AGENDA ITEM 8

STAFF REPORT

TYPE MEETING: Regular Board MEETING DATE: July 3 , 2013
SUBMITTED BY: T,isa Coburn-Boyd PROJECT: S1210- DIV.NO. Aa11l
Environmental Compliance 026000
Specialist

Bob Kennedy
Engineering Manager

APPROVEDBY: [X] Rod Posada, Chief, Engineering
X] German Alvarez, Assistant General Manager

X] Mark Watton, General Manager

SUBJECT: Certification of the 2013 Supplemental Program Environmental
Impact Report for the 2013 Wastewater Management Plan and
Approval of the 2013 Wastewater Management Plan as a Final
Plan and Document

GENERAL MANAGER’S RECOMMENDATION :

That the Otay Water District's (District) Board of Directors (Board)
certify that the Final Supplemental Program Environmental Impact
Report (SPEIR) of the 2009 Water Resources Master Plan Program
Environmental Impact Report (WRMP PEIR) for the District’s 2013
Wastewater Management Plan (WWMP) has been completed in compliance
with the California Environmental Quality Act, the current State
Guidelines, and the District’s local guidelines and that it reflects
the independent judgment of the District. In addition, that the
Board finds that the potentially significant effects of the
District’s 2013 WWMP will be avoided through the adoption of feasible
mitigation measures shown in the SPEIR and the Mitigation,
Monitoring, and Reporting Program for the SPEIR. Lastly, that the
Board approve the 2013 Wastewater Management Plan as the final
document.

COMMITTEE ACTION:

Please see Attachment A.




PURPOSE :

To obtain Board certification of the Final SPEIR (see Attachment C)
for the Otay Water District’s WWMP and approval of the 2013 WWMP (see
Attachment G) as the final document.

ANALYSIS:

In August 2011, the Board awarded a professional engineering planning
services agreement to Arcadis for the preparation of the 2013
Wastewater Management Plan and Supplemental Program Environmental
Impact Report. The 2013 WWMP is a study of the District’s wastewater
collection and treatment system. The purpose of this study was to
prepare a comprehensive plan that considers the required improvements
to the wastewater collection system and to identify a preferred
strategy for future wastewater management and recycled water
generation and purchase. The WWMP will ensure a systematic and
planned approach to a wastewater system commensurate with growth
within the District’s planning area and adjacent areas of influence,
consistent with the San Diego Association of Governments’ (SANDAG)
forecasts through 2030.

Arcadis identified six (6) primary goals and objectives for the WWMP
Update. These included:

e Update the wastewater flow projections.

e Assess capacity of the wastewater collection system to meet
existing and future demand.

e Develop a list of sewer CIP projects needed to meet demand.

e Prepare recycled water supply and demand analysis.

e TLook at future wastewater and recycled water management
options.

e Prepare a SPEIR.

Part of the process to finalize the WRMP requires addressing the
project’s environmental impacts through the preparation of a
Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report (SPEIR). A
supplement to the WRMP PEIR was used as the environmental document
because the environmental impacts of the projects in the WWMP are not
substantially different from those identified in the WRMP PEIR.
Therefore, the analyses and mitigation efforts in the WRMP PEIR are
incorporated in the WWMP SPEIR. Although the SPEIR does not
eliminate the need for project-specific technical studies and
environmental documents, it can reduce the amount of work required
for each project in the future because it identifies expected impacts
and their mitigation requirements.



The draft PEIR was submitted for a 45-day public review period on
April 10, 2013 and three comment letters were received from the
following agencies:

e California Dept. of Fish & Wildlife
e California Dept. of Transportation
e San Diego County Archaeological Society

Arcadis responded to these letters and has incorporated their
comments into the final SPEIR. The letters and responses to comments

can be found in Chapter 2 of the Final SPEIR.

FISCAL IMPACT: X] Joe Beachem, Chief Financial Officer

None.

STRATEGIC GOAL:

This Project supports the District’s Mission statement, “To provide
high value water and wastewater services to the customers of the Otay
Water District in a professional, effective, and efficient manner”
and the District’s Strategic Goal 3.1.1, “Actively manage water
supply and demand.”

LEGAL IMPACT:

No legal impact is anticipated. However, in compliance with the
California Environmental Quality Act process, the SPEIR will have the
normal 30-day legal challenge period once recorded with the County of
San Diego. The SPEIR will be recorded immediately following Board
approval.

LC-B/BK:jf
P:\WORKING\CIP S1210 (SSMP & WWMP)\Subproject 026000 - WWMP\Staff Reports\BD 07-03-13, Staff Report, WWMP SPEIR, (LCB-
BK) .docx

Attachments: Attachment A - Committee Action
Attachment B - PowerPoint Presentation
Attachment C - Final SPEIR
Attachment D - CEQA Findings of Facts
Attachment E - Draft SPEIR
Attachment F - Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting

Program
Attachment G - Wastewater Management Plan (on disc)



ATTACHMENT A

SUBJECT/PROJECT: | Certification of the 2013 Supplemental Program
Environmental Impact Report for the 2013 Wastewater
Management Plan Update and Approval of the 2013 Wastewater
Management Plan Update as a Final Plan and Document

S51210-026000

COMMITTEE ACTION:

The Engineering, Operations, and Water Resources Committee
(Committee) reviewed this item at a meeting held on June 19, 2013.
The Committee supported Staff's recommendation.

NOTE:

The “Committee Action” is written in anticipation of the Committee
moving the item forward for Board approval. This report will be sent
to the Board as a Committee approved item, or modified to reflect any
discussion or changes as directed from the Committee prior to
presentation to the full Board.
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WWMP Goal & Scope

(Land Use Database Model Update

( Wastewater Flow Projections

( Hydraulic Model Update

( Identify System Improvements

C Recycled Water Analysis

w w e ww

CWastewater Management Options

( SPEIR Task Update

-
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Wastewater Flow Projections

WWMP Table 2-3.
Updated Wastewater Flow Projections for the Jamacha

Basin

District County .
Permitted| uUnconnected District |Permitted/| Unconnected | coynty BARY
/ 2 SYEUR Total |Connected Septic| Total Total

Year |[Connected|Vacant| Septic Vacant
2010 1.35 | 0.18 | 0.32 | o 1.84 0.64 0 0 | 0.64 | 248
2015 141 | 0.18 | 0.32 | o 1.92 0.78 0 0 | 0.78 | 2.70
2020 1.42 | 0.20 | 0.32 | 0.02 | 1.97 0.78 |0.03| 0 | 0.81 278
2025 1.44 | 0.23 | 0.40 | 0.02 | 2.09 0.79 [ 0.02| O | 0.81 | 291
2030 1.47 | 0.25 | 0.41 | 0.02 | 2.15 0.79 [ 0.02| O | 0.81 | 2.96

|2 ARCADIS




Recycled Water Analysis

WWMP Table 4-3.

