDICTION
[ENTER POC NAME]Feasibility Study Report
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4.1.2	Best Management Practices – Green Technology Screening 

Innovative (green) stormwater management practices were listed as potential source control technologies for CSO systems in the 3RWW FSWG Document 015 entitled Control Technologies and Site Screening Process for Municipal Use.  That document provided practical guidance for municipal engineers on the process for identifying locations to incorporate green infrastructure into their alternatives evaluation for CSO control, and the cost-benefit analysis with respect to gray CSO controls.  

The USEPA defines green infrastructure as an adaptable term used to describe an array of products, technologies, and practices that use natural systems – or engineered systems that mimic natural processes to enhance overall environmental quality while providing stormwater management. As a general principal, Green Infrastructure techniques use soils and vegetation to infiltrate, evapotranspirate, and/or recycle stormwater runoff. When used as components of a stormwater management system, Green Infrastructure practices such as green roofs, permeable pavement, rain gardens, and vegetated swales can produce a variety of economic, environmental, and social benefits, which will be discussed in the next section.

Although comprehensive monitoring and performance data for green infrastructure in Southwestern Pennsylvania is limited, green approaches to stormwater are being embraced by many major urban areas in the U.S. as potential part of a sustainable and cost-effective solution to combined sewer overflow abatement.  Green infrastructure has other benefits that are in addition to overflow control, including pollutant removal, that help to “tip the scale” in their favor in the alternatives evaluation.

ALCOSAN supports integrating source reduction as part of the municipalities’ alternative control evaluations for their wet weather plan.  If municipalities are considering implementing specific green infrastructure elements, ALCOSAN requested that municipalities provide an estimate of the percentage reduction in combined sewer overflows they expect with implementation of green infrastructure at a particular location, and provide final numbers when they are available.

Green infrastructure can be used to reduce stormwater contributions to the sewer, resulting in reduced flow within the system, which can affect the frequency and volume of CSOs in the system. The incorporation of green infrastructure into the development of wet weather planning controls has been explored by a number of cities and found to be a cost effective solution for CSO control.  

Green infrastructure is not intended to eliminate the need for gray infrastructure.  However, the implementation of green infrastructure would provide the ability to extend the existing infrastructure’s service life in some areas.  An additional benefit of green infrastructure practices is increased sustainability in allowing existing collection systems to meet small increases in needs of the catchment area over time without necessarily having to upsize the pipes. In addition to providing the opportunity to reduce the need, cost, and size of gray infrastructure, green infrastructure provides an opportunity to effectively manage stormwater in a way that results in additional economic, environmental, and social benefits.  

Green Infrastructure is intended to be used as a source reduction for typical high frequency storm events. Typically, green infrastructure is designed to capture, retain, and infiltrate the first inch of rainfall, which includes over 90% of the rainfall events that occur within this region. By capturing and infiltrating that first inch of rainfall, areas that are controlled through the use of green infrastructure will not produce runoff, thus reducing the overall impact to the collection system.

Given that green infrastructure relies on natural processes (i.e. infiltration and vegetative cover) to reduce stormwater contributions to collection systems, there are a number of site constraints that must be considered when evaluating green infrastructure. These site considerations include; soils, slope, proximity to utilities, and adjacent structures.

[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]


MUNICIPALITIES TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION WITH THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:
PROVIDE NARRATIVE SUMMARIZING THE PROCESS USED TO EVALUATE THE USE OF GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE.  
PROVIDE A LIST OF POTENTIAL GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS IN APPENDIX X OF THIS REPORT.  


Site Screening 

After the selection of suitable technologies, sites that can house those technologies will need to be identified. Guidance for preliminary screening of potential sites has been addressed in 3RWW FSWG Document 015. ALCOSAN’s Basin Planners adopted a varied set of methodologies in order to screen potential sites. A generic summary of these methodologies and how similar methodology can be used to screen municipal sites has also been addressed in 3RWW FSWG Document 015. 

It should be noted that the site screening process and criteria were mostly guidance to municipalities and therefore municipalities exercised their best local knowledge and engineering judgment to perform site screening for alternative evaluations and development.

The end product of the screening process was a list of potential sites and/or routes for the construction of wet weather control facilities. 

Formation of Control Alternatives 

Once suitable technologies and best possible sites to house them are identified, a list of alternatives to be evaluated was developed. This list provides a unique identification to all alternatives and will include their respective technologies involved, sites identified and any other variations compared to similar alternatives (for example a parallel pipe could be routed in several ways).  A list of the alternatives that were developed for evaluation for this POC is provided below:

[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]

MUNICIPALITY TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION BY PROVIDING THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:
LIST ALL OF THE ALTERNATIVES, WITH UNIQUE IDENTIFIERS, BRIEF DESCRIPTION, AND CONTROL LEVEL OR DESIGN STORM, THAT WERE DEVELOPED FOR EVALUATION.
POPULATE TABLE 4-3 TEMPLATE TO PROVIDE A LIST OF THE ALTERNATIVES THAT WERE DEVELOPED FOR THE POC FOR THE CONTROL OF BOTH CSOs AND SSOs AND PRESENT WORTH COSTS FOR THE ALTERNATIVES BEING EVALUATED

Evaluation Criteria Development

[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]

MUNICIPALITY TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION BY PROVIDING THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:
DESCRIBE THE EVALUATION CRITERIA PROCESS USED BY THE MUNICIPALITY TO SELECT AN ALTERNATIVE.

Cost Estimates 

[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]

MUNICIPALITY TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION BY PROVIDING THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:
PROVIDE A NARRATIVE ON HOW THE MUNICIPALITY DERIVED COST ESTIMATES FOR THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES (ALCOSAN ACT OR OTHER METHOD).
PROVIDE A NARRATIVE WITH DETAILS ON THE PARAMETERS, ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODS USED TO DEVELOP ALL COST ESTIMATES FOR THE SEWERAGE FACILITIES OUTLINED AND PROPOSED.
IN AN APPENDIX, PROVIDE ANY SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION USED TO DEVELOP THE COST ESTIMATES PROVIDED IN THE FEASIBILITY STUDY.
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TABLE 4-x: LISTING OF ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED FOR [MUNICIPALITY] 
	Alternative Name
	System Type
	Control Level
	Description
	Total Present Worth Cost
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Alternative Selection Process

[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]

MUNICIPALITY TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION WITH THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:
DESCRIBE IN A DETAILED NARRATIVE THE FACTORS THAT WERE USED IN EVALUATING ALTERNATIVES THAT WERE BEING COMPARED
DESCRIBE HOW EACH CRITERIA WAS APPLIED TO THE ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION (E.G., CRITERIA WEIGHTING)

Alternative Evaluation Results

[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]

