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IMA RENEGOTIATION - NEGOTIATION TEAM (NT) ACTIVITIES

DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS & PROPOSED PROCESS FOR ADDRESSING TECHNICAL FLOW/CAPACITY ISSUES
(COG draft summary, 4/3/06)

NT Work Session (3/28/06)
Key Issues/Concerns:
[Ref. DC-WASA’s presentation]
Q.
Does/how does plant operating mode vary during actual storms vs. as characterized in slides (i.e., Slide #10 - simultaneously crossing all 3 permit flow thresholds)?
A.
Yes mode varies and can significantly impact plant operations for hours/days following storms.  Slides reflect storm impact for both routine and extreme event storms as plant flows actually increase fairly quickly after storm events.
Q.
How were permit flow triggers and time intervals (i.e., 511 MGD for 4 hours) derived?

A.
Values were negotiated based on determining actual plant operational reliability requirements and conducting various process stress tests.

· Acknowledged that the negotiated language regarding these flow triggers and time intervals was incorporated into Blue Plains’ NPDES permit after the Blue Plains Feasibility Study (BPFS) was completed and after the IMA was signed.  Question was raised as to why those new permit conditions and flow conditions were not identified as a reason to potentially amend the IMA when they occurred.

· There are various opinions regarding whether an Inflow component of suburban flows was in fact accounted for in IMA flow allocations, as BPFS does not explicitly account for or mention them.  And, to what extent characterizations of Dry Weather Flow values inherently include Inflow flows (i.e., actual dry weather flows versus annual average flows).
· Characterization of Dry Weather flows (slide #14) represents the District’s view – not in the IMA and not necessarily agreed to by suburban members.
· Critical need to define/redefine various flow terms both existing and new.  Also need to differentiate between terms that describe flow sources versus how those flows are ultimately treated (i.e., which outfall they end up exiting from).

· Real concern on part of suburban users that efforts to characterize District flows as being lower than currently reported and to project lower flows into the future will result in:  a) actual flows being over 370 MGD, with the potential for EPA and environmentalists actions; and b) the need for suburban users to have to off-load their flows prematurely (i.e., prior to 2030) – such that any agreed upon suburban allocations (and hence dependence upon the use of Blue Plains) may not be sufficiently reliable over this planning period.
· Noted that 370 MGD is not a permit limit for Blue Plains because it is recognized that its flows will exceed 370 MGD given that the District has a combined sewer system; and that under EPA’s CSO Policy, the CSO LTCP is the actual permit mechanism for addressing those storm-related flows.  Limits to Outfall #001 are pound load limits and concentration values.  So flows can vary (i.e., exceed 370 MGD) as long as the load limits are not exceeded.  In fact, Blue Plains did exceed 370 MGD annual average several years ago, during a very wet year, without any comment or action taken by EPA.
· Real questions about what actually happens to the Users’ flows at 740 MGD (i.e., whether they go out Outfall #001 and/or #002), and the frequency/duration that such flows actually occur (i.e., how frequently do flow events greater than 740 MGD for 4 hours actually occur, and who’s flows contribute to those figures) – versus the scenario described in slide #11.  Recognizing that co-mingling of flows does occur.
· Desire to have quantification of the percentage of suburban flows that actually get to Blue Plains for Full Treatment (Outfall #002) versus those that end up going out as Excess Flow (Outfall #001) and/or going into the CSO tunnels (in the future).  Given the high price of the tunnels, current percentage ranges (1-10%) won’t suffice.  These figures need to be quantified.
· Fairfax County is concerned that City of Vienna flows are included in Fairfax flows for some years.  These discrepancies need to be resolved.

· Desire to understand how the predicted suburban peak flows compare to the IMA’s transmission capacity limits (i.e., to recognize impacts at Blue Plains given that peak flows are attenuated).
· It is impractical to use actual data for assessing this overall system because the CSO policy requires compliance based on an average hydrologic year (i.e., need the model to translate actual data to such conditions).
· DC-WASA continues its efforts to explain the significant lack of correlation between the amount of water DC-WASA purchases on behalf of the District, and the resulting wastewater figures (i.e., water demand figures are much higher than wastewater flows).