Projected Peak Day Recycled Water Demands vs. Existing

Supply

Projected Recycled Water Demand

Demand/Supply 2010 2015 | 2020 2025 2030 2035

Ann. Ave. Demand (AFY)! 4,074 | 4,400 | 5,000 | 5,800 6,800 8,000
Ann. Ave. Demand (MGD) 3.64 3.93 | 4.46 5.18 6.07 7.14
Peak Day Demand (MGD)? 7.3 7.9 8.9 10.4 12.1 14.3
RCWRF Supply (MGD)3 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
ko M:';L";‘;m Supply 53 | 60 | 60 | 6.0 6.0 6.0
Total Existing Supply (MGD) 6.3 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0

Surplus/ (Deficit) (MGD) (1.0) | (0.9) | (1.9) | (3.4) (5.1) (7.3)

|2 ARCADIS




Potential Additional Recycled Water Supply
Optlons

Recycled Water Analysis

Expansion of the RWCWRF from 1.3 MGD to 2.6 MGD
Additional purchases from the SBWRP

Partnership with the City of Chula Vista on a regional
WRF

A new joint WRF with the County of San Diego
Partnership with IBWC to produce recycled water

|2 ARCADIS




Wastewater Management Options

Alternatives for wastewater management within
the District

A. Maintain wastewater treatment, do not expand
RWCWRF

Expand RWCWRF to 2.6 MGD
Expand RWCWRF to 3.9 MGD
Abandon RWCWRF and utilize County/Metro

Abandon RWCWRF and utilize new joint County
WRF

e i e 0

Given the uncertainties of the waiver for the Pt. Loma

wastewater treatment plant, the recommendation is to

maintain the RWCWRF at the current 1.3 MGD.

= Add solids handling facilities on the RWCWREF site
for 1.3 MGD, expandable to 2.6 MGD

Boa  ARCADIS




WWMP Supplemental PEIR

Supplemental PEIR to the 2009 WRMP prepared
because the planning area for the WWMP was covered
in the WRMP PEIR and environmental impacts
analyzed have not changed

= Wastewater System Projects Analyzed in the SPEIR

= Includes CIP projects to improve existing and
future collection system

|2 ARCADIS
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SPEIR Process

Notice of Preparation published
= Public Scoping Meeting held
= Draft SPEIR 45-day public review period

o Three comment letters received (CDFW,
Caltrans, SD County Archaeological Society)

o Comments addressed in Final SPEIR

= Public Hearing (OWD Board meeting) to certify final
SPEIR

|2 ARCADIS
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

Acronyms and Abbreviations

ACOE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

AMSL above mean sea level

BLM Bureau of Land Management

BMPs Best Management Practices

Caltrans California Department of Transportation

CAPCOA California Climate Action Team

CBC California Building Code

CCC California Coastal Commission

CDFG California Department of Fish and Game

CDFW California Department of Fish and Wildlife

CDMG California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology
CDTSC California Department of Toxic Substances Control
CEC California Energy Commission

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

CIp Capital Improvement Program

CO2 Carbon Dioxide

CWA Clean Water Act

DEH County of San Diego Department of Environmental Health
DSPEIR Draft Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Report
EIR Environmental Impact Report

ESA Endangered Species Act

Fed/OSHA Federal/Occupational Safety and Health Administration
FHA Federal Highway Administration

Findings Findings of Fact

ft feet

FY Fiscal Year

GDP General Development Plan

GHG Greenhouse gases

GPM gallons per minute

HCP Habitat Conservation Plan

HMBP Hazardous Materials Business Plan

Otay Water District
WWMP Final SPEIR for the 2012 WRMP Update June 2013



-805
IWRP

LF

MGD
MRZ
NAHC
NCCP
NHPA
NRHP
NOP
OWD
PDFs
PEIR

PS

RCP
RWCWRF
RWQCB
SAMPs
SANDAG
SBWRP
SCADA
SCPs

SD
SDAPCD
SDCAS
SDCWA
SIP
SPAs
SPEIR
SR-94
SWPPP
SWRCB
UBC
U.S.

Interstate 805

Integrated Water Resources Plan

linear feet

millions of gallons per day

Minerals Resources Zone

Native American Heritage Commission
Natural Communities Conservation Planning
National Historic Preservation Society
National Register of Historic Places

Notice of Preparation

Otay Water District

Project Design Features

Program Environmental Impact Report
Pump Station

Regional Comprehensive Plan

Ralph W. Chapman Water Recycling Facility
Regional Water Quality Control Board

Sub Area Master Plans

San Diego Association of Governments
South Bay Water Reclamation Plant
Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition
Standard Construction Practices

San Diego

San Diego Air Pollution Control District
San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc.
San Diego County Water Authority

State Implementation Plan
Specific/Sectional Planning Areas
Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report
State Route 94

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
State Water Resources Control Board
Uniform Building Code

United States

Acronyms and Abbreviations

Otay Water District
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USDOT
USEPA
USFWS
WRMP
WTP
WWMP

Acronyms and Abbreviations

United States Department of Transportation
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Water Resources Master Plan

Water Treatment Plan

Waste Water Management Plan
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CHAPTER 1.0 LIST OF PERSONS,
ORGANIZATIONS, AND PUBLIC AGENCIES
THAT HAVE COMMENTED OR GIVEN
RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE DRAFT SPEIR

1.1 Introduction

A draft version of this Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (Draft SPEIR) was
circulated for public review from April 10, 2013 to May 24, 2013. This chapter provides the names and
addresses of persons, organizations, and public agencies that commented during this public review period.

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines the Otay Water District
(OWD) has evaluated the comments on environmental issues received from those agencies/parties and
has prepared written responses to each pertinent comment relating to the adequacy of the environmental
analysis contained within the Draft SPEIR. These responses are contained in Chapter 2, “Comments and
Responses.”

The agencies, organizations, and interested parties listed on the Responses to Comments Index (below)
submitted comments on the Draft SPEIR during the public review period. Each comment submitted in
writing is included, along with a written response where determined necessary. The individual comments
were given reference numbers, which appear in the left margin next to the bracketed comment. For
example, Letter 2 has comment numbers 2-1, 2-2, and 2-3.

In addition to the written responses contained in Chapter 2, and in response to comments received, certain
revisions have been made to the Draft SPEIR. The revisions are presented in strikeout/underline format
in Chapter 3, “Changes Made to the Draft SPEIR,” and consist of changes to text that clarify information;
only the pages that require revision are included therein. These changes do not constitute significant
additional information that changes the outcome of the environmental analysis or necessitates
recirculation of the document (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5). All such changes are presented in
Chapter 3 and noted in the responses to comments.

Otay Water District
1

WWMP



Chapter 1
List of Persons, Organizations, and Public Agencies that have Commented or Given Recommendations
on the Draft SPEIR

1.2 Agencies and Organizations Comments

State Agencies Address

California Department of Fish and Wildlife 3883 Ruffin Road, San Diego, CA 92123
California Department of Transportation 4050 Taylor Street, San Diego, CA 92110
County, City, and Other Local Agencies Address

N/A

Organizations Address

San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. P.O. Box 81106, San Diego, CA 92138

Otay Water District
2 WWMP Final SPEIR for the 2012 WRMP Update June 2013



Chapter 1

List of Persons, Organizations, and Public Agencies that have Commented or Given Recommendations
on the Draft SPEIR

1.3 Responses to Comments Index

Commenter Letter Reference Comment Numbers
San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. 1 Not applicable*
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 2 2-1 through 2-3
California Department of Transportation 3 Not applicable*

*No comments requiring responses were included in the San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. letter dated 14 April
2013 and the California Department of Transportation letter dated 22 May 2013.

Otay Water District
3 WWMP Final SPEIR for the 2012 WRMP Update June 2013



Chapter 3
Changes Made to the Draft SPEIR

CHAPTER 2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Otay Water District
WWMP Final SPEIR for the 2012 WRMP Update June 2013



Chapter 2
Comments and Responses

2.1

\EGO cq
+° “s,
o -
= San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc.
Ji i E Environmental Review Committee
4"&- o 14 April 2013
togicnr™
To: Ms. Lisa Coburn-Boyd ;
Otay Water District 1?:
2554 Sweetwater Springs Boulevard :
Spring Valley, California 91978-2004
Subject: Drafi Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Report

Oay Water District Wastewater Management Plan Update

TILIE
- S

Dear Ms, Coburn-Boyd:

I have reviewed the cultural resources aspects of the subject DSPEIR. on behalf of this committee
of the San Diego County Archaeological Society.