MUNICIPALITY TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION WITH THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:
PROVIDE A SUMMARY OF THE CALCULATIONS OF THE SUBJECTIVE SCORING AND WEIGHTING CRITERIA TO ARRIVE AT THE “HIGHEST RANKED ALTERNATIVE”
PROVIDED A SUMMARY TABLE OF THE SCORING RESULTS FOR THE EVALUATED ALTERNATIVES [EXAMPLE TABLE BELOW]
LIST OF FINAL ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED IN ORDER OF THEIR RANK
PROVIDE MAPS DEPICTING FINAL ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED FOR THE SEWERSHED
IF AVAILABLE, PROVIDE BAR GRAPHS DEPICTING THE FINAL SCORES FOR THE ALTERNATIVES (BASED ON 2-YR, 0 OVERFLOW AND 2-YR, 4 OVERFLOW SCENARIOS [EXAMPLE FORMAT FROM ALCOSAN WWP BELOW]



EAMPLE ALTERNATIVE RANKING RESULTS BAR CHART
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TABLE 4-3: LISTING OF ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED FOR [POC NAME] 
	Alternative Name
	System Type
	Control Level
	Description

	
	e.g., separate
	e.g., eliminate SSO at 2-yr storm level
	e.g., upsize conveyance

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	




EXAMPLE TABLE:  ALTERNATIVE RANKING SUMMARY OF  ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED FOR [POC NAME] 
	
	
	Criteria Category 1 (e.g. cost)
	Criteria Category 2 (e.g. water quality)
	criteria Category 2 (e.g. operation) etc.

	Alternative Name
	Total Score
	Criteria 1
	Criteria 2, etc.
	Criteria 1
	Criteria 2, etc.
	Criteria 1
	Criteria 2, etc.

	
	[total possible score]
	[total possible score]
	[total possible score]
	[total possible score]
	[total possible score]
	[total possible score]
	[total possible score]

	name
	Calculated total score
	Criteria score
	Criteria score
	Criteria score
	Criteria score
	Criteria score
	Criteria score
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DEP/ACHD GUIDELINES 
Feasibility Study Alternatives Evaluation and  Presentation
Summarize the Feasibility Study alternatives development process, alternatives selection process and the final recommended flow management proposals.  ALL OF SECTION 4
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__________________________________________________________________


Recommended Alternative



Recommended Alternative Description

[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]

MUNICIPALITY TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION BY PROVIDING THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:
PROVIDE A NARRATIVE [WITH TABLES, GRAPHS, AND MAPS AS NECESSARY] WITH THE NAME AND DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF OVERALL ALTERNATIVE FOR POC INCLUDING THE FOLLOWING:
CALL OUT THE PORTIONS OF THE ALTERNATIVE THAT WILL BE CONSTRUCTED WITHIN EACH MUNICIPALITY
SUMMARIZE THE POC-SHED BASED FLOW MANAGEMENT DESIGN RATIONALE FOR THE FLOW MANAGEMENT PROPOSAL PROVIDED IN THE FEASIBILITY STUDY
ESTIMATE THE MAXIMUM VOLUME AND MAXIMUM RATE OF SEWAGE FLOW THAT IS GENERATED BY EACH MUNICIPALITY AND MAY POSSIBLY BE DELIVERED TO ALCOSAN FOR TREATMENT.  ESTIMATE THE ANNUAL VOLUME AND MAXIMUM RATE OF SEWAGE THAT SHALL BE, GENERATED IN EACH MUNICIPALITY. UTILIZE A TYPICAL YEAR ANALYSIS FOR THE COMBINED SEWER SYSTEM FLOW ESTIMATES. UTILIZE A 2, 5, AND 10 YEAR 24 HOUR RETURN STORM EVENT FOR SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM ANALYSES. 
SUMMARIZE FLOW MANAGEMENT PROPOSALS THE MUNICIPALITIES HAVE PREVIOUSLY PROVIDED TO ALCOSAN AND OTHER MUNICIPALITIES. IDENTIFY AND EVALUATE CHANGES IN THE FEASIBILITY STUDY’S FLOW MANAGEMENT PROPOSALS COMPARED TO EARLIER PROPOSALS OUTLINED IN CORRESPONDENCES TO ALCOSAN OR OTHER ASSOCIATED POC-SHED MUNICIPALITIES. 
PROVIDE NARRATIVE AND TABLES, GRAPHS AND MAPS AS NEEDED TO PRESENT THE HYDRAULIC CAPACITY ASSESSMENT OF THE RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE
PROVIDE HYDRAULIC GRADE LINE DRAWINGS UNDER PEAK FLOW CONDITIONS FOR RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE FOR 2-YR/0 OVERFLOW AND 2-YR/4 OVERFLOW CONTROL LEVELS [SEE EXAMPLE HGL PROFILE ATTACHED]
PROVIDE LEVEL OF SERVICE MAPS FOR BEFORE AND AFTER IMPLEMENTATION OF RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE
PROVIDE TABLES AND GRAPHS OF COMPUTED 2046 PEAK FLOWS AND VOLUMES DELIVERED TO THE ALCOSAN POC UNDER DESIGN STORM CONDITIONS [USE TABLE FORMATS FROM PREVIOUS SECTIONS AS APPROPRIATE
ESTABLISH WITH ALCOSAN THE RATE OF FLOW THAT ALCOSAN WILL BE ABLE TO RETAIN, STORE, CONVEY AND TREAT FROM THE POC UPON IMPLEMENTATION OF THE ALCOSAN WWP.
QUANTIFY THE INFLOW AND INFILTRATION (I/I) COMPONENT OF THE PROPOSED FLOW MANAGEMENT STRATEGY AND HOW THAT COMPONENT WILL BE PROPERLY MANAGED.
WHERE APPLICABLE, IDENTIFY AND COMMENT ON ANY ALCOSAN CHARACTERIZATIONS OF THE MUNICIPAL CCS AND SPECIFICALLY IDENTIFY AREAS OF DIFFERENCE/DISCREPANCY. COMMENT ON THE LIKELY CAUSE AND POTENTIAL IMPACT OF THE DISCREPANCY(IES). IDENTIFY HOW ALL DISCREPANCIES WERE RESOLVED.
QUANTIFY THE PORTION OF THE FLOW VOLUME THAT WILL BE CAPTURED AND TREATED, OR CONVEYED FOR TREATMENT BY THE MUNICIPALITY(IES), FOLLOWING IMPLEMENTATION OF THE FEASIBILITY STUDY AND FOLLOWING ELIMINATION OF ALL SSOs LOCATED WITHIN THE MUNICIPAL CCS(S) AND POC-SHED. 
DISCUSS HOW THE MUNICIPALITY INTENDS TO LIMIT AND MAINTAIN ITS CCS FLOW RESPONSE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PROPOSED FLOW MANAGEMENT STRATEGY. DESCRIBE THE MUNICIPALITY’S STRATEGY TO ENSURE ITS PEAK FLOW CONTRIBUTION TO THE POC DOES NOT RESULT IN EXCEEDANCES OF THE POC-SHED’S CAPACITY THROUGH SEPTEMBER 30, 2046. STRATEGY COMPONENTS AND PLAN PROPOSALS MAY INCLUDE BUT NOT BE LIMITED TO: 
MUNICIPAL OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE PLANS (WITH SUPPORTING BUDGETS);
GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE PROPOSALS; AND
SOURCE REDUCTION EFFORTS TO PROTECT AGAINST EXCEEDING PROJECTED FLOW ESTIMATES. 
WHERE FLOW RETENTION AND STORAGE IS PROPOSED, ESTIMATE THE FLOW VOLUME AND DISCHARGE RELEASE RATE, DEVELOPED WITH ALCOSAN AND OTHER MUNICIPALITIES AS PART OF THE MUNICIPALITY’S PLANS TO RETAIN AND LATER RELEASE FOR CONVEYANCE TO ALCOSAN FOR TREATMENT AT THE POC.
PROVIDE ALL FLOW MANAGEMENT, CONTROL AND TREATMENT ANALYSES NECESSARY TO SUPPORT THE FLOW MANAGEMENT PROPOSALS OUTLINED IN THE FEASIBILITY STUDY.
PROVIDE PLAN AND PROFILE SKETCHES OF CSS CHANGES PROPOSED IN THE FEASIBILITY STUDY WITH SUFFICIENT DETAIL FOR ALCOSAN TO MODIFY ITS CSS MODEL AND CONDUCT ITS HYDRAULIC EVALUATION OF THE PROPOSED CHANGES 