· Critical need for the District to confirm what its official year 2030 flow capacity ‘needs’ are if as presented they no longer agree with the projections and methodology used in the BPSA Study.  Discussions are underway with District government to make that determination.

· Continued concern with veracity of District’s flow reduction programs and resulting impacts on future flow projections.

· Clarification that 450 MGD flow cited in slide #63 is an internal process flow figure and not intended to convey a change in the permit flow conditions being discussed.

· Clarification that EPA’s proposed TN load limit and 4.2 mg/l assumption (per 7/28/05 letter) applies only to Outfall #002 – but does include assumptions for District, Maryland, and Virginia allocations.
· Limit of 3 mg/l TN (at essentially limit of technology) is based on the fact that designing it will achieve EPA’s currently proposed concentration of 4.2 mg/l TN with additional reliability.  And that any real difference in costs at those levels is due to increased O&M costs rather than capital costs.  This will also help restore a reasonable factor of safety/reliability to plant operations.  Operation of the current BNR system places a significant strain on plant operations (wastewater and biosolids) when wet weather events occur.
· Many of these flow-related issues and analyses arose when DC-WASA began fully evaluating how to design processes to achieve compliance with both the LTCP and new TN requirements.  Recognition of the tremendous amount of piloting, research, workshops, and other activities that is underway to address both issues.  This includes addressing the impacts of increased TN loads (30%) from the new digesters.
· Need to clarify which facilities are proposed as part of the LTCP versus meeting TN requirements versus those that address both needs (i.e., hybrid systems) – regardless of whether they are on or off-site; and hence what portion of any of those costs are Joint Use versus Non Joint Use.

Key Issues/Concerns:
[Ref. WSSC’s presentation]
WSSC’s Finding
· It appears from WSSC’s analysis, that their flows are consistent with those used by DC-WASA in their analysis.

· Recognition that at Rock Creek and Anacostia Pumping Station the flows are close to their IMA limits.

· The February 22, 2003 flow event DC-WASA used in their analysis appears to be consistent with a 5-10 year storm flow event.

Discussion

· View stated that critical issue is whether suburban users believe they have purchased capacity rights or ownership (i.e., bricks and mortar) rights with their IMA allocations.
· Need clarification of what facilities were paid for only by the District versus those where all the Users paid according to their IMA allocations (i.e., Joint versus Non Joint Use).  For example, need to determine who paid for the 336 MGD Excess Flow and who paid for the 1,076 MGD peak capacity.
· Concern is that for the past 20 years WSSC has managed its flows to maintain and not exceed its annual average flow allocations and peak flow transmission limits; and that it is still uncertain what WSSC will have to do and what options are available for them to manage future flows under these new parameters.
· Note that CSO LTCP accommodates all future flow projections, including those of the suburban users, while ensuring the benefit of compliance with water quality standard requirements.  If the District had a separate system this would not be the case, and there would be additional suburban SSOs to be dealt with.
· Recognition that despite any inconsistencies in how peak and dry weather flows are characterized in the current IMA versus the current permit, that the issue is how to move forward and resolve these issues in a fair and equitable manner.
· Recognition that there are trade-offs between the impacts of District CSO flows (i.e., colder temperatures result in increased size/costs of biological systems) and those of suburban flows (i.e., more concentrated than District’s stormwater flows and hence require additional treatment/cost) – some of which may not be able to be quantified and many simply need to be negotiated.

· There may be some rationale for considering separate allocations for TN costs to reflect varying state load allocation requirements versus as a standard permit limit – although views differ on that account.