Bascd on the information contained in the DSPEIR, we agree with the contents of Section 4.3,

As project-specific impacts and their mitigation measures will be addressed in the project-level
environmental documents, we request inclusion in the public review periods for each at that time,

Thank you for including SDCAS in the District’s environmental review process for this DSPEIR.

Sincerely,

%
Tames W, Royle, Jr., n
Environmental Review Committee

cC: SDCAS President
File

P.O. Box 81106 San Diego, CA 82138-1106  (858) 538-0935

Otay Water District
5 WWMP Final SPEIR for the 2012 WRMP Update June 2013



§ DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director

Chapter 2
Comments and Responses

State of California — Matural Resources Agency EDMUND G. BROWN JR.. Governor

South Ceast Region
3883 Ruffin Road
San Diego, CA 92123
{858) 4674201

www . wildlife.ca.gov

May 14, 2013

Ms. Lisa Coburn-Boyd

Otay Water District

2554 Sweatwater Springs Boulevard
Spring Valley, CA 91978-2004

Subject: Comments on the draft Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report
(DSPEIR) for the Otay Water District Wastewater Management Plan Update
(SCH# 20120710&3)

Dear Ms. Cobum-Boyd:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) has reviewad the above-
referenced DSPEIR for the Otay Water District {OWD) Wastewater Management Plan Update
dated April 9, 2013. The following statements and comments have been prepared pursuant to
the Department's authority as Trustee Agency for natural resources affected by the project
{California Environmental Quality Act, [CEQA] Guidelines §15386) and pursuant to our authority
as a Responsible Agency under CEQA Guidelines section 15381 over those aspects of the
proposed project that come under the purview of the Califomnia Endangered Species Act (Fish
and Game Code §2050 &f seq.) and Fish and Gama Code section 1600 ef seq. The Department
also administers the Natural Community Censervation Planning (NCCPF) Program.

The purpose of the OWD Wastewater Management Plan (\WWMP) Update is to supplement the
2010 Water Resources Management Plan Update (WRMP) on which the Department provided
comments {Department of Fish and Wildlife and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service joint
letter dated September 3, 2008), The update includes planning for future wastewater collection
gystems and treatment needs.

The Department offers the following comments and recommendations to assist OWD in
avoiding or minimizing potential impacts to biclogical resources.

1. The DSPEIR incorporates, by reference, mitigation measures Bio-1A through Bio-1E
from the 2010 WRMP. We are unclear as to how these mitigation measures are relevant
as they refer to specific Capital Improvement Program (CIP) projects (Res 640-3, Res
1655-1, Res 1090-2, Res 1296-4, Res 980-4, Res B60-1, Res 870-2, P5 978-2, PS5
1090-1, PS 1288-2, PS LOPS, Pipeline P2177, R2089, and P2454) and not those
projects being proposed in the current WWIMP. The final SPEIR should identify how
potential impacts to biological resources will be mitigated for WWIMP projects.

2. It should be noted that CEQA Guidelines Saction 15150(c) states that when an EIR uses

incorporation by reference (as much of the DSPEIR does), the incorporated part of the
referenced document should be briefly described or summarized.

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870

Otay Water District
WWMP Final SPEIR for the 2012 WRMP Update June 2013



2-3

Chapter 2
Comments and Responses

Ms. Lisa Cobum-Boyd
Otay Water District
May 14, 2013

Page 2 of 2

3. Because no specific locations, acreage, or biological information (habitat type, species
composition, etc.) is provided for the projects identified in the DSPEIR, the Depariment
expects to provide more useful comments and recommendations as subsequent CEQA
documents are prepared and circulated for WWMP projects.

We appreciate the opportunity to commeant on the above referenced DSPEIR. Questions
regarding this letter and further coordination on these issues should be directed to Kyle Dutro at
(B5B) 487-4267 or Kyle. Dutro@wildlfe ca.gov.

Sinceraly,

/) LS et
'nr_lr- { - /r
David A. Mayer i
Acting Environmental Program Manager
South Coast Regicn

Otay Water District
WWMP Final SPEIR for the 2012 WRMP Update June 2013



Chapter 2
Comments and Responses

Letter 2: California Department of Fish and Wildlife

2-1  The first CDFW comment states that the mitigation measures Bio-1A through Bio-1E listed in the
DSPEIR, which are incorporated by reference, specify that the mitigation measures are for the
construction of certain specific Capital Improvement Projects (CIP) projects concerned with potable water
and not wastewater projects listed in the WWMP.

The general understanding is that project design features, standard construction practices, and
mitigation/performance measures (Bio 1A — Bio 1E) within the 2010 PEIR are described as being
applicable to specific WRMP CIP projects as described, are to be applied to the projects presented in the
WWMP. As presented in Chapter 3 of this Final SPEIR, text was added to the following respective
portions of the Final SPEIR: Page 4-1, Chapter 4.0 SCOPE AND FORMAT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT ANALYSIS and Page 4-8, Section 4.2 Biological Resources.

2-2 The second CDFW comment states that pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15150(c), when an
EIR uses incorporation by reference, the incorporated part of the reference document should be briefly
described or summarized. As presented in Chapter 3 of this Final SPEIR, the referenced document’s
specific passages citation is expanded in the following respective portions in the Final SPEIR: Page 4-9,
Sections 4.2.3 Impacts and Mitigation and Section 4.2.4 Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation.

2-3 No response to the third CDFW comment is required.

Otay Water District
8 WWMP Final SPEIR for the 2012 WRMP Update June 2013



Chapter 2
Comments and Responses

STATE OF CALIFORNLA=HUSINESS. TEANSFORTATION AND HOAIR R AGERCY EDWATND G BROWH Jr, Croversar
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 11
PLAMMNING DIVISION
405 TAYLOR STREET, M5 240
SAN IMEGO, CA 92110 -
PHONE (619} 688-6960 ;:,:ﬁﬂ:;
FAX (619) 688-0299 '
TTY Th
waww, Bl ca, gov
May 22, 2013
11-8D-94 & 125
PM 13,13

Draft Supplemental EIR SCH 2012071069

Ms. Lisa Coburn-Boyd

Oy Water District

2554 Sweetwater Spring Blvd.
Spring Valley, CA 91978

Dear Ms. Cobum-Boyd:

The California Department of Transponation (Caltrans) appreciates the opportunity to have
reviewed the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) SCH 2012071069 for
the Otay Water District Wastewater Management Plan Update. Caltrans would like to make the
following comments:

Encroachment

Any work performed within Caltrans right-of-way (R/'W) will require discretionary review and
approval by Caltrans and an encroachment permit will be required for any work within the
Calirans R'W prior 10 construction. Any Longitudinal Encroachment will require special
approval from Caltrans.

As part of the encroachment permit process, the applicant must provide an approved final
environmenial document including the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
determination addressing any environmental impacts within the Caltrans’ R/W, and any
corresponding technical studies. If these materials are not included with the encroachment permit
application, the applicant will be required to acquire and provide these to Caltrans before the
permit application will be accepted. Identification of avoidance and/or mitigation measures will
be a condition of the encroachment permit approval as well as procurement of any necessary
regulatory and resource agency permits, Encroachment permit submittals that are incomplete can
result in significant delays in permit approval.

