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2004 PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT
MILWAUKEE METROPOLITAN SEWERAGE DISTRICT / UNITED WATER

1. What impact has privatization of MMSD’s operations had on overflows?

Focus on operational readiness and practices during events.
· Assess operational readiness prior to and operation control performed during events of interest, relying heavily on MMSD summaries of the events.
· Review whether privatization has impacted performance of facilities or construction of new facilities that manage wet weather flows.
Sources of information:


May, 2004 weather forecasts


May, 2004, rainfall data


MMSD Five Day By-Pass and Overflow Event Notifications to DNR


Meeting, June 30, 2004, about operations during May, 2004 with MMSD staff


PowerPoint presentation on May, 2004 events


SOP’s used during May, 2004


Excess Flow Decision Tree


Central Control System data for May, 2004 events


Training/certification records for UWS operations staff during May, 2004 events


Agreement for Operations and Maintenance Services between MMSD and UWS


United Water Performance Evaluation, June 20, 2003
2. How has United Water Services performed against their contract?
Focus on performance during wet weather only.
· Review contract performance requirements relative to wet weather flow management to determine whether the contract includes provisions which would favor or disfavor system operation that would reduce overflow events and volumes.
· Conduct interviews and gather information to assess whether UWS has impacted schedule of construction contracts related to overflow reduction and what contract provisions address this situation
Sources of information:


Agreement for Operations and Maintenance Services between MMSD and UWS


United Water Performance Evaluation June 20, 2003


Meeting, June 29, 2004 about projects and project delivery with MMSD staff

Legislative Audit Bureau Evaluation, July, 2002

3. Is United Water Services making errors that are causing these overflows?

Focus on operational decisions made during events that were based on information made at the time and how decisions compare to flow management policies.

· Perform interviews and review operational data from recent events to determine whether facilities were operated as intended by the designer.  Review training records to determine if operators were trained on the preferred wet weather operating scheme for the system.
Sources of Information:


Conference Call, June 16, 2004 with Pat Marchese, Dave Bennett on history of ISS


Meeting, June 30, 2004, about operations during May, 2004 with MMSD staff


PowerPoint presentation on May, 2004 events

SOP’s used during May, 2004


Excess Flow Decision Tree


Central Control System data for May, 2004 events


Training/certification records for UWS operations staff during May, 2004 events


Agreement for Operations and Maintenance Services between MMSD and UWS


Legislative Audit Bureau Evaluation, July 2002
4. Is United Water Services trying to save money at the expense of our environment?
Consider cost factors relevant to flow management during wet weather. Consider factors such as labor overtime, power consumption, and chemical use addressed in the contract.

· Gather and review cost-related data from events of interest. .Compare financial impact of managing wet weather flows to dry weather flows.
Sources of information:


Agreement for Operations and Maintenance Services between MMSD and UWS


United Water Performance Evaluation, June 20, 2003


Legislative Audit Bureau Evaluation, July 2002


Staffing, utility, and chemical usage information from UWS/MMSD

5. Is sewer separation a viable option?  What will it cost, and what would be the impacts on flooding and water quality?
Consider viability only, do not evaluate it any further than whether 2020 planning needs to give it consideration as an alterative.  Need to express costs that reflect compliance with state stormwater regulations.  Need to express water quality aspect as a difference in delivering pollutants of concern to surface waters.  Need to identify non-cost factors to compare separation to other overflow control technologies.

· Review previous cost estimates for separation.  Review previous studies regarding pollution loading relative to stormwater discharges.  Provide contemporary assessment of separation costs and pollution loadings changes resulting from separation.
· Using the results of previous surface water analysis within the MMSD service area, estimate the potential change in pollutant loading resulting from sewer separation if stormwater treatment were not included.  Based on available technology literature, summarize the likely treatment effectiveness differences between stormwater and wastewater treatment processes.
Sources of information:

Conference Call, June 16, 2004, with Pat Marchese, Dave Bennett on history of ISS


WPAP Facilities Plan Separation Evaluation


Technical Memoranda from MMSD Stormwater Disconnection Study


2010 Facilities Plan

Rust/Harza Sewer Separation Cost Estimate


Triad Loading Analysis
6.  How does Milwaukee compare to other similar sized communities?