WORK SESSION Materials:

1. Briefing for IMA Participants on Flow and Other Information for Blue Plains Service Area (3/28/06, DC-WASA)
[updated version handed out at work session]
2. Letter from J. Johnson, DC-WASA to J. Capacasa, EPA-Region III (3/10/06)  [re: DC-WASA’s proposed process/schedule for addressing TN limits/Wet Weather Plan]
3. Letter from J. Capacasa, EPA-Region III to J. Johnson, DC-WASA (7/28/05)  [re:  DC-WASA’s proposals & TN requirements]
4. WSSC Peak Flow Analysis (3/28/06, WSSC)    [updated version handed out at work session]
NT WORK SESSION Participants:
NT Members – Len Benson, District of Columbia; John Dunn, DC-WASA; Jimmie Jenkins & Shahram Mohsenin, Fairfax County; Jim Caldwell & Dave Lake, Montgomery County; Bev Warfield, Prince George’s County; Joe Zorica & Craig Fricke, WSSC
Others – Ed Jones, Fairfax County; Roland Steiner, WSSC; David Bardin, DC-WASA Board
Consultants – Robin Roberts, RESOLVE; Ron Bizzarri , John Cassidy & Ed Locke, on behalf of DC-WASA; Laurens van der Tak, on behalf of Fairfax County & WSSC
COG Staff – Tanya Spano, Ted Graham, & Stuart Freudberg
NT Meeting (3/28/06)
· Confirmed/restated agreements previously reached at March retreat based on discussion by Utilities Group (see below).
· There may be some rationale for bifurcating the Excess Flow and TN issues and costs and treating their cost splits differently.  There are many alternatives that could address these issues that are still under development.  Many of the TN and LTCP facility, process and cost details will not be clear for perhaps another three years.  Current scenarios and cost estimates are the best information available at this time.  Issue of Joint Use versus Non Joint Use costs will need to be addressed then.
· Clarified that the characterization of WSSC flows as exceeding their ‘Excess Flow allocations’ did not imply that those flows weren’t treated, rather that despite being higher than those allocations that those flows will in fact be treated because of the existence of the CSO LTCP to address all storm flows regardless of source.

· DC-WASA is drafting proposed language for defining Dry Weather Flows (DWF) and Excess Flows (EF).  It is possible that DWF should be tied to complete treatment requirements, while EF should be calculated by volume rather than as a percentage of DWF.

· Concern that level of detail being discussed is obscuring fundamental negotiating points and could delaying resolution of these issues.  View that BPCAOs did not envision such discussions because when they met in November 2005 the flow projections for all parties were known (i.e., documented in BPSA Study).  Recognition that despite all these issues that a lot of progress was made at the retreat.
· Continued concern regarding what the District’s true flow capacity ‘needs’ are.  Concern that underestimating those future needs and potentially resolving that situation by invoking off-loading, will erode the suburban users’ confidence in being able to utilize both current and perhaps additional capacity at Blue Plains through Year 2030.  In addition, 10 year off-load notice is not likely to be sufficient to develop alternative treatment options for the suburban users.
· Will need to link these treatment scenarios and cost estimates to percentages of flow and ultimately to values for those percentages (e.g., Book Value versus Replacement Value costs vary significantly).  This would be important information whether a decision to sell/buy capacity is made now or in the future.  The Valuation Study is intended to provide that critical information.  Contract is currently under development.
· Need for additional analysis to quantify suburban users’ flow percentages is critical in order for them to understand what their options are, and for instance - whether they agree that negotiating with EPA to reduce the peaking factor at Blue Plains is something that makes economic sense for them – as compared to handling their peak flows differently.  For example, this includes quantifying how much each user would need to reduce its peak flow volumes by in order to stay out of the CSO tunnels (i.e., via I/I programs or other efforts).
· Some question about whether the suburban users can actually utilize the 740 MGD treatment capacity as is assumed in DC-WASA’s analysis even though they participated in those costs.