Additional information regarding encroachment permits may be obtained by contacting the

Caltrans Permits Office at (619) 688-6158. Early coordination with Caltrans is strongly advised
for all encroachment permits,

‘Calirans fmproves meahility across Collforria”

Otay Water District
WWMP Final SPEIR for the 2012 WRMP Update June 2013
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Ms. Lisa Cobumn-Boyd
May 22, 2013
Page 2

If you have any questions, or require further information, please contact Trent Clark, at (619)
688-3140 or email at Trent_Clark@dot.ca.gov.

Sincerel

JACOB K. ARMSTRONG, Chief
Development Review Branch

Calrrans mpreeves mokiliny aceoas Coalfforns

Otay Water District
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Chapter 3
Changes Made to the Draft SPEIR

CHAPTER 3.0 CHANGES MADE TO THE DRAFT
SPEIR

3.1 Introduction

In response to comments received, certain revisions have been made to the Draft SPEIR. The following
revisions are presented in strikeout/underline format and consist of changes to text that clarify
information; only pages that require revisions are included herein. These changes do not constitute
significant additional information that changes the outcome of the environmental analysis or necessitates
recirculation of the document in accordance with state CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. All changes to
the Draft SPEIR presented below are noted in the response to comments in Chapter 2 of this Final SPEIR.

Otay Water District
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Changes Made to the Draft SPEIR

Comment 2-1

CHAPTER 4.0
SCOPE AND FORMAT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT ANALYSIS

The discussion in this chapter resulted from supplemental information and alternatives to the OWD
Wastewater Management Plan (WWMP). This included information related to existing site conditions,
analyses of the type and magnitude of individual and cumulative environmental impacts, and feasible
mitigation measures that could reduce or avoid environmental impacts. Analyses performed and
presented in Chapter 4.0 of the 2010 Water Resources Master Plan (WRMP) PEIR are included in their
entirety by reference (Otay 2010).

When the analyses, specifically project design features, standard construction practices, and
mitigation/performance measures refer to specific projects, it shall be assumed that these analyses apply
to the CIP projects presented in the WWMP Section 3.3.4.

The SPEIR is intended as a basic reference document to avoid unnecessary repetition of facts or analysis
contained in the 2010 WRMP PEIR. Therefore, this SPEIR only contains significant updated technical
information or other significant supplemental information to supplement the previous PEIR for the
WWMP analysis.

4.2 Biological Resources

The 2010 PEIR for the 2009 WRMP Update described existing conditions within the planning area with
respect to biological resources; the potential physical environmental effects (direct, indirect, and/or
cumulative) related to these issues resulting from development of projects under the WWMP; and the
project design features, standard construction practices, and mitigation/ performance measures to reduce
or avoid the identified impacts (Otay 2010).

This section of the SPEIR is intended to supplement the previous information and analysis contained
within the corresponding section of the 2010 PEIR. The analysis of the WWMP does not significantly
differ, unless indicated below, from the original analysis within the 2010 PEIR and therefore does not
need additional analysis/updating. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

The project design features, standard construction practices, and mitigation/performance measures (Bio
1A — Bio 1E) within the 2010 PEIR are described as being applicable to specific WRMP CIP projects.
These project design features, standard construction practices, and mitigation/performance measures (Bio
1A — Bio 1E) as described are to be applied to the CIP projects presented in the WWMP Section 3.4.4
Description of Projects when these projects are undertaken.

Otay Water District
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COMMENT 2-2

4.2.3 Impacts and Mitigation

Issue 1 — Sensitive Species and Habitats

Biological Resources Issue 1 Summary

Would implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update result in a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through
habitat modifications, on any sensitive or special-status species or sensitive habitats?

Impact: Implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update Mitigation: Pre-construction surveys and noise
would result in direct impacts to sensitive plant and animal attenuation (Bio-1A through Bio-1C); shielding of
species. construction lighting (Bio-1D); delineation of

construction limits and staging areas (Bio-1E)

Significance Before Mitigation: Potentially significant. Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant.

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore, comparable to the 2009 WRMP as analyzed
by the 2010 PEIR, impacts to sensitive species and habitats will be avoided or fully mitigated as

presented and summarized in Section 4.2.3 and Table ES-1—Fhat-information-is-hereby-tnrcorporated-by
reference (Otay 2010).

4.2.3 Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation

Sensitive Species and Habitats

Biological Resources Cumulative Issue Summary

Would implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update have a cumulatively considerable contribution
to a cumulative biological resources impact considering past, present, and probable future projects?

Cumulatjve Impact Significance Proposed Project Contribution
Regional loss of sensitive plants, Potentially significant. Not cumulatively considerable with
animals, and vegetation communities. implementation of performance

measures Bio-1A through Bio-1E.

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore, comparable to the 2009 WRMP as analyzed
by the 2010 PEIR, cumulative impacts to sensitive species and habitats will be avoided or fully
mitigated as presented and summarized in Section 4.3.4 and Table ES-2—Fhat-information—is—hereby
incorporated-byreference (Otay 2010).

Otay Water District
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CHAPTER 4.0 STATEMENT OF LOCATION AND
CUSTODIAN OF DOCUMENTS

STATEMENT OF LOCATION AND CUSTODIAN OF DOCUMENTS OR OTHER
MATERIALS THAT CONSTITUTE A RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

June 2013
Project Name Otay Water District 2012 WRMP Update
Reference Case Numbers SCH# 2012071069

CEQA [Section 21081.6(a)(2)] requires that the lead agency (in this case the Otay Water District) specify
the location and custodian of the documents or other material that constitute the record of proceedings
upon which its decision is based. It is the purpose of this statement to satisfy this requirement.

Location of Documents and Other Materials that Constitute the Record of Proceedings

Otay Water District
2554 Sweetwater Springs Boulevard
Spring Valley, California 91978-2096

Custodian

Ms. Lisa Coburn-Boyd

Otay Water District

2554 Sweetwater Springs Boulevard
Spring Valley, California 91978-2096
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14 WWMP Final SPEIR for the 2012 WRMP Update June 2013



ATTACHMENTD

£ ARCADIS

Infrastructure - Water - Environment - Buildings

Imagine the result

Wastewater Management Plan
Final Supplemental PEIR
for the 2012 Water Resources Master Plan Update