WATER QUALITY
FOR COMBINED SEWER SYSTEM DISCHARGES, ESTIMATE THE WATER QUALITY IMPACTS THAT THE MUNICIPALITY ANTICIPATES MAY REMAIN FOLLOWING IMPLMENTATION OF THE FEASIBILITY STUDY’S PROPOSED FLOW MANAGEMENT CONTROLS.  
COST EFFECTIVENESS
PROVIDE KNEE-OF-THE-CURVE (PRESENT WORTH COST VS. ANNUAL UNTREATED OVERFLOW VOLUME) TABLE AND GRAPH SHOWING ALL CONTROL LEVELS. POPULATE TABLE 5-X BELOW AND SEE EXAMPLE KNEE-OF-THE-CURVE GRAPH FOR FORMAT 
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TABLE 5-X:  SUMMARY OF UNTREATED  OVERFLOW VOLUME AND PRESENT WORTH COSTS FOR RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE – ALL CONTROL LEVELS
	Alternative Name
	CSO Control
	SSO Control
	TPW Cost CSO & SSO ($ million)

	
	Untreated CSO Volume
	CSO Control Level
	PW Capital Cost ($ million)
	PW O&M Cost ($ million)
	PW R&R Cost ($ million)
	TPW CSO Control ($ million
	SSO Control Level
	PW Capital Cost ($ million)
	PW O&M Cost ($ million)
	PW R&R Cost ($ million)
	TPW CSO Control ($ million
	

	
	
	10
	
	
	
	
	2-year
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	4
	
	
	
	
	2-year
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	0
	
	
	
	
	2-year
	
	
	
	
	





EXAMPLE KNEE-OF-THE-CURVE GRAPH
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POPULATE TABLE 5-X BELOW [NUMBER AS NEEDED] TO PROVIDE COST AND SIZING INFORMATION FOR THE RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE
POPULATE TABLE 5-X BELOW [NUMBER AS NEEDED] TO PROVIDE DETAILED COST ESTIMATE FOR THE RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE.
INCLUDE DETAILED COST ESTIMATE INFORMATION IN AN APPENDIX (E.G., ACT SPREADSHEETS)
TABLE 5-X: SUMMARY OF CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS FOR RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE FOR [POC NAME]
	Capital Improvements
	Size/Capacity
	Estimated Capital Cost ($ million)

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	TOTAL
	




TABLE 5-X: COST BREAKDOWN OF RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE FOR [POC NAME]
	Cost Component
	CSO Control
	SSO Control
	Combined TPW Cost ($ million)

	
	Capital Cost 1
($ million)
	Annual O&M Cost 
($ million)
	TPW Cost CSO Control 
($ million)
	Capital Cost 1
($ million)
	Annual O&M Cost 
($ million)
	TPW Cost SSO Control 
($ million)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


1) Total Project Costs (Construction + Contingency + Soft Costs)
[ENTER POC NAME] Feasibility Study Report
Section 5 – Recommended Alternative
___________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
5-3
[ENTER POC NAME] Feasibility Study Report		July 2013
Recommended Alternative Operation and Maintenance

[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]

MUNICIPALITY TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION, IF APPLICABLE, BY PROVIDING THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:
PROVIDE AN O&M PLAN FOR THOSE FACILITIES PROPOSED IN THE MUNICIPALITY’S FEASIBILITY STUDY
PROVIDE AN O&M PLAN FOR THOSE SHARED FACILITIES PROPOSED IN COORDINATION WITH OTHER MUNICIPALITY(IES) AND OUTLINE A PLAN TO FUND THESE O&M OBLIGATIONS.
IF SOURCE FLOW REDUCTION IS THE RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE IDENFITY THE FOLLOWING: 
IDENTIFY A GREY FACILITY ALTERNATIVE FOR FOLLOW-UP IMPLEMENTATION SHOULD THE REDUCTION OBJECTIVES NOT BE MET. EVALUATE AND INCLUDE DETAILS ON THE INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS APPROPRIATE TO OPERATE AND MAINTAIN THE FACILITY.
PROPOSE DATES, EVALUATION METHODS AND THRESHOLD VALUES AS METRICS SUFFICIENT TO EVALUATE WHETHER FLOW REDUCTION EFFORTS WERE SUCCESSFUL. 
INCLUDE A SUPPLEMENTAL IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE, AND COMPLETION DEADLINE TO CONSTRUCT AND OPERATE A GREY FACILITY ALTERNATIVE SHOULD THE IMPLEMENTED FLOW REDUCTION PROPOSAL FAIL TO MEET ITS DESIGN OBJECTIVES.

5.2	Stream Removals

[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]


MUNICIPALITY TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION, IF APPLICABLE, BY PROVIDING THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:
FOR MUNICIPAL CSS’S WITH DIRECT STREAM INFLOW SOURCES, SUMMARIZE THE MUNICIPAL EVALUATION OF ITS STREAM REMOVAL OR FLOW MANAGEMENT OPTIONS AND PROVIDE SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION NECESSARY TO JUSTIFY THE SELECTED OPTION(S).
FOR MUNICIPAL CSS’S WITH STREAM INFLOW SOURCES TRIBUTARY TO ANOTHER MUNICIPALITY, SUMMARIZE THE MUNICIPAL COOPERATION EFFORTS AND STREAM FLOW MANAGEMENT OPTIONS AND PROPOSALS DEVELOPED WITH THE OTHER MUNICIPALITY(IES).
AS APPROPRIATE FOR THE STREAM REMOVAL OR FLOW MANAGEMENT OPTION SELECTED, PROVIDE AN IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE TO EFFECT THE PROPOSED OPTION(S).
DISCUSS AND PLAN WITH ALCOSAN THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE STREAM REMOVAL OR STREAM FLOW MANAGEMENT PROPOSAL AND IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE. PROVIDE A SUMMARY OF ALCOSAN’S ANALYSIS OF THE DIRECT STREAM REMOVAL OR FLOW MANAGEMENT PROPOSAL SELECTED.
IF DIRECT STREAM REMOVAL IS NOT SELECTED AS THE PREFERRED OPTION, PROVIDE AN EVALUATION OF GRIT CONTROL FACILITIES SUFFICIENT TO PROPERLY MANAGE GRIT ENTRY INTO THE MUNICIPALITY’S SEWERAGE FACILITIES. 
PROVIDE A CONSTRUCTION, FACILITY O&M MANAGEMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION FUNDING PLAN FOR ANY PROPOSED GRIT CONTROL OR OTHER STREAM FLOW MANAGEMENT FACILITIES
PROVIDE AN INSTITUTIONAL EVALUATION AND OUTLINE THE INTER-MUNICIPAL COORDINATION OBJECTIVES, MILESTONES AND AGREEMENTS ALREADY INSTITUTED OR STILL NECESSARY TO EITHER; EFFECT THE REMOVAL OF A DIRECT STREAM INFLOW SOURCE, ADEQUATELY MANAGE STREAM FLOWS, AND/OR CONSTRUCT APPROPRIATE GRIT CONTROL FACILITIES. PROVIDE A PLAN AND SCHEDULE SUFFICIENT TO REALIZE THESE INSTITUTIONAL OBJECTIVES.