· DC-WASA is several weeks away from making determinations of those suburban flow percentages.  Discussed what John Cassidy is being asked to analyze for DC-WASA.  Need to get specific suburban questions identified.
· Need for closer collaboration between DC-WASA’s technical staff/consultants and suburban users’ technical staff/consultants in order to assure all parties that critical technical questions are being addressed and that there is a full understanding of what the modeling and analysis assumptions are.
· Need for additional analyses before there can be any real discussion regarding possible suburban participation in a percentage use of the CSO tunnel and hence a share in the costs.  Critical need to understand/differentiate between what flows (suburban versus District) go out Outfall #001 versus into the tunnels.  Will need to do additional modeling to make that determination.  However, need to recognize that any ultimate decision to participate or not participate in the cost of the CSO tunnels is many years off.
· Concern that by further differentiating suburban versus District flows that it appears to be in conflict with the concept of regional responsibility for Blue Plains.

· Confirmed that EPA monitors both loads and concentrations at Outfall #001, so monitoring flows is important in order to ensure process stability and that load limits are not exceeded.

· Recognition that much of this analyses has only recently been completed and therefore available for review; that as a result there hasn’t been a lot of time to review this detailed information; that the implications are significant to all parties; and therefore it is inevitable that additional and significant questions continue to be raised about the results.
Agreements/recommendations:
Utilities Group Points of Agreement

· Recognition of Flow Treatment Categories:
Full Treatment (normal)

370 MGD

Wet Weather Treatment

740 or 511 MGD

Excess Flow Treatment

336 or 521 MGD
(at the plant versus in the tunnels)
· Recognition that there is a need and a willingness to buy into percentage of those flow components although specifics have not yet been determined and need determination of what has/has not already been shared costs.
· Agreed that peak flows (volumes as well as values) need to be accounted for and managed.
· Agreed that flow allocations and costs need to be based on fair and equitable shares.

· Recognize need to deal with current permit conditions; and therefore recognize need to craft language in new agreement to open up discussions to address future permit requirements and their potential IMA implications when they occur.

· Need clarification regarding how various flow/treatment facilities have been or should be paid under these future scenarios (e.g., Were 336 MGD/Excess Flow facilities paid for only by the District?).
· Critical need to have District’s Year 2030 flow/capacity ‘needs’ defined (including proposed flow management assumptions).  [Discussions are scheduled this week with Robert Bobb to address and hopefully resolve this issue.]
· WSSC - Has an interest in selling it share of the predicted unused capacity depending on what the cost of those shares might be.
· Fairfax County - Is interested in potentially buying 4-5 MGD of additional capacity.  Doesn’t want to risk losing that capacity to the District in the future.  Recognize their contributions to both peak and excess flows at Blue Plains – but only want to pay their fair share of those costs.

· Agreed that if all parties worked together that these flow/allocation issues can in fact be resolved sufficiently to meet the parties’ needs and allow the renegotiation process to continue on schedule.
· Agreed to hold a conference call (in next day or so) in order to identify any final technical questions that DC-WASA’s consultants need to address, and to determine the level of effort and timeframe for providing the necessary analysis.  Suburban users will e-mail specific questions to DC-WASA.

· Agreed that the April retreat can focus on addressing Governance, biosolids and other issues while the flow/allocation issues are being addressed in a parallel process.  As appropriate, another retreat may be schedule in order to finish addressing those issues.
· Chairman Caldwell – June 1st is the real deadline for wrapping up all of these issues and drafting the material. That will allow sufficient time for reviews and edits in order to meet the July 1st deadline for providing an update to the BPCAOs.
· COG staff will schedule the conference call, and organize the retreat agenda accordingly.

· COG staff will provide copies of portions of Blue Plains’ NPDES permit that specifically address the flow triggers and time intervals.

