Attachment E

Decision Tree: Root Foaming

Queries:

Risk results

CCTV findings e |
Historical Pipe Cleans
Historical Rehabilitations

Historical SSOs

Actions:

Has likelihood of roots
Conduct root foaming



Sewer System Risk Delineation - LOF

Likelihood of Failure (LOF) - S5 0& I/l Reduction Focus Only

individual pipe,

Criteria Scoring Criteria Scoring Weight |  Rating Logic
1 2 3 i 5
Peak Structure Score = 1;
Condition: PACP Structural Peak Score|  No Defects Noted Peak Structure Score = 2 | Peak Structure Score =3 |  Peak Structure Score =4 | Peak Structure Score = 5
s (Score = 0)
2
1! Defect Rating is
= primary
44.45%
5 (if no CCTV use
3 Installation Year/Rehab Year >19%0 1971- 1930 1951-1970; unknown <=1950 Not Used Age)
-
"]
Peak O&M Score=1;
Condition: PACP Q&M Peak Score No Defects Noted Peak O&M Score =2 Peak Q&M Score =3 Peak Q&M Score =4 Peak O&M Score =5
(Score=0)
Roots/Grease0bserved Durin Clear; Not Observed (N/A,
/ " N Not Used Light Moderate Heavy
Cleaning Blank)
Clear; Not Observed (N/A,
Debris Observed During Cleaning ear; °‘Bla::;‘i! (N/ Light Moderate Heawy Not Used
g
2
£
8 Maximum score
£ |550 occurences at pipe locations No documented 550s Not Used Not Used 1550 >1550 33.33% used from all 4
5 factors
:
P ntified f P ntified ft P ntified f
Condition (Based on Cleaning Pipes not identified for Ipes (dentified for12 | Fipes (dentified for® Pipes identified for 3 Ipes identified for
Frequency) frequent cleanin, month cleaning month cleaning month cleaning frequen weeklycleaning
|| |
e " ' frequency frequency g Hreavency frequency
E Modeled C Identified 05 05-0.75 0.75-10 Surcharge d Modeled capecky
odeled Capacity - Identifie <=, 5-0. .75+ 1. urcharge due to
Surcharge due to Backwater restrictions is
g- o Restrictions (d/D) (< 50% full) (50% - 75% full) (75% - 100% full) Capacity Exceedance primary factor; if
'l 2 2.1%  |nomodel data for
s §
I




Sewer System Risk Delineation - COF

Scoring Criteria Scoring Weight Rating Logic
Criteria Definition
1 H 3 i 5
State Water Rasources Control Board requires
! that reported discharges ba categorized by spill
F | Patantial Spill Voluma (Based |type as Catagory 1 (Anyvoluma and reachas
g Modalad Paak Wat Waatha y} Catagory 2 (1000 pall peater <0.25mpd 0.25 mgd -0.50mpd 0.51-1.0mgd 1,01 mgd-3 Omgd *30mgd Modaled paak flow is primary
! Flow) and doas not reach water way), Catagory 3 (Less % factor
» than 1000 gallons and doas not reach water (ifnot modaled diamater is
4 way). used)
L]
[ ) )
Spill vol timated based d
E PrIVORARA Raimatad basactonp padl <s6in Tin-in; Unkngwn 9in.10in 12in +12in
when modaled data not
K Locations where gravity main crosses of is Greater than 250ft of water . "
= Within FEMA 100-year Flood | Within 100- 250t of wati ¥ thin 501t of wats
& Proximity to Water Ways within 25 ft to 250 ft of a water body (streams, body or outiide FEMA 10047 e ; Ll fon bod e Within 50+ 100 ft of water body ruunnvwwb‘: e 1% Singlefactor
one
£ Iakes) Hlood Zone g '
]
11
"}
Walkable streats downtown)/urban areas;
¢ Bieycle lanes/trails; Neighberhoads -
3 Chinatown, Downtown, East 14th Strest Within 75 - 150t of high Within 2575t of b Intersecting of within 257 h
Basedon Pedestrin Trafic | o Net withinprosimity ot Used " N o eirgh tgorvitin IR Ah
E Business, Fruitvale Station; BART Statians; High p rraffic aren [ triffic Bren pedestrian traffic Bren
. Mazimum score used betweer
& Use Areas Zae, Lion Creek, Dimand Park, City biid
-4 ) both factors
¥ i Slicker Farms)
Within 150 ft of Hospitals,
i Within 1501t of Commercial o "
2 Bazed on Facility Types of customers/facilities near 8 sewer main | Not within proximity Not Used a3 Within 150 ft of Schoels Medical Facilities, Nursing
s Homes
Equity/Investment In underservad Oakland
Highast Priority Nelghborhood
i Communities - Based on locatien within Priority Lowest ity Neghborhood High Priority Nelghborhood or er‘ oty iy
X ity Neif 1 " N "
Neighberhood or Within 1/4 mile of 100% Medium Priority Neighborhood
g 2 '’ i3 Area notincluded n priority | Low Piorty Neig Medium Pririty Neig " u‘“m‘U;:‘l.':m oy [HEnFicy Neghberhcd aee Masimum score used betweer
‘ Withie 1 X1l
; = Equity/Investment n M ) nélghborhood ¥ Lwithin /4 mile prosimityto Equity/Investment in
a only for Highest, High, Medium priority to afordable housing i . )
] = Underserved Okland affordable housing % Underserved Communities an
. neighbarhoods) X )
Communities Freservation of existing
Prasarvation/Enhancement of Existing Cultural, facilities
Histarieal, or Natural Reseurcas Within the Park { Not within dentified areas of Within dentified areas of
Based on Areas Identified as Frimary and primary/s Y dary importance
Secondary Importance
hin 7! Principal
e ““ SFFMOtMr rincipal Within 75 ft of Intarstats,
Artarial, Minor Artarial road
Other Freaways or
£ Eamaing Exprassways road cantarling;
; e crossas/within straat. Assumad if sewar gravity | e - Within steap hills designated ) } .
; Proximity to Road/Railroad and| / vy Within 30fcof Local Straat | Within 40t of Minor/Major | Within 50 ftto 100ft of raiiroad| ’ ’ Within steap hills designated
main I not within designated road width, area and within 10ft of road
Easamant Access road cantarling Collector road cantarling centerling area and outside of 10f road
access s more difficult and may be In customer centerling; cantarling;
E orparty. Sawar gravity main outside wunmsm;oﬁrlllwld
designated road width for
8 centerling
localfeollector/anerial. .
! Difficulty of Rapair/ Potantial 1% Maximum score used from all i
H iculty of Rapair/ Potantia o
aater than 300f from Within 300 ft of contaminated factors
! Contaminated Soils Not Used Net Used site Net Used
Brownfiald Sites)
g
E Pipe depth based on manhola depth with
i- populated City/Model data selected the
ficulty of Ri [Dapth h I i
D. iculty of Rapair/Dapthof  |despast dapth batwaan salected data. City <108; Uninown Not Used 10k-121 218k 18k
! Fipe data was used whan available, modal data was
|§ vsad whara data was not available. Shallower
manholas have highar chanca for $50.
Total COF Score 100%



