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BLUE PLAINS TECHNICAL COMMITTEE

Meeting Summary (DRAFT)
January 17, 2006

Meeting Attendees:
BPTC:
Dave Lake (Montgomery County); Roger Gans (DC-WASA Alternate); Craig Fricke (WSSC)
BPTC not present:  Bev Warfield (Prince George’s County

Others:
Walt Bailey (DC-WASA); Roland Steiner (WSSC), Edward Jones (Fairfax County)

COG staff:
Stuart Freudberg, Tanya Spano, Christine Howard, Heidi Bonnaffon, Paul Desjardin, Greg Godwin
I. Call to Order

Chairman Lake - Called the meeting to order at 12:02 p.m.  Welcomed, Ed Jones - representing Fairfax County.  Noted that Ms. Warfield could not attend today’s meeting.  Greg Goodwin and Paul DesJardin of COG staff were welcomed as well.

II. Amendments to the Agenda  (MM #1)

Ms. Spano – Noted that BPRC review/support for DC-WASA’s budget was not listed on the agenda as previously anticipated, as the BP Users had already gotten their briefings from DC-WASA, and the final budget had already been approved by the DC-WASA Board.  Agreed that the BPRC should begin their budget review process in October next year.
III. Previous Meeting Summary  (MM #2)

The December 13, 2006 meeting summary was approved as submitted.
Chairman Lake - Noted that it was very detailed and informative, and thanked COG staff for their efforts.
IV. BPSA & PI Flow Mgmt.  Programs 
A. BPSA & PI Flow Management Programs  (MM #3a-e, &  #4a-c)

COG’s Cooperative Forecast Process & Projections

Ms. Spano – Introduced Greg Goodwin, then Paul Desjardin, of COG staff.  They were asked to attend this meeting in order to answer any questions that the BPTC has about the Round 7.0 Cooperative Forecast and the planning assumptions associated with it.  Noted that the Cooperative Forecasts is a multi-stage, “top-down/bottom-up” process undertaken by COG’s Planning Directors Technical Advisory Committee and the Cooperative Forecasting and Data Subcommittee; and that it employs both a regional econometric model and local jurisdictional forecasts.  The model projects employment, population, and households for the metropolitan Washington area based on national economic trends and local demographic factors.
BPTC – Raised a variety of questions regarding the employment and housing growth relationship and the rational associated with the Round 7.0 projections.
Mr. Goodwin and Mr. Desjardin - According to the forecast regional employment is projected to increase nearly 50 percent from 2000 to 2030 and will experience a slightly higher rate of growth than both population and households.  Households, or occupied housing units, form the basis for population forecasts for most jurisdictions participating in the Cooperative Forecasting process.  Noted that forecasters are very confident about the employment projections for Round 7.0.

There was recognition in the region of the increased imbalance between the projected increases in employment and those of jobs and housing figures.  As a result, there was a conscientious regional decision to assume that a significant number of additional housing units would be added to the COG region in order to achieve greater balance – with the assumption that future land use provisions/plans would be modified in order to achieve those housing figures.  This was a new concept for the region.
The BRAC (Base Realignment and Closure) issue may affect the next round of projections by shifting jobs away from Crystal City, Walter Reed Army Medical Center, and Fort Belvoir.  Forecasters are currently researching the effects of the proposed realignments (e.g., net impacts on Arlington County).  These changes will affect flows to the Noman Cole WWTP, Fairfax County.
Q. What triggers an upgrade to the cooperative forecast?

A. The evolution of the federal government, transportation issues, the ‘pulse’ of the region, major changes in local planning (i.e., a jurisdiction updates their Master Plans).  Projections linked to transportation planning efforts.  Updates used to be done every 3-4 years, now major updates and revisions are done continuously.  Round 8 is likely to be done around Year 2010.
Q. How do policy members fit into this process?
A. This is technically driven with land use issues as the main driver.  The data and assumptions go through an official review/approval process of the Development Policy Committee, under the COG Board.   For the District of Columbia, that committee includes the Mayor, the City Administrator, and two City Council members.