CEQA Findings of Fact

June 2013


jolene.fielding
Typewritten Text
ATTACHMENT D


Table of Contents

Table of Contents
CHAPTER 1.0 INTRODUCGTION ...ttt sttt ne st snenaenee e neeneas 1
CHAPTER 2.0 ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS .......ooiiiiiiiiiieie e 2
CHAPTER 3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION ...ttt sttt e st 4
TR o] P T [T To AN (- SR 4
3.2 ProJECt CAraCteIiSTICS. ... euveueeuieiiatirtiiteste sttt ettt bbbt b e 4
3.3 Project PUrp0Se and ODJECLIVES........ccciieiieiiisie e ese e e e e e ee e ste e e s reesreesreesn e snee e aeenreenrnens 9
3.4 Required Permits and APPIOVALS .........couiiiiiiiinieieieeiee e 11
CHAPTER 4.0 BACKGROUND ..ottt ettt ettt ne e enes 14
CHAPTER 5.0 RECORD OF PROCEDINGS .......ooiiiic ettt sttt e snre e 15
CHAPTER 6.0 FINDINGS REQUIRED UNDER CEQA .....oooiiieicesiese e 16
CHAPTER 7.0 LEGAL EFFECTS OF FINDINGS ...ttt e 18
CHAPTER 8.0 mitication monitoring and reporting Program.........ccoeoeeerrerrereeiesiesesesiesre e seeeens 19
CHAPTER 9.0 SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES ..........ccooviiiiininnen. 20
9.1  AirQuality and Global Climate Change...........ccccererieiiiiinisese e 20
9.2 2T T0] [T Tors LI =T UL of TSR 21
0.3 CUIUIAI RESOUICES .....vvevieieeieesiesieeeestestee e steesaestesseestestaessesbeasaesaesteaseesteeseestesaeensesteaseeseesseenseneens 22
94 T SRS 23
9.5  Geology, Soils, and Paleontology .........cccciiieiiiiiece sttt 24
9.6 Hydrology and Water QUAITLY ...........coueiiiiiiiiiie e 25
9.7  Landform Alteration and Visual AeSTNETICS. ........ccoviieiriiiiireese e 26
9.8  Land Use and PIANNING ......coeiiiiieieieiese e 27
oI T (N0 - TSP 28
9.10  PUBIIC SAFELY ...ttt bbbt 29
9.11  GroWEh INQUCEIMENL.......c.iiiiiieitiite ettt bbbttt et e s e 30
9.12 CEQA Checklist Items Not Applicable to the 2012 WRMP Update..........cccccevvrviiervnnenennnns 32
CHAPTER 10.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES ...ttt 34
10.1  NO ProjeCt AIEINALIVE ......ecuveiiecieee sttt a et e s e sresreeaesreeneene e 34
10.2  Eliminate Wastewater Treatment Within DiStriCt...........ccooovvieiiiiiriieiiciece e 35
10.3 Recycle All Wastewater Flows Within DIStriCt...........cccccoviiiiiiiiiiccese e 35
10.4 Recycle All Wastewater Flows Within District and Expanding To Accept Wastewater From
OFNEE SEIVICE ATBAS .....eeteeieeteette ettt e e ste et e et ateestesteeseesteaseestesaeeseeabeaseeseeeeeaneesaeeseenteaaeansenseaseeseeseeenseneens 36
10.5 Environmentally SUPerior AREINALIVE ..........ccoii et 37

Otay Water District
2 WWMP Final SPIER for the 2012 WRMP Update CEQA Findings of Fact June 2013



CHAPTER 1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Otay Water District (OWD) was authorized as a California Special District by the State Legislature in
1956, under the provisions of the Municipal Water District Law of 1911, and thereby gained its
entitlement to imported water. As a member agency of the San Diego County Water Authority
(SDCWA), the OWD purchases all of the potable water that it delivers from the SDCWA. The SDCWA
is responsible for transmission of the imported water supply within San Diego County to its member
agencies, and is itself a member of the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California.

In 2002, the OWD developed a comprehensive Water Resources Master Plan (WRMP) that combined all
previously existing master plans and facility plans into one system-wide plan outlining the Capital
Improvement Program (CIP) projects required to serve their customers. The following three phases were
identified in the 2002 WRMP: Phase | (2002-2006), Phase Il (2007-2016), and Phase 111 (2017-2030).

The 2009 WRMP Update revised the OWD’s 2002 WRMP; identifying the potable and recycled water
CIP facilities (e.g., pump stations, storage reservoirs, transmission mains), and associated probable cost
estimates, to meet projected water market demands within the OWD planning area and adjacent areas
of influence; and developed a phased approach to implement the CIP projects during the following time
frames: 2009-2016 (Phase I1) and 2017-Ultimate (Phase I11).

In compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the OWD has prepared these
Findings of Fact (Findings) in support of a Final Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report
(SPEIR) for the proposed 2012 WRMP Update. The purpose of the 2012 WRMP Update [Wastewater
Management Plan (WWMP)] is to expand on the 2009 WRMP Update to include planning for future
wastewater collection system and treatment needs. The CIP projects associated with wastewater
transmission and treatment parallel and supplement those projects included and analyzed in the 2009
WRMP Update.

Otay Water District
1 WWMP Final SPIER for the 2012 WRMP Update CEQA Findings of Fact June 2013



CHAPTER 2.0 ACRONYMS AND

ABBREVIATIONS

ACOE
AMSL
BLM
CCC
CCR
CDFW
CEQA
CFR
CIP
CWA
DEH
EIR
ESA
FHA
Findings
FY
GPM

LF
MGD
MMRP
NHPA
NRHP
NOP
owbD
PDFs
PEIR

PS

RCP
RWCWRF
RWQCB

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

above mean sea level

Bureau of Land Management

California Coastal Commission

California Code of Regulations

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
California Environmental Quality Act
Code of Federal Regulations

Capital Improvement Program

Clean Water Act

County of San Diego Department of Environmental Health

Environmental Impact Report

Endangered Species Act

Federal Highway Administration

Findings of Fact

Fiscal Year

gallons per minute

linear feet

millions of gallons per day

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
National Historic Preservation Society
National Register of Historic Places

Notice of Preparation

Otay Water District

Project Design Features

Program Environmental Impact Report
Pump Station

Regional Comprehensive Plan

Ralph W. Chapman Water Recycling Facility
Regional Water Quality Control Board

Otay Water District
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SANDAG
SBWRP
SCPs

SD
SDAPCD
SDCWA
SPEIR
u.S.
USDOT
USFWS
WRMP
WWMP

San Diego Association of Governments
South Bay Water Reclamation Plant
Standard Construction Practices

San Diego

San Diego Air Pollution Control District
San Diego County Water Authority
Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report
United States

United States Department of Transportation
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Water Resources Master Plan

Waste Water Management Plan

Chapter 2
Acronyms and Abbreviations
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CHAPTER 3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

3.1 Planning Area

As shown in Figure 3-1, the OWD service area is regionally located within south central San Diego
County, and is bounded by rural lands to the east, the Padre Dam Municipal Water District to the north,
the Helix Water District to the northwest, the Sweetwater Authority and the City of San Diego to the
west, and the International Border with Mexico to the south. There are several major transportation routes
though which access to the OWD is possible, including Highway 94 in the north, Interstate Highways 805
and 905 in the south and State Route 125 in the north and south.

The OWD service area consists of 80,320 acres (125.5 square miles), within south central San Diego
County. Elevations within the planning area range from 59 feet above mean sea level (AMSL) to 2,605
feet AMSL. The OWD water service area is divided into two distinct systems: the North District, serving
San Diego County communities above Sweetwater Reservoir, and the South District, serving the City of
Chula Vista and Otay Mesa. Within these two area systems are five primary operating systems for potable
water, including the Regulatory, La Presa, and Hillsdale systems in the North District and the Central and
Otay Mesa systems in the South District. The OWD also maintains and operates a recycled water system
in the South District (Central and Otay Mesa operating systems). In addition to water supply, the OWD
also provides sewage collection, wastewater treatment, and disposal services to users within a small
portion of the North District, consisting of the northeastern portion of the Casa de Oro-Mount Helix
community extending east to Rancho San Diego and south to Jamacha (Figure 3-2).

3.2 Project Characteristics

The Otay Water District’s existing wastewater system includes collection system pipelines, pump
stations, and the wastewater treatment plant (RWCWRF).

