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Metropolitan King County Council
Transportation, Economy and Environment Committee
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	April 7, 2015




SUBJECT

This motion acknowleges receipt of a work plan and identifies the members of an expert review panel to provide review and recommendations for combined sewer overflow (CSO) control projects.  The motion and work plan respond to Proviso P3 of Section 110 of Ordinance 17941 (the 2015-2016 Biennial Budget Ordinance).

SUMMARY

Based upon a 2014 Auditor’s report and subsequent consultant report prepared for the Wastewater Treatment Division (WTD) regarding the Georgetown CSO project, the Council included a 2015-2016 budget proviso calling for WTD and an expert review panel to further research, analyze and report back recommendations with regard to Georgetown and other pending CSO projects.  

The objectives of the proviso are to realize potential cost savings, risk mitigation and benefits to ‘downstream’ projects.  Council directed that an independent ‘expert review panel’ should be retained for at least the next two years to review the work of WTD with regard to the design of Georgetown in particular, but also to advise with regard to the remaining CSO projects and the conveyance system.  

Proposed Motion 2015-0103 attaches a work plan that addresses the directed tasks as outlined the Council’s 2015-2016 Biennial Budget Ordinance and includes a proposed schedule for the tasks and deliverables. As required, the work plan also names and provides the credentials of seven members of the expert review panel.  

This motion was dually referred to the Regional Water Quality Committee (RWQC) and the Transportation, Economy and Environment Committee.  RWQC was briefed on the proposed work plan and panel in March and gave a unanimous ‘do pass’ recommendation for Proposed Motion 2015-0103 on April 1, 2015.

The motion as transmitted does not formally “approve” the work plan as required by the proviso, but rather “acknowledges receipt.”  Amendment 1 and Title Amendment 1 would correct the legislation to “approve” the work plan.

BACKGROUND

The County Council has been concerned about the cost growth of the CSO program based on increased planning-level estimates provided to the Council in the 2012 CSO Control Plan.  The Council added a performance audit to the Auditor’s work program for 2014 to focus on the Brandon/Michigan CSO project[footnoteRef:1] and review how WTD manages projects in the early development phase when significant cost growth has occurred on CSO projects in the past. [1:  This is one of the first projects to be executed under the EPA’s CSO consent decree with King County to control all remaining uncontrolled CSOs in the King County system by 2030.] 


In September 2014, the Council was briefed on a report from the Auditor’s Office (“Performance Audit of the Georgetown Combined Sewer Overflow Project, Sept 9, 2014”) regarding the planned wet weather treatment plant (now called the Georgetown CSO Project), which will be handling the two CSO outfalls at Brandon and Michigan.  WTD has concurred with the findings and recommendations of the Auditor’s Office.

In July 2014, in advance of the release of the Auditor’s report, the Director of the Department of Natural Resources and Parks (DNRP) suspended the Georgetown Project and ordered an independent review of the project by consultants not previously associated with the project. 

WTD selected Carollo Engineers, Inc. to conduct the evaluation and report back to the DNRP Director.  Carollo submitted its final report to King County on October 10, 2014, during the middle of 2015-2016 budget deliberation by the King County Council.  Because of the concerns with regard to possible construction costs of the project in excess of the cost estimate ranges presented to the Council at the time that the CSO Control Plan was approved by the Council in 2012, the Georgetown project was of particular interest as a component of the 2015-2016 WTD capital budget.

A team of Council staff and Auditor’s Office staff reviewed the Carollo report.  In addition, team members met with and interviewed Carollo engineers who had worked on the analysis and report.  

Carollo advised that the proposed Georgetown CSO project is the least costly engineering solution and would best meet the scheduled deadlines for EPA’s consent decree.  But, Carollo’s report also identified some issues and concerns with WTD’s proposal and recommended some ways to potentially contain costs on the project as well as mitigate risk.

Based on the Carollo report, the DNRP Director directed the WTD capital project team to proceed with the design and construction of a wet weather treatment plant, as approved by the Council in 2012 and incorporated into a consent decree with EPA/DOJ in 2013.  

For its part, the Council included a proviso in the adopted budget that directed WTD’s engineers and consultants to include additional analysis of several aspects of the Georgetown project as recommended by Carollo Engineers, as well as further analysis on the pending CSO projects.  

ANALYSIS

Proposed Motion 2015-0103 and the attached proposed work plan meet the required elements of the budget proviso.  The attachment to the motion names the members of the Expert Review Panel proposed to be retained by WTD through a contract with MWH[footnoteRef:2] and also specifies quarterly meetings of the panel along with a schedule for completion of review and recommendations as specified by the Council in the budget proviso.  The specifics of the deliverables and dates are not detailed at this time pending negotiation of a contract with MWH for their staff resources and other sub-consultants who are proposed to be drawn from the region and across the country. [2:  MWH, founded in 1820 is engaged worldwide in the engineering, construction, and management of some of the largest and most technically advanced water, hydropower, mining and transportation projects for municipalities, governments and multi-national private corporations throughout the world.   They have nearly 8,000 professionals operating on six continents as an international engineering consulting firm, known in particular for water projects.] 