Q. Do we have a document/report that compares the forecast to past projections?
A. No, but there will be a technical report for Round 7.0 that will available to answer additional information, but the information will still be somewhat general in nature about the local planning assumptions.
Q. Is the rail to Dulles included in Round 7.0 projections?  Is the DC Stadium?
A. Yes; and No.
Updated RWFFM Projections for BPSA (Round 7.0)

Ms. Spano – Noted that the BPTC originally planned to confirm Round 7.0 projections and the BP Users’ flow management assumptions in order to provide an update to the BPRC and BPCAOs in the March/April timeframe.  Asked what the BPTC wanted to do given the recent discussions and issues raised by DC-WASA and their flow/population project analysis.

BPTC – Agreed that the BP Users need to further review and evaluate the work that DC-WASA’s consultant (Greeley and Hansen) have done.  Recognized that these issues are important to all parties.  Fairfax in particular is still dealing with LCSA about potential capacity needs at the new Broad Run plant.  Agreed, that at this time they do not recommend changing the BPSA Year 2030 flow projection figures to incorporate the Round 7.0 projections – due to the very minor flow changes that result (i.e., only ~5.5 MGD difference between rounds), and due to the outstanding District flow projection/capacity need issues.
V. Blue Plains Facility Study (MM #5 a-c)
Mr. Bailey - Summarized the legal and technical analysis documents that were sent to EPA/Region III in response to a request for additional information regarding excess flow at Blue Plains.  The analysis responds to the questions in John Capacasa’s July 28, 2005 letter to Jerry Johnson regarding DC-WASA’s evaluation of alternatives to treat excess flow while meeting anticipated new nitrogen control requirements called for the Chesapeake Bay Program.  [Note:  excerpts from that correspondence are included below as they reflect Mr. Bailey’s comments.]
Q. #1 - Would the increased flow discharged from Outfall 001 qualify as a CSO-related bypass pursuant to the CSO Policy?
A. Yes, this would qualify under the CSO Policy, per DC-WASA’s legal/technical reviews.

The current Blue Plains permit already authorizes a CSO-related bypass for excess flows above peak flow factors of 2.0 and 1.38 times annual average.  The first question is directed only at the increased flow from Outfall 001 that would result from the reduced peak flow factor.  Section II.C.7 of the CSO Policy builds upon EPA’s bypass regulations at 40 CFR 112.41(m) to establish a framework for authorizing bypasses on a case-by-case basis at POTWs receiving sewer flows.  An intentional diversion of wet weather flow from any portion of a treatment facility must meet the following criteria in order to be approved as a CSO-related bypass under Section II.C.7 of the CSO Policy.

First, the permittee must show that the bypass was unavoidable to prevent loss of life, personal injury or severe property damage. The CSO Policy indicates that “severe property damage” could include adverse affects on the performance of the treatment system, and identifies situations where flows above a certain level wash out the POTW’s secondary treatment system as an example of severe property damage.  DC-WASA’s evaluation indicates that providing complete treatment to flows above a 1.5 peak factor would have consequences similar to those described in the above example.