The wastewater system includes approximately 95 miles of collection system pipelines, of which 92 miles
are gravity sewers and 3 miles are force mains. The District owns approximately 78 miles of the gravity
sewers, and the rest is owned by the County (please refer to Figure 3-1 in the 2012 WWMP). The gravity
sewers range in diameter from 4 inches to 27 inches with the majority (84%) of the collection system
being comprised of 8-inch diameter pipes. The force mains range in diameter from 4 inches to 24 inches.

Pipeline projects involve trench excavation, preparing the bed for pipe placement, laying the pipe in the
trench, filling the trench, and restoring the disturbed surface area. Where it is not feasible to install a
pipeline within a street right-of-way, the OWD makes every effort to use the shortest possible route
between connection points to minimize ground-level impacts.

Otay Water District
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Chapter 3
Project Description

In general, pump capacity is reported in units of gallons per minute (gpm) or millions of gallons per day
(MGD). The District owns and operates the RWCWRF. The existing capacity of the RWCWRF is 1.3
MGD, and the facility is located on a site master-planned for an ultimate build-out capacity of 3.9 MGD.
The RWCWREF is a scalping plant so that any flows that exceed the capacity of the plant are disposed of
via the Rancho San Diego Outfall facilities to the San Diego Metropolitan System. This is also the case if
the facility is shut down for any reason. The RWCWRF provides tertiary treatment that produces
reclaimed water to meet Title 22 standards. The plant was upgraded in 2012 to include de-nitrification to

reduce the effluent total nitrogen levels.

Otay Water District
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Collection System Projects

Table 3-1 summarizes the collection system projects that are included in OWD’s existing capital
improvement budget. This budget includes projects from fiscal year 2013 through fiscal year 2018.
These projects incorporate pipeline rehabilitation and/or replacement, manhole rehabilitation and/or
replacement and pipeline spot repairs (less than 10 feet).

Table 3-1. Current Wastewater Collection System Projects — FY 2013 through FY 2018 Budget

CIP# Description Est. Start Est. Finish Current Budget

. $5,500,000

S2024 | Campo Road Sewer Main Replacement 07/01/2010 06/01/2017
. . $125,000

S2028 | Explorer Way 8-inch Sewer Main Replacement 07/01/2011 09/01/2016
. . A $800,000

S2033 | Sewer System Various Locations Rehabilitation 07/01/2011 09/01/2015
. $1,250,000

S2040 | Calavo Sewer Basin Improvements 07/01/2012 09/01/2014
. . $1,750,000

S2041 | Rancho San Diego Sewer Basin Improvements 07/01/2012 09/01/2016

Table 3-2 summarizes wastewater collection system improvement recommendations identified in the
2012 WWMP and the capital cost opinions for these projects. In some cases the projects have already
been incorporated into the current OWD CIP Budget. For example, CIP #3 corresponds to S2024 in
Table 3-1. The remaining recommended projects (CIP #1, 2, 4) are in the Rancho San Diego basin and
will be considered with the improvements under CIP project S2041. The estimated total capital cost for
the recommended infrastructure to correct existing system deficiencies is $8.53 million. To accommodate
2030 wastewater flows, the additional capital cost is approximately $2.72 million.

Table 3-2. Recommended Wastewater Collection System Improvements — 2012 WWMP

Proi . Conceptual Cost

roject Description Location Unit Opinion ($)

No. Cost

($/LF) | Existing 2030
Collection System Pipes
CIP#1 | 12-inch 36 LF | Near Fury Lane and Jamacha Road 1,020 $37,000 -
CIP#2 | 24-inch 91 LF | Near Hillsdale Road and Jamacha Road 2,040 $190,000 -
CIP#3 | 15-inch 9,225 LF | Along Campo Road from Avocado Road to Singer Lane 900 $8,300,000 -
CIP#4 | 15-inch 900 LF | Near Jamacha Road and Donahue Drive 1,275 - $1,150,000
CIP#5 | 15-inch 1,235 LF | Along lvanhoe Ranch Road upstream of Cottonwood Pump Station 1,275 - $1,570,000
Total $8,527,000 | $2,720,000

Otay Water District
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Overall Collection and Wastewater Treatment System Project Alternatives

The WWMP also identifies several alternatives for the overall system of wastewater collection and
treatment within the OWD. Each alternative has different project features and components and give the
OWD the most flexibility in choosing the best alternative that fulfills their wastewater strategies and
meets projected future demand.

Alternative 1 -No Project Alternative

The no project alternative is the same as that presented in the 2010 PEIR and as such is incorporated by
reference. This alternative represents the baseline conditions and is analyzed via the comparison to the
other alternatives listed below.

Alternative 2 — Eliminate Wastewater Treatment within District

Under this alternative, the District would abandon the current wastewater treatment operations at the
Ralph W. Chapman Water Recycling Facility (RWCWRF) and all wastewater flows collected by the
District would be conveyed to the City of San Diego (SD) Metropolitan Wastewater System. Other
components associated with this alternative include, decommissioning the RWCWREF; implementing the
required Rancho San Diego Pump Station (PS) improvements; maintaining and improving the wastewater
collection system based on hydraulic modeling.

Treatment options for wastewater flows being conveyed to the City of SD Metropolitan Wastewater
System could be to either maintain current primary treatment or implement secondary treatment.
Recycled water supply options under this alternative include receiving reclaimed water from the SBWRP
and/or a proposed City of Chula Vista water reclamation facility.

Alternative 3 — Recycle All Wastewater Flows within District

Under this alternative, the District would continue collecting and treating wastewater at the RWCWRF
under the current capacity of 1.3 MGD or operations could potentially be expanded to approximately 2.6
MGD. Excess flows beyond the RWCWRF’s capacity would be conveyed to the City of SD
Metropolitan Wastewater System. Other components associated with this alternative include
implementing the required Rancho San Diego PS improvements and maintaining and improving the
wastewater collection system based on hydraulic modeling.

Options for solid waste disposal would include continuing current practices of conveyance to the
Metropolitan Wastewater System or handling/treating solid waste onsite and disposing residuals in
landfill. Treatment options for wastewater flows being conveyed to the City of SD Metropolitan
Wastewater System could be to either maintain current primary treatment or implement secondary
treatment. Recycled water supply options under this alternative include receiving reclaimed water from
the RWCWRF, the SBWRP and/or a proposed City of Chula Vista water reclamation facility.

Alternative 4 — Recycle All Wastewater Flows within District and Expand To Accept
Wastewater From Other Service Areas

Under this alternative, the District would continue collecting and treating wastewater at the RWCWRF
under an increased capacity of up to approximately 3.9 MGD. Under this scenario, the District would be
able to treat all wastewater from the Jamacha Basin and any other service areas that needed wastewater

Otay Water District
8 WWMP Final SPIER for the 2012 WRMP Update CEQA Findings of Fact June 2013



Chapter 3
Project Description

treatment. Excess flows beyond the RWCWRF’s capacity (if any) would be conveyed to the City of SD
Metropolitan Wastewater System. Other components associated with this alternative include
implementing the required Rancho San Diego PS improvements and maintaining and improving the
wastewater collection system based on hydraulic modeling.

Options for solid waste disposal would include continuing current practices of conveyance to the
Metropolitan Wastewater System or handling/treating solid waste onsite and disposing residuals in
landfill. Treatment options for wastewater flows being conveyed to the City of SD Metropolitan
Wastewater System could be to either maintain current primary treatment or implement secondary
treatment. Recycled water supply options under this alternative include receiving reclaimed water from
the RWCWRF, the SBWRP and/or a proposed City of Chula Vista water reclamation facility.