NT MEETING Participants:
NT Members – Len Benson, District of Columbia; John Dunn, DC-WASA; Jimmie Jenkins & Shahram Mohsenin, Fairfax County; Jim Caldwell & Dave Lake, Montgomery County; Bev Warfield, Prince George’s County; Joe Zorica & Craig Fricke, WSSC
Others – Ed Jones, Fairfax County; Roland Steiner, WSSC
Consultants – Robin Roberts, RESOLVE; Ron Bizzarri , John Cassidy & Ed Locke, on behalf of DC-WASA; Laurens van der Tak, on behalf of Fairfax County & WSSC
COG Staff – Tanya Spano & Stuart Freudberg

NT conference call (3/30/06)
Key Issues/Concerns:

· WSSC and Fairfax summarized their technical questions and issues – as described in the attached summaries.
· Primary desires are to have suburban flow contributions characterized:  a) individually; b) for all scenarios; c) for each hydrologic year; d) at each point of connection; and e) impacts defined at Blue Plains not just at the District boundary.
· In addition, for the suburban users there is a desire to better understand:  a) how the peak flow to average flow ratios were developed; b) characteristics of various modeled storm events; and c) the relationship between their peak flow values/frequency/volumes to their annual average flows.
· Suburban users want quantification and verification of how their peak flow contributions impact not only the proposed Enhanced Clarification (EC) facilities, but also the proposed tunnels.

· Suburban users can use that information to compare the cost of potential peak flow volume/shaving/storage options within their own jurisdictions versus sharing in the costs of DC-WASA’s EC’s and/or tunnels.
· Concern that Fairfax County flows properly reflect just their contributions and not those of Vienna.

· Concerned with potential changes in District’s 2030 flows and the impact that might have on the accuracy of these model results (i.e., if District 2030 flows are different than current projections).
Agreements:
1. Differentiated between critical path/Phase I work that must be done in order to support IMA Renegotiation schedule demands; versus Phase II work that will provide refined analyses.
2. Will use current suburban flow data to potentially update the peak to average flow ratios in the model, rather than relying only on the previous data used to develop and model the CSO LTCP.
3. Fairfax County and WSSC staff will work with DC-WASA’s consultants to ensure that all the necessary data has been or will be provided ASAP.  (WSSC data may already be available; Fairfax data may need to be provided, especially flow contributions downstream of MH#2)
4. Recognized that because the Potomac Interceptor (PI) Model is separate from the CSS LTCP Model, and therefore individual suburban flows cannot be differentiated at this time, that the Phase I work can only differentiate flows from each point of connection to the DC-WASA system.
5. Recognized that due to the extremely tight time constraints, that the results from the Phase I analysis will be ‘preliminary’ in nature and subject to modification – but that they are expected to be sufficiently accurate to meet the needs of the NT to continue their negotiations regarding these issues.
6. DC-WASA’s consultants will characterize/quantify the range of impacts of potential changes in District 2030 flow values (i.e., vs. Round 6.3’s projections) – relative to the Phase I model runs.
7. Phase II analyses would require incorporating the PI Model into the CSO LTCP model to create one integrated model.  This effort will take a significant amount of time to complete.  Combination of these two models, which has been discussed in the past, is viewed as essential for addressing both Phase II and future flow analysis needs and is therefore recommended.

8. Model runs to be conducted based on the agreements noted below.  Phase I results will be issued by Monday morning, April 24th.  A NT work session will be scheduled to review those results.
9. Suburban Users agreed that DC-WASA’s consultants’ work is a Joint Use activity (capital funds).  DC-WASA will proceed to identify the program activity for these charges.
	MODELING RUNS

	PHASES / SCENARIOS
	conditions / results

	PHASE I – Priority

	1.  Existing Flow Conditions
	· Evaluate current peak to average flow relationships for suburbs and update relationships used in LTCP, if necessary
· Produce results for all 3 hydraulic years (i.e., dry, wet & average)
· Quantify the impact of suburban peak flows on magnitude and frequency of CSO overflows, tunnel sizing and on excess flow to the plant.  Quantify the impact of the change in Blue Plains peaking factor from 2.0 x DWF to 1.5 x DWF.  Quantify individual suburban flow contributions by running model with and without each User’s point of connection to the D.C. system.
· Quantify how potential changes in District flows (i.e., other than current 2030 projections) might impact the system response

· Determine if possible, how WSSC’s use of its existing Rock Creek & proposed Anacostia storage facilities might impact the system response

· Ensure that Fairfax flows do not include Other PI Users flows

· Perform these analyses to the extent that time permits.  Given the short time frame, it is likely that all of these analyses will not be completed and that estimates will be made for some parts of the work.