5.3	Integration with ALCOSAN Regional Wet Weather Plan

[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]


MUNICIPALITY TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION, IF APPLICABLE, BY PROVIDING THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:
PROVIDE A DESCRIPTION OF THE ALCOSAN WWP ALTERNATIVE COMPONENTS THAT ADDRESS FLOWS FROM THIS POC
GIVE A DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF HOW THE POC RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE WILL TIE INTO THE ALCOSAN REGIONAL WWP ALTERNATIVE.


DEP/ACHD GUIDELINES 
Feasibility Study Alternatives Evaluation and Presentation
Summarize the Feasibility Study alternatives development process, alternatives selection process and the final recommended flow management proposals.  SEE SECTION 4
Summarize the Municipal and/or multi-municipal or POC-shed based flow management design rationale for the flow management proposal provided in the Feasibility Study SECTION 5.1
For each POC-shed estimate the maximum volume and maximum rate of sewage flow that is generated and may possibly be delivered to ALCOSAN for treatment from the Municipality’s CCS. Estimate the annual volume and maximum rate of sewage that shall be, generated in the Municipal CCS. Utilize a Typical Year analysis for the combined sewer system flow estimates. Utilize a 2, 5, and 10 year 24 hour return storm event for sanitary sewer system analyses.  SECTION 5.1
For each POC-shed establish with ALCOSAN the rate of flow that ALCOSAN will be able to retain, store, convey and treat upon implementation of the WWP. SECTION 5.1
Quantify the inflow and infiltration (I/I) component of the proposed flow management strategy and how that component will be properly managed. 
SECTION 5.1
Where applicable, identify and comment on any ALCOSAN characterizations of the municipal CCS and specifically identify areas of difference/discrepancy. Comment on the likely cause and potential impact of the discrepancy(ies). Identify how all discrepancies were resolved. SECTION 5.1
Quantify the portion of the flow volume that will be captured and treated, or conveyed for treatment by the Municipality(ies), following implementation of the Feasibility Study and following elimination of all SSOs located within the Municipal CCS(s) and POC-shed. SECTION 5.1
Summarize flow management proposals the Municipality has previously provided to ALCOSAN and other municipalities. Identify and evaluate changes in the Feasibility Study’s flow management proposals compared to earlier proposals outlined in correspondences to ALCOSAN or other associated POC-shed municipalities.  SECTION 5.1
Discuss how the Municipality intends to limit and maintain its CCS flow response in accordance with the proposed flow management strategy. Describe the Municipality’s strategy to ensure its peak flow contribution to the POC does not result in exceedances of the POC-shed’s capacity through September 30, 2046. Strategy components and plan proposals may include but not be limited to: 
Municipal Operations and Maintenance plans (with supporting budgets);
Green Infrastructure proposals; and  SECTION 5.1
Source Reduction efforts to protect against exceeding projected flow estimates. 
For each POC-shed where flow retention and storage is proposed, estimate the flow volume and discharge release rate, developed with ALCOSAN and other municipalities as part of the Municipality’s plans to retain and later release for conveyance to ALCOSAN for treatment at the POC. SECTION 5.1
Provide all flow management, control and treatment analyses necessary to support the flow management proposals outlined in the Feasibility Study. SECTION 5.1
Provide plan and profile sketches of CSS changes proposed in the Feasibility Study with sufficient detail for ALCOSAN to modify its CSS model and conduct its hydraulic evaluation of the proposed changes.  SECTION 5.1
Flow Reduction:
Identify a grey facility alternative for follow-up implementation should the reduction objectives not be met. Evaluate and include details on the institutional arrangements appropriate to operate and maintain the facility.
Propose dates, evaluation methods and threshold values as metrics sufficient to evaluate whether flow reduction efforts were successful. 
Include a supplemental implementation schedule, and completion deadline to construct and operate a grey facility alternative should the implemented flow reduction proposal fail to meet its design objectives.  SECTION 5.2
Provide an Operation and Maintenance (O&M) plan for those facilities proposed in the Municipality’s FEASIBILITY STUDY  SECTION 5.2
Provide an O&M plan for those shared facilities proposed in coordination with other Municipality(ies) and outline a plan to fund these O&M obligations. SECTION 5.2
Should the Feasibility Study determine flow management revisions or capital improvements are unnecessary to meet the flow management objectives, the Municipality should provide evidence to support this proposal. SECTION 2.2.2

Direct Stream Influence and Direct Stream Inflow
 Should the Feasibility Study determine flow management revisions or capital improvements are unnecessary to meet the flow management objectives, the Municipality should provide evidence to support this proposal. For Municipal CSS’s with direct stream inflow sources, summarize the Municipal evaluation of its stream removal or flow management options and provide supporting documentation necessary to justify the selected option(s).  SECTION 5.2
For Municipal CSS’s with stream inflow sources tributary to another municipality, summarize the Municipal cooperation efforts and stream flow management options and proposals developed with the other municipality(ies). SECTION 5.2
As appropriate for the stream removal or flow management option selected, provide an implementation schedule to effect the proposed option(s). SECTION 5.2
Discuss and plan with ALCOSAN the implementation of the stream removal or stream flow management proposal and implementation schedule. Provide a summary of ALCOSAN’s analysis of the direct stream removal or flow management proposal selected. SECTION 5.2
If direct stream removal is not selected as the preferred option, provide an evaluation of grit control facilities sufficient to properly manage grit entry into the Municipality’s sewerage facilities. 
Provide a construction, facility O&M management and implementation funding plan for any proposed grit control or other stream flow management facilities. 
SECTION 5.2
Provide an institutional evaluation and outline the inter-municipal coordination objectives, milestones and agreements already instituted or still necessary to either; effect the removal of a direct stream inflow source, adequately manage stream flows, and/or construct appropriate grit control facilities. Provide a plan and schedule sufficient to realize these institutional objectives. SECTION 5.2
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Financial and Institutional Considerations 

Text for this section is still in development by the FSWG.

Implementing Entity Alternatives 

[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]

[MUNICIPALITIES TO PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING:
THE STATUS OF THE LIST OF AVAILABLE INSTITUTIONAL METHODS THAT COULD BE USED FOR IMPLEMENTING THE POC ALTERNATIVE (3RWW FSWG DOCUMENT XX)


Internal Municipal

[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]

[MUNICIPALITIES TO PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING:
Text for this section is still in development by the FSWG.