3.3 Project Purpose and Objectives

The purpose of the Otay Water District (OWD) Wastewater Management Plan (WWMP) is to supplement
the 2009 Water Resources Management Plan Update (WRMP). It identifies and evaluates current
wastewater facilities (e.g., wastewater collection pipelines, pumping stations and a treatment plant), and
designs feasible wastewater management strategies that allow the OWD to meet projected future
wastewater needs within the OWD planning area and adjacent areas of influence. Additionally, the OWD
WWMP develops a phased and systematic approach to implement the wastewater management strategies
during future time frames. The OWD WWMP would ensure a wastewater system adequate for projected
growth within the OWD planning area and adjacent areas of influence, consistent with the San Diego
Association of Governments (SANDAG) forecasts through 2030.

The WWMP will identify a comprehensive system-wide plan for a wastewater system within the OWD
planning area and the identified area of influence. The OWD’s primary objectives for the WWMP include
the following actions:

e Update Planning Criteria: Update the land use database model from the 2010 WRMP using
San Diego County land use updates and 2010 SANDAG land use projections. Project the
wastewater flows within the District’s service area and adjacent areas of influence using
population (residential and employment) projections and per capita generation factors.

e Update Hydraulic Model: Update the OWD 2006 hydraulic model using data from the
County’s updated hydraulic model for the Jamacha Basin.

e Evaluate Existing Wastewater Systems: Make recommendations for improvements to correct
deficiencies of existing systems, and to meet any demands of the planning area and identified
area of influence based upon development patterns, types, location and timing.

e Evaluate Future Wastewater Systems: Using the projected wastewater collection rates for the
planning area, determine new wastewater collection system facilities needs to build out and
develop a list of capital improvement program projects to meet these needs. Develop strategies
for treatment of the collected wastewater flows and their corresponding CIP needs.

e Update CIP: Develop a phased implementation plan for recommended CIP projects for the
existing system deficiencies and any new facilities and estimate costs for identified projects.

Otay Water District
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3.4 Required Permits and Approvals

The Final SPEIR for the 2012 WRMP Update has been prepared pursuant to CEQA (Public Resources
Code [PRC] 8821000 et seq.) and the State of California CEQA Guidelines (California Code of
Regulations [CCR] §815000 et seq.). The Final SPEIR on which these Findings is based evaluates the
environmental impacts identified as potentially significant by OWD and its consultants, other agencies,
and community members that may result from implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update. The SPEIR
process and the information it generates will be used for the following purposes:

o To give government officials and the community the opportunity to have input into the decision-
making process;

« To provide agencies with information necessary to determine if they have jurisdiction over some
aspect of the proposed action, and, if so, to identify permitting requirements;

« To define a range of reasonable and practicable alternatives to the proposed action;

« To inform the public as well as the decision makers of the environmental consequences of the
proposed action and its alternatives;

o To assist the community in understanding the expected project-related environmental effects and
how decision-makers plan to respond to and mitigate these effects; and

e To develop mitigation measures that will reduce or eliminate the potential for environmental,
public health, and safety impacts.

The Final SPEIR for the 2012 WRMP Update requires certification by OWD’s Board of Directors prior
to approval of construction contracts. Upon completion of the Final SPEIR, the OWD can choose to: (1)
approve the 2012 WRMP Update with conditions and mitigation measures; (2) approve one of the other
alternatives with conditions and mitigation measures; or (3) not approve the 2012 WRMP Update or its
alternatives.

Numerous federal, State and local regulations and permit requirements would be applicable to the
implementation of the 2012 WMMP Update (2009 WRMP Update) (Table 3-3). The OWD, or its
contractors, would be required to comply with all applicable requirements, unless by exception of
Government Code Section 53091.

Table 3-3. Potential Permits and Approvals

Action Associated With or
Agency/Department Permit/Approval Required For

Federal Agencies

USFWS Biological Assessment, Section 7 Activity where there may be an effect on
Consultation, Biological Opinion federally-listed endangered/threatened/
(Endangered Species Act [ESA] 16 proposed species (applies to projects
U.S.C. 1531-1544) with federal involvement).
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Provide comments to prevent loss of, and

damage to, wildlife resources.

ACOE Individual/Nationwide Section 404 Discharge of dredge/fill into Waters of

Permit (CWA, 33 USC 1341) the U.S., including wetlands.

Otay Water District
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Chapter 3
Project Description

Agency/Department

Permit/Approval

Action Associated With or
Required For

Section 10, Rivers and Harbors Act
Permit

Activities, including the placement of
structures, affecting navigable waters.

Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation

Section 106 Consultation, National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)

Opportunity to comment if project may
affect cultural resources listed or eligible
for listing on National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP).

U.S. Department of Transportation
(USDOQT), Federal Highway
Administration (FHA)

Encroachment Permits

Consider issuance of permit for
transmission line crossing of federally-
funded highways.

U.S. Department of the Treasury, Bureau
of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms

Explosive User’s Permit

Consider issuance of permit to purchase,
store and use explosives for site
preparation.

State Agencies

State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB), Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB)

General Construction Activity
Stormwater Permit

Stormwater discharges associated with
construction activity.

Waste Discharge Requirements (Water
Code 13000 et seq.)

Discharge of waste that might affect
groundwater or surface water (nonpoint-
source) quality.

401 Certification (CWA, 33 USC 1341.
If the project requires ACOE 404 Permit)

Discharge into waters and wetlands (see
ACOE Section 404 Permit).

California State Lands Commission

Right-of-Way Permit (Land Use Lease)

Consider issuance of a grant of right-of-
way across State land.

California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW)

California ESA

Activity where a listed candidate,
threatened, or endangered species under
California ESA may be present in the
project area and a State agency is acting
as lead agency for CEQA compliance.
Consider issuance of a Section 2081
incidental take permit for State-only
listed species and a Section 2081.1
consistency determination for effects on
species that are both federally and State
listed.

California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW)

California Native Plant Protection Act

Review of mitigation agreement and
mitigation plan for plants listed as rare.

Lake/Streambed Alteration Agreement
(California Fish and Game Code Section
1601)

Change in natural state of river, stream or
lake (includes road or land construction
across a natural streambed).

California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans)

Encroachment Permit

Consider issuance of permits to cross
State highways.

California Coastal Commission (CCC)

Coastal Development Permit

Development within the Coastal Zone.

California State Historic Preservation
Office

Section 106 Consultation, NHPA

Consult with Bureau of Land
Management (BLM), project applicant,
appropriate land management agencies,
and others regarding activities potentially
affecting cultural resources.

Local Agencies
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Chapter 3
Project Description

Agency/Department

Permit/Approval

Action Associated With or
Required For

County of San Diego Department of
Environmental Health (DEH)

Hazardous Materials Business Plan

Hazardous material exceeding federal
threshold quantities.

Hazardous Materials Inventory

Hazardous materials exceeding County
threshold quantities.

San Diego Country, Sheriff’s
Department

Explosives Permit

Consider issuance of a license to store
flammable explosives.

San Diego Air Pollution Control District
(SDAPCD)

Authority to Construct

Emissions from a stationary source.

Permit to Operate

Equipment emitting pollutants from a
stationary source.

Otay Water District
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CHAPTER 4.0 BACKGROUND

The OWD was authorized as a California Special District by the State Legislature in 1956, under the
provisions of the Municipal Water District Law of 1911, and thereby gained its entitlement to imported
water. As a member agency of the San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA), the OWD purchases all
potable water that it delivers from the SDCWA. The SDCWA is responsible for transmission of the
imported water supply within San Diego County to its member agencies, and is itself a member of the
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California.