	2.  Year 2030 Flow Projections (Round 6.3)
	

	PHASE II –Hold for now

	3. Flows at IMA Allocations
(w/ updated peak/avg. relation., if necessary)
	· Details to be determined at a later date
· However, presumed linkage of the PI & CSO LTCP models would allow model runs that can differentiate between and characterize individual suburban flow contributions within the PI

	4.  Year 2030 Flow Projections (Round 6.3) w/ additional 5 MGD from Fairfax County
	


NEXT STEPS

1. DC-WASA’s consultants will conduct the agreed upon modeling for an April 24th delivery.

2. The consultants for DC-WASA and Fairfax County/WSSC will coordinate directly on the review of this modeling work (i.e., assumptions and results) as well as the use of suburban flow data during this process.

3. COG staff will organize a NT work session sometime after April 24th in order to review and discuss these issues.  (Specific date TBD)
REFERENCE ITEMS:
1. WSSC’s Comments & Questions (ref. C. Fricke’s 3/30/06 e-mails) – See attached
2. Fairfax County’s Comments & Questions (ref. S. Mohsenin’s 3/31/06 e-mail; and J. Jenkins’s 3/31/06 e-mail) – See attached
NT Conference call Participants:
NT Members – Len Benson, District of Columbia; Shahram Mohsenin, Fairfax County; Dave Lake, Montgomery County; Bev Warfield, Prince George’s County; Joe Zorica & Craig Fricke, WSSC
Others – Roland Steiner, WSSC
Consultants – Ron Bizzarri & John Cassidy, on behalf of DC-WASA; Laurens van der Tak, on behalf of Fairfax County & WSSC
COG Staff – Tanya Spano
WSSC COMMENTS & QUESTIONS  (ref. C. Fricke’s 3/30/06 e-mails)
Questions for Regional Sewer System Modeling Effort

Objective:  Assume the objective is to estimate each jurisdiction’s flow contribution to full treatment, excess flow treatment, tunnels and CSOs under varying conditions.
Baseline Condition
As I understand it, the “baseline” condition was average hydrologic year, all points of connection at IMA allocation for average flow, peak flows for each point of connection based on relationships developed for each point of connection.  Is that correct?

1. What is the average hydrologic year?  What kind of storms?  Recurrence intervals?

2. Can we get copies of the relationship developed for each point of connection?

3. What range of peak flows does this produce for each point of connection (peak, duration, timing, volume)?

4. What is the impact of each point of connection’s flow at Blue Plains (peak, timing, volume, duration)?

Scenarios of Interest to WSSC
Of particular interest to WSSC is Anacostia and Rock Creek.

A.
Existing Conditions
1. Average flows at each point of connection based on existing flows (e.g. 2005).

2. What range of peak flows does this produce for each point of connection (peak, duration, timing, volume)?

3. What is the impact of each point of connection’s flow at Blue Plains (peak, timing, volume, duration)?

4. What would be the impact of changing these peaks?  Increasing Anacostia and/or Rock Creek?

5. What would be the impact of the proposed storage at Anacostia?

6. What about future increased storage at Rock Creek?

B.
Future Conditions
1. Average flows at each point of connection based on projected needs (e.g. projected 2030 flows).

2. What range of peak flows does this produce for each point of connection (peak, duration, timing, volume)?

3. What is the impact of each point of connection’s flow at Blue Plains (peak, timing, volume, duration)?

4. What would be the impact of changing these peaks?  Increasing Anacostia and/or Rock Creek?

5. What would be the impact of the proposed storage at Anacostia?

6. What about future increased storage at Rock Creek?

Information on Existing and Future Storage Facilities
Existing Rock Creek Storage Facility - 6 MG, with a peak influent rate of 24 MGD
Proposed Anacostia storage facility - 7 MG, with a peak influent rate of 56 MGD
FAIRFAX COUNTY’S COMMENTS & QUESTIONS

Summary of Comments  (ref. S. Mohsenin’s 3/31/06 e-mail)
1. What is the design storm for the LTCP?