Multi-Municipal

[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]

[MUNICIPALITIES TO PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING:
Text for this section is still in development by the FSWG.


Cost Allocation

The complexity of the interrelationships between municipalities that are within the ALCOSAN Service Area needs to be accounted for in developing acceptable cost allocation procedures.  Consequently, it is important to set down some basic guiding principles that would need to be used in developing cost allocation procedures.  These principles could be used as a starting point, in lieu of a formal partnering agreement, as a basis to move forward in cost allocation between municipalities.  
Principle 1 – Major goal is to endeavor to develop a “fair and equitable cost allocation process”.

Principle 2 – Allocating costs to the “cost-causative” areas of the proposed project.  This is another way of saying that one’s share of the cost of the project should be directly proportional to the level to which their flows contribute to the cost of the project.

Principle 3 – Allocation should allow for and be able to factor in individual municipality’s system improvement – such as GI and Source Reduction.

Principle 4 – Simple and easy to calculate in the future.

Principle 5 – Final methodology should encourage efficiencies.

Principle 6 – A properly calibrated H&H Model with future agreed upon improvements should be used as a basis for estimating flow.

Principle 7 – Old contracts do not necessarily reflect new realities and should be re-evaluated.  Unless agreed to by all parties to the contract old contracts should not form the only basis for cost allocations on wet weather control facilities.

6.2.1	Cost Sharing – Concepts and Methodologies

There are, at least, two distinctive categories of cost allocation that need to be discussed.  Capital Cost allocation and O&M cost allocation.  The capital cost allocation issues and approaches will be defined initially.  A number of methods of cost allocation are considered.  These methodologies may be based on the following:

“Agreed upon” basis
Capacity basis
Peak Design flow (dry and wet weather)
“Peak” design volume (dry and wet weather)
Equivalent Dwelling Units (EDUs)
Water Consumption/Purchase
Tributary Areas
Combined sewer
Separate sanitary
Expected Annual Flow Contribution
Proportion of Internal Municipal Costs

All of these approaches can be modified by various weighting criteria or “refining components”.  These refining components are items used to correct for various factors such as: ownership of existing sewer lines, proximity to the POC connection point, etc.

The following discussion describes each of these ways on which to base cost sharing methodologies.

6.2.1.1	“Agreed Upon” Basis
As the phrase implies, this cost sharing approach could be as simple as each party agreeing to a fixed share of each element of cost or all costs across the board. Negotiation of the basis of the percent share is left to the whim and imagination of the involved parties. Shares could be fixed for the term of the agreement, or they could be adjustable on some schedule or any other basis.  This approach is usually successful where there are existing agreements or a long history of collaboration between the affected parties.

6.2.1.2	Capacity Basis
Capacity based cost sharing is predicated on the design capacity of the shared facilities and the portion that is allocable to the various parties to the Agreement. For the types of facilities being evaluated, wet weather flow rate and volume are the primary capacity parameters. The Design Engineer’s Report to be submitted as part of the construction permitting (PADEP Part II Permit) should clearly specify and set forth the flow rate and volumetric design basis, as well as the capacity needs associated with all municipal entities. This information can serve as the basis for pro rata distribution of cost elements such as Debt Service and initial costs. One issue that should be addressed is how and whether unused and/or excess capacity utilized by “others” will be subject to cost reimbursement.  

This approach can be modified by various weighting criteria or “refining components”.  These are items used to correct for various factors such as, ownership of existing sewer lines, proximity to the POC connection point, etc.

6.2.1.3	Expected Annual Flow Contribution

This method would utilize estimated flow rates for a predetermined average year for evaluation.  This may work well for systems where a hybrid approach of wet weather flow rate and volume is desired.

6.2.1.4	Proportion of Internal Municipal Cost

This approach requires municipalities to evaluate their internal projects as outlined in Task 6 of Document 002.  This evaluation includes outlining alternatives and selecting the highest ranked alternative for their internal solution.  The municipalities’ share of the combined project becomes a “not-to-exceed” or proportional value of its internal cost to the total regional cost. 

6.2.2	Evaluation and Selection of Capital Cost Allocation Methodology
Four sewersheds were selected by 3RWW and the PM Team as pilot sewersheds for cost allocation.  The sewersheds included M-47, S-15, A-67 and T-04.  Figure 6-1 below shows the McNeilly Run (S-15) sewershed map with the proposed parallel relief sewers. Meetings were held on a monthly basis to review the information and provide direction.  The first meeting was used to review the concepts and methodologies outlined above.  The meeting attendees for each POC Sewershed selected the methodologies that they thought were appropriate or wanted to obtain information from.  The 3RWW/PM Team provided the necessary statistics for use in evaluating and selecting the capital cost methodology that works best. 

Following the initial meeting, a slight revision in the approach was incorporated.  This revision resulted in the addition of “Guiding Principles”.  One of the models for cost allocation that was used by the PM Team followed the Detroit Water and Sewerage Department and Suburban communities in the Detroit Area model.  In this model, the negotiating parties initially met and signed a partnering agreement that set down the approach that would lead to a meaningful cost allocation.  In lieu of developing partnering agreements (with more than 48 POCs to work with the partnering process would have been time-consuming), the guiding principles were developed to help set the tone for the cost allocation negotiations.

It is recommended that in future cost allocation negotiations for other POCs that these guiding principles be reviewed initially.  The participants need to fully buy-in to these ideas before proceeding with the main task of cost sharing. The most difficult aspect of these negotiations tends to be the likelihood that the “fair and equitable” cost allocation results in “apparent” higher cost for some communities when compared to another approach that may result in a lower cost allocation but is unfair to the other participants.  Another approach would be to define and discuss among the cost allocation participants what “fair and equitable” means.   During this stage, an overall albeit, abstract discussion (without specific percentages and dollar amounts) that walks through the arguments for ensuring that each municipality needs to share in the cost to the extent that they (flows and distance from POC) contribute to the cost of the project.  Ideally this discussion needs to center on the concept of “fair and equitable”

For the capital cost allocation, statistics to support the various allocation methodologies were developed and discussed with each POC participant.  During several discussions, Principles 1 and 2 appeared to inform the crux of the approach to be used.  The major discussion was to identify the ways to ensure that the allocation was fair and equitable by assigning the cost proportionally to the cost-causative items.  For conveyance sewers, the cost of the project would be influenced by the pipe size (flow rate) and length (distance from the POC).  In addition, participants agreed with the idea that it would not be fair for downstream municipalities pay for upstream sections of the project if they were not tributary to that sewer.  

Following these discussions, the first basic decision was the need to use peak wet weather flows as the basis for the cost allocation. The PM Team evaluated three main types of peak flow based analysis (see Figure 6-2 for summary information related to S-15):
Percentage of flow at the POC – in this approach, the total flow at the POC is obtained from the H&H Model. The flow rate for each connection point tributary to the POC is divided by the total POC flow to obtain its ration.  This represents the connection point’s portion of the total cost of the regional project.  It should be noted that portions of the project which is dedicated to one municipality is subtracted from the total cost of the regional project.  
Percentage by Length of Use – this is based on using the distance from the POC as a “weighing factor” in the cost allocation calculation
Segmental – were areas that are tributary to a section of new pipe would divide the cost based on peak wet weather flow rates.

