
ALCOSAN Statement Fact Check 

 

ALCOSAN is investing in green infrastructure. 

False. Right now there is no 

ALCOSAN money allocated to 

green infrastructure and the goals for 

the regional WWP that were 

presented at the meeting do not 

mention green infrastructure even 

once. Any discussion of green 

infrastructure by ALCOSAN is in 

the context of implementation by 

municipalities. This money has yet to 

be allocated and ALCOSAN claims 

they are incapable of creating 

incentives that will guarantee 

municipalities complete this 

investment. 

 

The Wet Weather Plan has been supported and approved by the stakeholder community. 

False. Few organizational, municipal, or individual stakeholders supported ALCOSAN’s tunnel 

plan as originally conceived.  Rather, the public outcry—ratepayers attending countless board 

meetings, making hundreds of public comments, and gathering thousands of petition 

signatures—caused ALCOSAN to consider a new direction for the Wet Weather Plan. In fact, 

public comment directly influenced the EPA’s decision to declare the original Wet Weather Plan 

“deficient.” The claim by ALCOSAN that any stakeholder group “approved” is patently false.  

 

ALCOSAN rates will have increased by 60% from 2014-2017. They then will have to increase by 

10-12% every year through at least 2026. 

True. Even if the rate increases are only 10% per year through 2026 (the low end of the potential 

increases) the average customer would pay $1123 per year in their ALCOSAN bill alone (up 

from the current average of $345 per year). This excludes any fees paid to municipal water 

authorities or municipalities for associated wet weather costs. Meanwhile, an examination of a 

Customer Assistance Program (CAP) has been suspended, clearly indicating it is not a priority at 

ALCOSAN to protect vulnerable ratepayers such as seniors and low-income ratepayers from 

having their water shut off. 

 



ALCOSAN knows how much flow reduction could be achieved. 

False. So far, ALCOSAN has refused to do a regional comparison of gray infrastructure versus a 

green/gray hybrid approach. In their public meetings on Wednesday, January 28
th

, ALCOSAN 

staff stated that they did not know the amount of flow reduction possible in the service area and 

that a study of this kind would not be completed prior to finalizing an agreement with regulators. 

At the same time, Executive Director Arletta Scott Williams stated: “Can we cut 90% of the 

tunnels? No. Can we cut even 50% of them? No. Tunnels will be required. They will be in place. 

There will only be opportunities to shave them down after that.” This indicates a lack of 

seriousness on the part of ALCOSAN to even attempt to make a strategic investment in green 

infrastructure or source reduction with ratepayer dollars. 

 

It will cost $1.6 billion to reduce flow 

across the service area by 25%.  

False. ALCOSAN staff stated that this 

dollar value comes from simply 

multiplying their estimated cost per 

acre to transform an impervious 

surface to a pervious one ($300,000) 

by the number of acres necessary to 

reach 25% flow reduction (5,258 

acres). This is the farthest thing 

possible from a strategic approach to 

green infrastructure. It does not take 

into account the varying topography of 

the region and the fact that some acres 

have a much higher potential for source reduction for green infrastructure. For instance, green 

infrastructure in McKinley Park has the potential to control up to 2 million gallons of flow per 

rain event. Further, this per acre number only looked at the transition of impervious pavement to 

pervious pavement. To assume that this is the only way to think of green infrastructure is a 

critical flaw in the logic behind the math. 

In short, this math is clearly intended to negate the potential of green infrastructure as a cost-

effective solution. Not because green infrastructure is 

factually expensive, but because it does not fit into the 

world view of ALCOSAN. 

 

Funding from ratepayers can only be used to run, maintain 

and construct ALCOSAN-owned property. 

False. ALCOSAN, a municipal authority, can finance 

projects undertaken by a third party such as a customer 



municipality under the Municipality Authorities Act, 53 Pa.C.S. §5607 (reference). Under the 

broad powers of the Municipality Authorities Act, the purpose of which is to “benefit the people 

of the Commonwealth,” ALCOSAN would be able to transfer funds to municipalities for green 

infrastructure and flow reduction. Granted, the 1997 Trust Indenture agreement between 

ALCOSAN and PNC Bank would need to be amended, but this could be achieved if rather than 

throwing up their hands and saying it can’t be done, ALCOSAN instead asked, ‘how can we?’  

 

For additional questions or inquiries, please contact the Clean Rivers Campaign at 412-231-

8648.  