2. How much total flow is being stored in the tunnel system?

3. How much of the flow stored in the tunnel is from jurisdictions?  Can the amount of each jurisdiction’s flow be determined and how is it determined?

4. Determine #3 above under different peaking factors, 2 and 1.5.
5. Determine #s 3 and 4 above for an additional 5 MGD for Fairfax (assuming a capacity purchase of that amount).
Comments & Questions re: the District's and/or DC-WASA's Presentation
(ref. J. Jenkin’s 3/31/06 e-mail)
1. Page 15 – Graph shows that even if we accept a new mythology for calculating the District's flow to Blue Plains (which I for one do not, and we can discuss this more on Tuesday), that they have exceeded their allocation in the past.  At no point in the presentation is a projection given of the District flows in the future to the year 2030.  Does DC-WASA or the District have such a flow projection?  It appears clear to me that the District needs additional capacity at the plant to serve its future needs.

2. Page 25 - Presents some very cleverly worded statements, the first one being an example.  I still do not understand the premise behind this first statement and really don't understand the relevance.  The District is clearly exceeding its’ allocation in the IMA - flow going through the Plant from the District is above the District's allocation and all this word playing does not change that.
3. Page 31 - Graph of Fairfax peak flows at Difficult Run.  The peak flows that Fairfax has reported in the past have included peak flows from the Town of Vienna.  Were the Vienna flows backed out of the reported Fairfax peaks?  We have only been backing the Vienna flows out of the reported average daily flows in the past and not the peaks since the peaks have not been raised as an issue until now.

4. Page 32 - Same issue discussed above about Vienna flows applies to this graph also.  Were Loudon County peak flows, which are metered and pass through the Fairfax Sugarland meter, backed out of these peak flows as shown?  In the past we have not backed out the Loudon peaks from our peaks because this has never been an issue.  Why does the time scale change on this graph?  It stops in October of 2000 while the others go to 2005.
5. Page 38 - Indicates to me that contrary to what we were told earlier, the modeling work done so far cannot estimate or predict the individual jurisdictions peak flow contribution to the Plant.  Is this true or can the flows be estimated from each individual jurisdiction to the Plant?

6. There are no conclusions or results given from the Plant flow modeling exercise.  I need to know what is the design storm for the LTCP?  For this design storm, how much total flow is being stored in the tunnel system?  If we accept the District/DC-WASA position (which I for one presently do not), how much of the flow that is being stored in the tunnel system is attributable to the jurisdictions?  And, can you break this out to each individual jurisdiction?  And, if so, how did you break it out?  I understand this will vary depending on the peaking capacity at the plant and would like breakdowns for each individual peaking capacity.  What is the projected cost for the tunnel system?

7. Page 55 – This page appears to claim the District can reduce its flows by water conservation and other methods.  Frankly we have been hearing this since the existing IMA was signed 20 years ago.

8. Page 56 – This is some sort of graph of potentials for the District's population growth.  However, as pointed out above, there is no flow projection being put forth for the District flows in the year 2030.
9. Page 62 – This shows alternative C with a cost of $750 Million.  What is the cost of the on-site work at Blue Plains - the onsite pump station, the ECF, and Disinfection?

10. The Whole Presentation – This is a modeler's dream.  I have never met one yet who wouldn't try and convince you that their prediction of what is going to happen is not better than actual observations.
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