Under the second criterion, the permittee must show that there was no feasible alternative to the bypass.  The CSO Policy offers the following explanation of this criterion in the CSO context:  The feasible alternatives requirement of the regulation can be met if the record shows that the secondary treatment system is properly operated and maintained, that the system has been designed to meet secondary limits for flows greater than the peak dry weather flow, plus an appropriated quantity of wet weather flow, and that it is either technically for financially infeasible to provide secondary treatment at the existing facilities for greater amounts of wet weather flow.  DC-WASA can show that the secondary and advanced treatment systems are properly operated and maintained.  Blue Plains has been designed to treat levels more stringent than secondary treatment for significant quantities of wet weather flow.  With average plant flows currently at approximately 370 MGD, the projected peak dry weather flow is about 425 MGD. Under these conditions, the plant would be providing full treatment, including limit-of-technology nutrient nutrient control, for about 130 MGD of wet weather flow at 555 MGD (1.5 peak flow factor).
Q. #2 - Would treating tunnel pump-out through excess flow treatment be authorized (a) as a CSO bypass if conveyed to Blue Plains through the existing conveyance system and head works, or (b) as a CSO discharge if conveyed to Blue Plains through a new conveyance system that would enter the plant through a new separate head works?
A.
Yes, this appears to be authorized under the CSO policy.  Although EPA’s rationale could vary depending upon which of the two different approaches they utilize.

The alternatives under consideration involve directing either all or a portion of the wet weather flow from tunnel pump-out through excess flow treatment prior to discharge from Outfall 001 rather than complete treatment prior to discharge from Outfall 002 as currently provided in the LTCP.  The alternatives include two possible approaches – conveying tunnel pump-out to Blue Plains using (a) the existing conveyance system and head works, or (b) a new conveyance system which would enter Blue Plains through a new separate head works.  Although they have a different legal basis, DC-WASA believes that either approach would be authorized under the CSO Policy.
Noted:  a) Blue Plains’ use of BioWin model to evaluate and predict potential TN removal performance; b) the upcoming WERF workshop to address nutrient removal issues – including TN bioavailability; c) agreement to coordinate with NY City Dept. of Environmental Protection to conduct pilot of Enhanced Clarification process (with EPA’s full support).  EPA also intends to add a TN limit to Blue Plains’ permit within the next six months.  EPA decisions on these issues are critical for DC-WASA’s design work to proceed.  Decisions over next six months are critical.
VI. Standard IMA Updates

Note: ‘Actual Flow’

Each jurisdiction included their current ‘IMA Actual Flow’ figure as of the end of December (when available) in their jurisdictional reports.
A. DC-WASA – Walt Bailey
Overall Process/Operations
· Blue Plains treated an average flow of 322 MGD for December.  The annual (12 month rolling) average for December was 334 MGD.

· Plant operations are operating normally and in compliance with all permit conditions.
· Plant met all permit conditions for entire year.  Qualifies again for MAQA (previously AMSA) award.
· First traveling bridge replacement completed last week; now automated.
BNR Operations
· December TN concentration was 5.2 mg/L with a rolling annual average of 5.3 mg/L.
Biosolids Management & Land Application Programs
· December production was 1,211 wtpd; with a rolling 12-month average 1,245 wtpd.
· Egg-shaped digesters – Phase I contact (vessels) put out for bid; responses due Feb. 1st (slight delay).
CSO LTCP Implementation
· The consultants (CDM) are working and are getting up to speed on the process.
NPDES Permit Appeal Process
· Mr. Dave Evans, who is assisting DC-WASA counsel with this appeal, has been meeting with EPA.  Current EPA proposal is not acceptable to DC-WASA.  There is interest significant interest to resolve this case in order to re-open the permit.  They are still in the appeal process with a new deadline of January 26, 2006.  Discussions are still underway.
B. WSSC – Craig Fricke

	User
	Month
	Monthly average flow
	Rolling 12-month average flow
	IMA Actual Flow (month)

	WSSC to BPSA
	December
	128.2 MGD 
	129.7 MGD
	135.7 MGD (January 2005)

	Seneca pump-over
	December
	   0.36 MGD
	 0.90 MGD
	  3.35 MGD (January 2005)


· Seneca pump-over – small quantities of flows from the basin are expected to continue until May 2006.

· Rock Creek Storage Facility - Was not used during the month of December; used 7 times in 2005.
· Rock Creek trunk sewers highest flow to Blue Plains - 46.90 MGD (versus the IMA limit of 56.6 MGD), which occurred on December 16th.