WTD and King County’s Procurement Office recommended MWH as the lead consultant and contractor after advertising a ‘Request for Proposals’ for a consultant to assemble a team of experts.  Over twenty engineers and consultant responded to an informational meeting and four consultant teams or firms submitted proposals.  MWH was selected based on the company’s national and international work on combined sewer systems and CSO control projects across the U.S. and Canada.  They have assembled a team of engineering experts from their offices across the country as well as retaining a local expert on green stormwater infrastructure.  The most senior and key members of the team are named (with their resumes) in Exhibit A attached to the work plan.  However, there are additional team members, including several sub-consultants from other engineering firms who may be called upon as part of this work and future inquiries/direction from the Council and the Regional Water Quality Committee.

The work plan commits WTD and the Expert Review Panel to complete the following tasks in compliance with the proviso direction: 

· To provide review and technical recommendations to the County Executive and Council regarding the Georgetown Wet Weather Treatment Station project, including review of the October 10, 2014 Carollo Engineering report. WTD and its project design consultants will provide the Expert Review Panel with technical reports pertaining to the facility siting and design, the Carollo Engineering report, and other applicable items related to the Georgetown project.  The Expert Review Panel will review these items and provide recommendations on project optimization, cost control measures, risk management, and risk-mitigation measures regarding the project in the second quarter of 2015. (This timing is necessary to keep the project on schedule to submit a final facility plan to EPA by December 2015).
· To provide recommendations on the potential redefinition of CSO basin boundaries to ensure optimization and correct sizing of the planned treatment plants and storage capacity throughout the combined wastewater and stormwater collection system.  When considering combinations of CSO control options during the CSO Plan update process, and prior to detailed alternative analysis, King County will provide the Expert Review Panel with details of the existing and assumed CSO basin boundaries.  The Expert Review Panel will make recommendations regarding the potential redefinition of boundaries and/or refinement of the CSO basins that could be combined for a CSO control project.  These recommendations are anticipated in the third quarter of 2015 and will be considered for incorporation into the CSO Plan update.
· To provide recommendations on the feasibility of isolating or separating the sanitary sewer system from the existing combined system, where appropriate, and on upstream improvements to divert stormwater flows from the CSO system.  When considering stormwater separation and upstream diversion options (i.e. keeping more storm or surface water out of the combined system) during the CSO Plan update process, King County will provide the Expert Review Panel with existing and new technical analyses on isolation or separation of the sanitary sewer system from the combined system.  These analyses include potential upstream improvements to divert stormwater flow to the stormwater system, as well as green stormwater infrastructure options.  The Expert Review Panel will review these options and provide recommendations, which King County will consider for incorporation into the CSO Plan update, in the fourth quarter of 2016.
· To provide recommendations on the feasibility of optimizing CSO treatment and storage facility use.  When analyzing CSO treatment and storage facility use options during the CSO Plan update process, King County will provide the Expert Review Panel with existing and new documentation and technical analyses on County CSO control options.  This information will include treatment and storage facility details, information on applicable regulations, and other items related to the potential optimization of CSO facilities.  Expert Review Panel will review these items and provide recommendations on the feasibility of optimizing County CSO treatment and storage facilities, which King County will consider for incorporation into the CSO Plan update, in the first quarter of 2017.

· To provide review and recommendations during the CSO Plan update process to identify options for optimization, cost control, risk management, and risk mitigation, noting which projects would be the highest priority for alternatives analysis.  Throughout the CSO Plan update process, King County will engage with the Expert Review Panel, sharing existing and new technical analyses related to the County's CSOs and the Plan. The Expert Review Panel will review these analyses and plans to provide recommendations and options for optimization, cost control, risk management, and risk mitigation, which King County will consider for incorporation into the CSO Plan update, in the first quarter of 2017.

It is anticipated that in addition to the documentation provided by King County, the Expert Review Panel may consider additional information or documents from other sources outside of King County related to CSO planning, design, construction, and implementation.  The Expert Review Panel may also visit King County sites or other wastewater facilities to further facilitate their review and recommendations.

Schedule and Deliverables
WTD proposes to retain the Expert Review Panel via a negotiated contract to be completed once the Council has approved this motion.  

The Expert Review Panel would begin its work in the spring of 2015.  The majority of the work would take place during the remainder of 2015, throughout 2016, and conclude in the first quarter of 2017. 

Briefings and discussions with the County Executive, King County Council, Regional Water Quality Committee, and the Metropolitan Water Pollution Abatement Advisory Committee would occur throughout the expert review process at key deliverable milestones.

Costs
Section 129, Expenditure Restriction ER2, of Ordinance 17941, directs that up to $1,250,000 be spent to retain and support the Expert Review Panel as well as the research and analyses needed to produce reports required by the proviso. 

AMENDMENT

Proposed Motion 2015-0103 as transmitted by the Executive, had the Council ‘acknowledging receipt of’ the work plan, whereas Proviso P3, in Section 110 of the 2015/2016 Biennial Budget Ordinace requires ‘approval’ of the work plan.

Amendment 1 corrects Line 22 of the motion so that the action being taken is to approve the work plan.

Title Amendment 1 corrects Line 1 in the title to align with Amendment 1 – approving the work plan for utilizing and expert review panel.

ATTACHMENTS

1. Proposed Motion 2015-0103, with attachment
2. Amendment 1
3. Title Amendment 1

INVITED

1. Mark Buscher, Capital Project Manager, Wastewater Treatment Division
2. Sharman Herrin, Governmental Relations Manager, Wastewater Treatment Division
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