Review a) flow management practices, b) flow management results, c) facilities used to manage flow.
· Gather system data (overflow volumes, treatment plant effluent quality, rainfall data, etc.) for the MMSD system to determine wet weather performance.  This information will be used to compare MMSD to similar systems.

· Identify up to five cities/systems comparable to MMSD.  Gather sufficient data to support a comparison of combined sewer area, storage volume utilized, treatment plant sizing, use of blending in wet weather flow management, and frequency and volume of CSO and SSO.

· Review private contractor aspect of the comparisons to other similar sized communities.  Review whether this situation signifies a different approach to managing wet weather flows, and how this is supported by performance indicators.

Sources of information:


AMSA Blending Report

EPA Report to Congress on SSO/CSO


EPA National CSO Policy


AMSA Wet Weather Policy Statements


MMSD NPDES Permit


System Data from MMSD/UWS

7. What projects are currently being developed and can they be accelerated?  And, what would have been the result of having these projects in place during the latest storms?

Review benefits of projects listed in 200 WENR Stipulation Agreement, i.e. 2010 Facilities Plan projects, additional storage and conveyance capacity, and instrumentation and controls.

· Using 2020 models, analyze the MMSD system with and without the projects during the May, 2004, events.  Determine effect of facilities in reducing overflow occurrence and volumes during the May, 2004, rain events.

· Review current schedules for implementing the planned capital projects believed to have an influence on overflow reduction (Northwest Side Relief Sewer, West Wisconsin Avenue Relief Sewer, and the Port Washington Road Relief Sewer) to determine if and how they could be accelerated.

Sources of information:


2001 WDNR Stipulation Agreement


2010 Facilities Plan excerpt, page 4-90, ‘Significant system problem areas’

MMSD letter to WDNR, June 30, 2004, list of projects reducing overflows


2020 Facilities Plan work products, including project/flow impact analysis


Meeting, June 29, 2004, about project delivery with MMSD Technical Services staff
8. What exactly was the deep tunnel supposed to accomplish for us?

Focus on WDNR agreements, permits, engineering studies, EIS documents, and facilities plans.

· Summarize the events of May, 2004, rainfall and overflows, to determine how they compare to the performance criteria for the system

· Review system performance documents, including tunnel, treatment plant, and conveyance improvements.  Review agreements with WDNR regarding performance.

Sources of information:


Conference call, June 16, 2004, Pat Marchese, Dave Bennett on history of ISS

Paper by Kevin Shafer, Michael McCabe, “Evolution of the Milwaukee System”


WPAP Facilities Plan and EIS


Legislative Audit Bureau Evaluation, July 2002


2001 WDNR Stipulation Agreement


May, 2004, rainfall data


Plant performance records from MMSD/UWS

9. What are the standards we are striving for?  Is meeting the DNR permit requirements adequate?

Focus on overflows.  Standards could refer to water use objectives, both stated and presumed.  “Adequacy” question is qualitative and not quantitative.  Quantitative answer is left to the 2020 Facilities Plan.
· Review WDNR agreements and permits regarding system performance.  Survey other states and provinces in the Great Lakes basin for overflow control requirements (CSO and SSO).

· Summarize official and draft designated use standards for surface waters receiving CSO and SSO discharges within the MMSD service area.

Sources of information:

WDNR code NR216 (stormwater regulations)

WDNR Proposed and Official Designated Uses for Surface Waters within MMSD Service Area

MMSD NPDES Permit

WDNR letter, April 15, 2002, Guidance for Issuing NOC/NOV for Sewer Overflow Events

10. Is achieving zero overflows a realistic goal?  What else needs to happen to achieve zero overflows and what will it cost?
“Achievable” question is qualitative and not quantitative.  Quantitative answer is left to 2020 Facilities Plan.
· Survey other states for overflow control requirements for CSO and SSO.  Survey other Great Lakes states and provinces regarding overflow controls.

Sources of information:


MMSD Stormwater Disconnection Study

I&I studies of various originations


Rust/Harza Sewer Separation Analysis