In all of the cost allocation procedures, the use of the calibrated ALCOSAN H&H Model was deemed as the basic tool for determining peak flow rates.  In some cases where two or more municipalities are combined into one loading point, the agreement is to use the model to effect the required split through RTK and area adjustments (if separate) and area adjustment if combined.

For capital costs, the second type of project is one that includes equalization basins (storage tanks) on the main conveyance line.  The conveyance portion of the cost allocation should follow the accepted methodologies for conveyance as expressed above.  However, for the storage portion alternative methods need to be developed.  


[image: ]
Figure 6-1: McNeilly Run Proposed Relief Sewer (replace with POC-specific figure)

[bookmark: _GoBack]Figure 6-2:  Summary Information For Three Cost Allocation Methods (replace with POC-specific figure)
6.2.3	Operation & Maintenance Cost Allocation

In developing O&M costs, some definitions and descriptions are important to establish before starting the O&M cost allocation process.  The first definition is an understanding of what constitutes O&M.  The following is a generic listing that will be considered for each Complex Shed:
Sewer Inspection
CCTV & Cleaning
Utilities and power requirements for pumping stations and storage basins
Chemical costs for CSO facilities
Minor repair and rehabilitation (major repair and rehab will be determined using an updated project appropriate version of the capital cost allocation methodology used in the POC).
Staff salaries, wages and fringe benefits
Replacement costs (sewers and structures - 100 years; mechanical equipment – 25 years)
SSO Response Plan

Clear understanding and agreement on the appropriate components for each POC shed is important.  The next step would be to categorize these expenses into at least 2 groups – items impacted by peak flow and location (such as CCTV and cleaning) and items impacted by volume of wastewater (i.e. storage basins).  Once these categories are identified, then various methodologies for operation and maintenance (O&M) cost allocation can be investigated.

These methodologies may be based on the following:
“Agreed upon” basis
Responsible for portion of sewer within municipal boundary
Capacity basis
“Peak” design volume (dry and wet weather)
EDUs
Water Consumption
Tributary Areas
Combined sewer
Separate sanitary
Expected Annual Flow Contribution

All of these approaches can be modified by various weighting criteria or “refining components”.  These refining components are items used to correct for various factors such as: ownership of existing sewer lines, proximity to the POC connection point, etc.

The following discussion describes each of these ways on which to base cost sharing methodologies.

6.2.4		Selected Cost Allocation Methods for [POC NAME]
[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]

MUNICIPALITIES TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION BY PROVIDING THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:
DESCRIBE HOW CAPITAL AND O&M COSTS WILL BE ALLOCATED BETWEEN MUNICIPALITIES (WHAT BASIS WAS SELECTED).

MOU and Inter-Municipal Agreements

Any existing agreements between the multi-municipalities tributary to a common POC will need to be made available to the concerned municipalities. 

Development of MOU and Inter-Municipal Agreements
One of the early steps in working together will likely be to review existing information and see if there are any existing service agreements or MOUs and if ownership of, and rights to capacity within, the trunk sewer can be determined.  3RWW working with the University of Pittsburgh has collected many of the existing agreements.  The FSWG also formed an inter-municipal agreements subcommittee to review the existing agreements gathered by the University of Pittsburgh, develop an agreement outline for use by the municipalities, and prepare draft agendas for use in multi-municipal meetings.    The subcommittee was formed in June 2009 and is continuing to meet.  They produced a multi-municipal agreement outline that contained over 20 articles.  Work products produced by the subcommittee are available on the 3RWW MDS website.   

When more than one municipality is involved in the design, construction and operation of wet weather control facilities, they should develop inter-municipal agreements to form a mutual understanding of the project and outline their municipal, customer and legal responsibilities.  Some items to consider in the agreement are provided in the FSWG Document “Multi-municipal Agreement Points to Consider” by the FSWG Subcommittee on Inter-Municipal Agreements.
Likely points of disagreement may include:
Existing sewer constructed and owned by one municipality.  The owner may want special considerations.
Meaningful discussions in areas where an upstream municipality’s flows may be causing a downstream overflow or sewer surcharge conditions.


All municipalities tributary to ALCOSAN have existing agreements with ALCOSAN (many of these date to the 1950s and 1960s and are often referred to as “Z” agreements).  The municipal solicitor should be involved in any technical considerations that will necessitate revision of the existing agreement or entering into a new agreement or MOU with ALCOSAN.  Items of discussion include, but are not limited to, joint permitting, joint ownership, joint cost sharing, and who will operate and maintain the facility (long term basis).  


Agreements or MOUs should contain provisions for periodic review and amendment as necessary by the respective parties and their solicitors.  Some issues to examine include:
Is the existing agreement or MOU working?
Are there any amendments that are necessary to the agreement?
Is there any work being performed outside of the agreement that should be included?
Are there any regulatory compliance issues?
Should the cost allocation be reviewed?

6.3.2	MOU and Inter-Municipal Agreements for [POC NAME]
[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]

MUNICIPALITIES TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION BY PROVIDING THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:
COORDINATE COST AND FINANCING OPTIONS WITH ASSOCIATED MUNICPALITIES WITHN THE POC-SHED AND WITH ALCOSAN:
SUMMARIZE ANY MOU AND/OR INTER-MUNICIPAL AGREEMENTS THAT HAVE BEEN SIGNED BY THE PARTICIPATING MUNICIPALITIES
PROVIDE THE MOU AND/OR AGREEMENTS IN APPENDIX X OF THIS REPORT.

Implementation Schedule and Planning

6.4.1	Implementation Schedule
[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]

MUNICIPALITIES TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION BY PROVIDING THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:
PROVIDE FOR THE CONSTRUCTION AND IMPLEMENTATION OF ALL FEASIBILITY STUDY PROPOSED SEWERAGE FACILITIES BY THE EARLIEST PRACTICABLE DATE, HOWEVER FACILITY PLANNING SCHEDULES SHOULD NOT EXTEND LATER THAN THE ALCOSAN COMPLIANCE DEADLINE OF 9/30/2026.
PROVIDE MEASURABLE IMPLEMENTATION MILESTONES FOR THE FLOW MANAGEMENT AND FEASIBILITY STUDY IMPLEMENTATION TASKS AND PROPOSALS.  
ON A POC-SHED BASIS, PROVIDE A MUNICIPALITY-SPECIFIC IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE WITH A TASK INTEGRATION, IMPLEMENTATION AND COMPLETION DEADLINE DEVELOPED IN COORDINATION WITH RELATED ALCOSAN BASIN PLANNING EFFORTS. 
ON A POC-SHED BASIS, FOR SHARED FLOW MANAGEMENT FACILITIES, PROVIDE A MULTI-MUNICIPAL SPECIFIC IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE WITH A TASK INTEGRATION, IMPLEMENTATION AND COMPLETION DEADLINE DEVELOPED IN COORDINATION WITH RELATED ALCOSAN BASIN PLANNING EFFORTS. 
PROVIDE A MUNICIPAL FEASIBILITY STUDY IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE DEVELOPED IN COORDINATION WITH, (AND AT A MINIMUM) CONSISTENT WITH, THE RELATED ALCOSAN’S POC-SHED SPECIFIC SCHEDULE PROVIDED IN ITS WWP.
IDENTIFY 537 PROGRAM PLANNING RELATED OBLIGATIONS AND INCLUDE A TENTATIVE SCHEDULE FOR SUBMISSION OF THESE ITEMS TO THE APPROPRIATE AGENCY(IES). REVIEW THE ELEVEN (11) “CONSISTENCY” ITEM LISTED IN THE ACT 537 FACILITIES PLANNING ATTACHMENT.
FOR EACH POC-SHED PROVIDE A POST-CONSTRUCTION COMPLIANCE MONITORING PLAN (PCCMP) AND PCCMP TASK IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE.