· Anacostia Pumping Station highest peak flow to Blue Plains - 102.05MGD (versus the IMA limit of 199 MGD), which occurred on December 31st.

C. Fairfax County – Edward Jones
	User
	Month
	Monthly average flow
	Rolling 12-month average flow
	IMA Actual Flow (month)

	Fairfax to BPSA
	December
	29.479 MGD 
	27.642 MGD
	26.64 MGD  (December 2005)

	Fairfax to BPSA
	November
	27.626 MGD 
	27.384 MGD
	27.38 MGD  (November 2005)


· Rolling annual average rainfall at National Airport, as of the end of December, was 44.38 inches.
VII. Old Business
A. DC-WASA Projects – R. Gans
1. Billing Verification Meters Project
This project is on-going.  DC-WASA is evaluating findings from Metcalf and Eddy’s work as well as to review the Anacostia and Rock Creek data submitted by WSSC.  DC-WASA will update the committee as additional information becomes available, perhaps at the March BPTC meeting.
2. Governance Study – D. Lake
Draft report provided to DC-WASA Board, but no formal action has been taken at this time.

3. Blue Plains Nutrient Report (Draft) (MM #6)
Ms. Spano - Incorporated the findings of the Tier II workshop into section V of the draft Blue Plains Nutrient Report.  Agreed to correct a labeling error in Figure 3 as final report is drafted for BPC members as a reference document for these issues.
VIII. New Business
A.  IMA Renegotiation – Process & ‘Valuation’ Study 
Ms. Spano - Discussed the need to conduct a Valuation study in order to calculate Blue Plains’ “Then Current Value” as noted in the IMA Section 7 and Appendix 7A (MM #7b).  Plans are to interview various consultants and will report back to the committee.  Recognized desire by some for an ‘independent’ consultant.
B.   Next BPTC Meeting
The BPTC’s February 14th meeting was turned into a BPTC Work Session on February 8th in order to discuss DC-WASA’s ‘draft’ information received from the Greeley and Hanson sewer system analysis work.
C.   Upcoming BPC Meetings:

The BPRC’s next meeting is scheduled for January 24, 2006 (10:30 a.m. – 12:30 p.m.)  Potential agenda items include:
· DC-WASA’s draft sewer system analysis / technical analysis of flows
· BPSA Updated Flow Projections – Review BPTC’s recommendations to date

· Blue Plains Facility Study – Discuss DC-WASA’s technical and legal issues

· Blue Plains’ ‘Valuation’ Study – Discuss and agree on BPTC’s recommendations
· DC-WASA Governance Study – Update only

IX. Adjourn

The meeting adjourned at 1:40 pm.
MEETING MATERIALS (MM) [enclosed unless otherwise noted]
1. BPTC Meeting Agenda – January 17, 2006
2. BPTC Draft Meeting Summary – December 13, 2005

3. “Growth Trends to 2030:  Cooperative Forecasting in the Washington Region” (Fall 2005) [COG pdf brochure]
4. BPSA Updated Flow Projections Package (12/12/05, BPTC draft)

a. Table 7 - “Unadjusted” Flows - Round 7.0 Updates

b. Table 8 - “Adjusted” Flows - Round 7.0 Updates

c. Table 9 – Future Adjustments to BPSA Flows - Round 7.0 Updates

5. Blue Plains Facility Study:
a. Blue Plains Excess Flow Treatment (12/22/05 letter from J. Johnson, DC-WASA to J. Capacasa, EPA/Region III)
b. Attachment A - Legal Analysis (7 page document)
c. Attachment B - Technical Analysis (20 page document)
6. Blue Plains Nutrient Report (December 2005 Draft)
7. IMA Renegotiation:

a. Blue Plains Committees & IMA Renegotiation Team - Calendar Year 2006 Meeting Schedule (Draft)
b. Annotated IMA (January 2005) – Section 7 & Appendix 7A
Summary_011706_draft