6.4.2	Joint Municipal Planning and Implementation
[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]

MUNICIPALITIES TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION BY PROVIDING THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:
FOR EACH INTER-MUNICIPAL SEWAGE CONNECTION BRIEFLY DISCUSS THE FLOW MANAGEMENT PARAMETERS AND STRATEGY(IES) DEVELOPED IN COORDINATION WITH OTHER POC-SHED MUNICIPALITIES.
DEVELOP AND PRESENT THE MUNICIPALITY’S FEASIBILITY STUDY PROPOSALS TO IMPLEMENT A POC-SHED-WIDE FLOW MANAGEMENT PLAN DEVELOPED IN COORDINATION WITH ALL MUNICIPALITIES THAT INTEND TO SHARE PROPOSED FACILITIES.
IDENTIFY ALL MUNICIPAL SPECIFIC TASKS AND EFFORTS NECESSARY TO EFFECT THE FEASIBILITY STUDY’S IMPLEMENTATION. AS APPLICABLE INCLUDE CORRESPONDENCE FROM ALL ASSOCIATED MUNICIPALITIES WITHIN THE POC-SHED ACKNOWLEDGING THEY AGREE WITH THE COST ESTIMATES AND SHALL PARTICIPATE IN EFFECTING THE PROPOSED IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE FOR THE POC-SHED.
FOR EACH MUNICIPAL CONNECTION TO ANOTHER MUNICIPALITY’S SEWER SYSTEM OR FOR THE POC-SHED DISCUSS FLOW MANAGEMENT STRATEGY CONFLICTS AND CONCERNS THAT SURFACED DURING THE COORDINATED MUNICIPAL FACILITIES PLANNING PROCESS. IDENTIFY THOSE ISSUES WHICH THE MUNICIPALITY PERCEIVES MAY DETER IMPLEMENTATION OF A POC-SHED BASED FLOW MANAGEMENT PROPOSAL. 
IDENTIFY ANY ANTICIPATED INSTITUTIONAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE OBSTACLES THAT MAY IMPEDE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE FEASIBILITY STUDY.
PROVIDE A PLAN AND SCHEDULE TO OVERCOME ALL ANTICIPATED INSTITUTIONAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE OBSTACLES TO COMPLETE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE FEASIBILITY STUDY.




6.4.3	Regulatory Compliance Reporting
[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]

MUNICIPALITIES TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION BY PROVIDING THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:
DISCUSS HOW MUNICIPAL FLOW DATA AND PROPOSED FACILITY OPERATIONAL DATA WILL BE DEVELOPED AND UTILIZED BY THE MUNICIPALITY FOR COMPLIANCE REPORTING PURPOSES. 
PROPOSE A PLAN TO DEVELOP AND USE FLOW AND FACILITY OPERATIONAL DATA FOR COMPLIANCE REPORTING PURPOSES.
PROVIDE A PCCMP DESIGNED TO DETERMINE IF THE FEASIBILITY STUDY MET ITS FLOW MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES AND ITS IMPLEMENTATION SPECIFICS IN ADDITION TO EVALUATING THE MUNICIPALITY’S SUCCESS IN MEETING THE FEASIBILITY STUDY OBJECTIVES.

Funding Alternatives

Multi-municipal sharing of resources is often a cost-effective method for managing the continued operation and maintenance of wet weather control facilities.  Material, equipment, and labor can be shared between communities.  For example, a sewer vacuum truck owned by one community can be borrowed or rented by another community for cleaning of an SSO storage facility or pipeline.  Municipal Councils of Governments (COGs) often function in this manner through cooperative action (e.g. South Hills COG, Turtle Creek COG).  Inter-municipal agreements should be developed by the municipalities involved as discussed in Section 6.3.  

[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]

MUNICIPALITIES TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION BY PROVIDING THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:
PROVIDE A PROPOSED FLOW MANAGEMENT FACILITY FUNDING PLAN SUFFICIENT TO MEET THE ESTIMATED COST PROPOSED IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE FOR THE FLOW MANAGEMENT FACILITIES PLANNED IN COORDINATION WITH OTHER MUNICIPALITIES.  
IF AVAILABLE INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING IN THE FUNDING PLAN:
ESTIMATED CAPITAL COSTS (CONSTRUCTION AND NON-CONSTRUCTION IN CURRENT DOLLARS (2010 DOLLARS TO BE CONSISTENT WITH THE ALCOSAN WWP)
ESTIMATED CAPITAL COSTS AT MID-POINT OF CONSTRUCTION OR OTHER APPROPRIATE INFLATED FUTURE COST ESTIMATE BASED UPON THE ANTICIPATED IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE(S)
ANTICIPATED FUNDING SOURCES, E.G. PennVEST, OTHER DEPT FINANCING, GRANTS, PAY-AS-YOU-GO, ETC.
ESTIMATED INCREMENTAL ANNUAL DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (INCLUDE ESTIMATED INTEREST RATES, BOND TERM, ETC. USED IN THE CALCULATION OF THE ESTIMATED ANNUAL DEBT)
THIS BULLET POINT IS APPLICABLE TO MUNICIPALITIES THAT DO NOT HAVE A NEED FOR ANY CAPITAL PROJECTS BASED ON CAPACITY REQUIREMENT EVAULATIONS IN ADDITION TO THOSE MUNICIPALITIES THAT WILL BE DOING CAPITAL PROJECTS.  SINCE THE LONG TERM AFFORDABILITY FOR THE MUNICPALITY IS OF KEY IMPORTANCE TO BOTH THE MUNICIPALITY AND TO ALCOSAN, THE FOLLOWING SHOULD BE PROVIDED IF AVAILABLE: 
LONG TERM CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS TO THE MUNICPAL COLLECTION SYSTEMS THAT ARE NOT DIRECTLY ATTRIBUTABLE OR NECESSITATED BY THE FLOW CONTROL FACILITIES, E.G. PUMP STATION RECONSTRUCTION, ETC.
IF KNOWN OR PROJECTED, MS4 STORMWATER PERMIT COMPLIANCE CAPITAL COSTS
PROVIDE AN O&M PLAN FOR THOSE SHARED FACILITIES PROPOSED IN COORDINATION WITH OTHER MUNICIPALITY(IES) AND ESTABLISH A PLAN FOR THE MUNICIPALITY TO FUND THESE O&M OBLIGATIONS.  BASED UPON THE SELECTED O&M COST ALLOCATION APPROACH, PROJECT O&M COSTS ONE YEAR PAST THE ANTICIPALITED FULL IMPLMENTATION OF THE INTER-MUNICIPAL FLOW MANAGEMENT FACILITIES (2027).  USE ALCOSAN’S PROJECTED 4% RATE OF INFLATION AS A DEFAULT OR A MUNICIPAL SPECIFIC INFLATION RATE BASED UPON PROJECTED MUNICIPAL COST TRENDS.  THIS PROJECTION IS NECESSARY TO FULLY ASSESS THE AFFORDABILITY IMPACTS OF THE MUNICIPAL, INTER-MUNICIPAL AND ALCOSAN IMPROVEMENTS ONCE IMPLEMENTED.




User Cost Analysis 

[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]

MUNICIPALITIES TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION BY PROVIDING THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:
PROVIDE A TABLE BREAKING DOWN THE ESTIMATED -COST PER HOUSEHOLD TO IMPLEMENT THE RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE.  POPULATE TABLE 6-X BELOW:
[ENTER POC NAME] Feasibility Study Report
Section 6 – Financial and Institutional Considerations
___________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________
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TABLE 6-X: ESTIMATED ANNUAL COST PER HOUSEHOLD AFTER IMPLEMENTATION OF RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE

	Municipality
	Current Annual Cost Per Household
	Cost Per Household After Recommended Alternative Implementation
	Notes/Comments

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	





Affordability 

[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]

MUNICIPALITIES TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION BY PROVIDING THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:
PROVIDE AN AFFORDABILITY ANALYSIS FOR THE FLOW MANAGEMENT STRATEGY AND SPECIFIC FLOW MANAGEMENT PROPOSALS OUTLINED IN FOR THE COMBINED PORTIONS OF CSS.





DEP/ACHD GUIDELINES 
Cost and Affordability Analysis:
Identify and detail the anticipated cost the Municipality estimates it will incur to meet the Feasibility Study compliance objectives and proposals. SECTIONS 4.5, 5.0, AND 6.6 Coordinate cost and financing options with associated municipalities  within the POC-shed and with ALCOSAN: SECTIONS 6.2.4 AND 6.3.2
On a POC-by-POC basis provide an affordability analysis for the flow management strategy and specific flow management proposals outlined in for the combined portions of CSS. SECTION 6.7
Provide details on the parameters, assumptions and methods used to develop all cost estimates for the sewerage facilities outlined and proposed. SECTION 4.3
Provide supporting documentation used to develop the all cost estimates provided in the Feasibility Study. SECTION 4.3
Provide plan and profile sketches with detail sufficient to support the Feasibility Study proposal evaluation and cost assumptions outlined. SECTION 5.1
Provide a proposed flow management facility funding plan sufficient to meet the estimated cost and proposed implementation schedule for the flow management facilities proposed. THIS WOULD BE APPLICABLE ONLY FOR THE MUNICIPAL FEASIBILITY STUDY
Provide a proposed flow management facility funding plan sufficient to meet the estimated cost proposed implementation schedule for the flow management facilities planned in coordination with other municipalities. SECTION 6.5
Submit a proposal to fund and implement all O&M obligations for all existing and proposed flow management facilities outlined in the Municipality’s Feasibility Study. THIS WOULD BE APPLICABLE ONLY FOR THE MUNICIPAL FEASIBILITY STUDY
Provide an O&M plan for those shared facilities proposed in coordination with other Municipality(ies) and establish a plan for the Municipality to fund these O&M obligations. SECTION 6.5




DEP/ACHD GUIDELINES 
Implementation Specifics:
Schedule: 
Provide for the construction and implementation of all Feasibility Study proposed sewerage facilities by the earliest practicable date, however facility planning schedules should not extend later than the ALCOSAN compliance deadline of 9/30/2026. SECTION 6.4.1
Provide measurable implementation milestones for the flow management and Feasibility Study implementation tasks and proposals.  SECTION 6.4.1
On a POC-shed basis, provide a Municipality-specific implementation schedule with a task integration, implementation and completion deadline developed in coordination with related ALCOSAN basin planning efforts. SECTION 6.4.1
On a POC-shed basis, for shared flow management facilities, provide a multi-municipal specific implementation schedule with a task integration, implementation and completion deadline developed in coordination with related ALCOSAN basin planning efforts. SECTION 6.4.1
Provide a Municipal Feasibility Study implementation schedule developed in coordination with, (and at a minimum) consistent with, the related ALCOSAN’s POC-shed specific schedule provided in its WWP. SECTION 6.4.1
Identify 537 Program planning related obligations and include a tentative schedule for submission of these items to the appropriate Agency(ies). Review the eleven (11) “consistency” item listed in the Act 537 Facilities Planning Attachment. SECTION 6.4.1
For each POC-shed provide a post-construction compliance monitoring plan (PCCMP) and PCCMP task implementation schedule. SECTION 6.4.1

Joint Municipal Feasibility Study Planning and Implementation:  
For each inter-municipal sewage connection briefly discuss the flow management parameters and strategy(ies) developed in coordination with other POC-shed municipalities. SECTION 6.4.2
Develop and present the Municipality’s Feasibility Study proposals to implement a POC-shed-wide flow management plan developed in coordination with all municipalities that intend to share proposed facilities. SECTION 6.4.2
Identify all Municipal specific tasks and efforts necessary to effect the Feasibility Study’s implementation. As applicable include correspondence from all associated municipalities within the POC-shed acknowledging they agree with the cost estimates and shall participate in effecting the proposed implementation schedule for the POC-shed. SECTION 6.4.2
For each Municipal connection to another municipality’s sewer system or for the POC-shed discuss flow management strategy conflicts and concerns that surfaced during the coordinated municipal facilities planning process. Identify those issues which the Municipality perceives may deter implementation of a POC-shed based flow management proposal. SECTION 6.4.2
Identify any anticipated institutional and administrative obstacles that may impede implementation of the Feasibility Study. SECTION 6.4.2
Provide a plan and schedule to overcome all anticipated institutional and administrative obstacles to complete implementation of the Feasibility Study. SECTION 6.4.2

Regulatory Compliance Reporting:   
Discuss how municipal flow data and proposed facility operational data will be developed and utilized by the Municipality for compliance reporting purposes. SECTION 6.4.3
Propose a plan to develop and use flow and facility operational data for compliance reporting purposes. SECTION 6.4.3
Provide a PCCMP designed to determine if the Feasibility Study met its flow management objectives and its implementation specifics in addition to evaluating the Municipality’s success in meeting the Feasibility Study objectives. SECTION 6.4.3
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Public Involvement (Stakeholder Participation) 

[INSERT POC-SPECIFIC INFORMATION HERE]

MUNICIPALITIES TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION BY PROVIDING THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:
PROVIDE A SUMMARY OF STAKEHOLDER MEETINGS AND COORDINATION ACTIVITIES FOR PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT DURING THE SITE AND TECHNOLOGY SELECTION AND ALTERNATIVE DEVELPOMENT PROCESSES.

[ENTER POC NAME] Feasibility Study Report
Section 7 – Public Involvement (Stakeholder Participation)
___________________________________________________________