The existing potable water supply to the OWD comes from the SDCWA through four separate
connections to Pipeline No. 4 within the Second Aqueduct route of the SDCWA Flow Control Facility.
The OWD also receives treated potable water from the R.M. Levy Water Treatment Plan (WTP), which is
operated by the Helix Water District.

The Ralph W. Chapman Water Reclamation Facility (RWCWRF) operated by the OWD and the South
Bay Water Reclamation Plant operated by the City of San Diego both supply recycled water for users
within the OWD service area. The OWD’s wastewater collection system in the North District is the
source of the influent wastewater that is treated at the RWCWRF.

In 2002, the OWD developed a comprehensive WRMP that combined all previously existing master plans
and facility plans into one system-wide plan outlining the Capital Improvement Program (CIP) projects
required to serve their customers. The following three phases were identified in the 2002 WRMP: Phase |
(2002-2006), Phase Il (2007-2016), and Phase I11 (2017-2030).

Since 2002, the OWD has continued to improve its potable water facilities to meet the water demands
associated with growth. The OWD has also continued to improve and expand its recycled water facilities
to serve irrigation demands and conserve potable water supplies. The OWD’s wastewater collection
system and the RWCWRF have also been improved. The CIP is updated annually to reflect system
improvements and to identify future needs for budgeting purposes.

Otay Water District
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CHAPTER 5.0 RECORD OF PROCEDINGS

For purposes of CEQA and these Findings, the Record of Proceedings for the 2012 WRMP Update
consists of the following documents, at a minimum:

e The NOP and all other public notices issued by the OWD in conjunction with the 2012 WRMP
Update SPEIR;

o The Draft SPEIR and Final SPEIR, including appendices;

« All comments submitted by agencies, organizations, or members of the public during the 45-day
public comment period on the Draft SPEIR;

« The project design features, standard construction practices, and mitigation/performance
measures incorporated into the CIP projects to avoid significant environmental impacts;

« All findings and resolutions adopted by the OWD decision makers in connection with the 2012
WRMP Update SPEIR, and all documents cited or referred therein;

« All final reports, studies, memoranda, maps, or other documents relating to the 2012 WRMP
Update SPEIR prepared by ARCADIS, consultants to the OWD;

o Minutes and/or verbatim transcripts of all information sessions, public meetings, and public
hearings held by the OWD, in connection with the 2012 WRMP Update SPEIR;

« Any documentary or other evidence submitted to the OWD at such information sessions, public
meetings, and public hearings;

o Matters of common knowledge to the OWD including, but not limited to, federal, State, and local
laws and regulations;

« Any documents expressly cited in these Findings, in addition to those cited above; and
o Any other materials required for the Record of Proceedings by PRC 821167.6(e).

The custodian of the documents comprising the Record of Proceedings is the OWD, whose office is
located at 2554 Sweetwater Springs Boulevard, Spring Valley, California 91978-2096.

The OWD has relied on all of the documents listed above in reaching its decision on the 2012 WRMP
Update SPEIR, even if every document was not formally presented to the OWD decision makers as part
of the OWD files generated in connection with the 2012 WRMP Update SPEIR. Without exception, any
document set forth above that is not found in the OWD files falls into one of two categories: (1) many of
the documents reflect prior planning or legislative decisions with which the OWD was aware in
approving the 2009 WRMP Update PEIR (see City of Santa Cruz v. Local Agency Formation
Commission (1978) 76 Cal.App.3d 381, 391-392; Dominey v. Department of Personnel Administration
(1988) 205 Cal.App.3d 729, 738, fn. 6); (2) other documents influenced the expert advice provided to the
OWD staff or consultants, who then provided advice to the OWD decision makers. Therefore, such
documents form part of the underlying factual basis for OWD’s decision relating to approval of the 2012
WRMP Update and certification of the Final SPEIR (see PRC 8§21167.6(¢e)(10); Browning-Ferris
Industries v. City Council of City of San Jose (1986) 181 Cal.App.3d 852, 866; Stanislaus Audubon
Society, Inc. v. County of Stanislaus (1995) 33 Cal.App.4™ 144, 153, 155).

Otay Water District
15 WWMP Final SPIER for the 2012 WRMP Update CEQA Findings of Fact June 2013



CHAPTER 6.0 FINDINGS REQUIRED UNDER
CEQA

PRC §21002 provides that “public agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available that would substantially lessen the significant
environmental effects of such projects]...]” (emphasis added). The same statute states that the procedures
required by CEQA “are intended to assist public agencies in systematically identifying both the
significant effects of proposed projects and the feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures that
will avoid or substantially lessen such significant effects” (emphasis added). Section 21002 goes on to
state that “in the event [that] specific economic, social, or other conditions make infeasible such project
alternatives or such mitigation measures, individual projects may be approved in spite of one or more
significant effects.”

The mandate and principles announced in PRC §21002 are implemented, in part, through the requirement
that agencies must adopt findings before approving projects for which EIRs are required (see PRC
821081(a); State CEQA Guidelines §15091(a)). For each significant environmental effect identified in an
EIR for a proposed project, the approving agency must issue a written finding reaching one or more of
three permissible conclusions. The first such finding is that “[c]hanges or alterations have been required
in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental
effect as identified in the Final EIR” (State CEQA Guidelines §15091(a)(1)). The second permissible
finding is that “[s]uch changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another
public agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other
agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency” (State CEQA Guidelines 815091(a)(2)). The
third potential conclusion is that “[s]pecific economic, legal, social, technological, or other
considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make
infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the Final EIR” (State CEQA
Guidelines 815091(a)(3)). PRC §21061.1 defines “feasible” to mean “capable of being accomplished in a
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,
social and technological factors.” State CEQA Guidelines 815364 adds another factor: “legal”
considerations (see also Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 565).

The concept of “feasibility” also encompasses the question of whether a particular alternative or
mitigation measure promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a project (City of Del Mar v. City of
San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 410, 417). “[F]easibility” under CEQA encompasses “desirability” to
the extent that desirability is based on a reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental,
social, and technological factors” (Ibid.; see also Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland
(1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 704, 715).

The State CEQA Guidelines do not define the difference between “avoiding” a significant environmental
effect and merely “substantially lessening” such an effect. The OWD must, therefore, glean the meaning
of these terms from the other contexts in which the terms are used. PRC 821081, on which State CEQA
Guidelines 815091 is based, uses the term “mitigate” rather than “substantially lessen.” The State CEQA
Guidelines therefore equate “mitigating” with “substantially lessening.” Such an understanding of the
statutory term is consistent with the policies underlying CEQA, which include the policy that “public
agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation
measures available that would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects”
(PRC §21002).
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Chapter 6
Findings Required Under CEQA

For purposes of these Findings, the term “avoid” refers to the effectiveness of one or more mitigation
measures to reduce an otherwise significant effect to a less than significant level. In contrast, the term
“substantially lessen” refers to the effectiveness of such measure or measures to substantially reduce the
severity of a significant effect, but not to reduce that effect to a less than significant level. These
interpretations appear to be mandated by the holding in Laurel Hills Homeowners Association v. City
Council (1978) 83 Cal.App.3d 515, 519-527, in which the Court of Appeal held that an agency had
satisfied its obligation to substantially lessen or avoid significant effects by adopting numerous mitigation
measures, not all of which rendered the significant impacts in question less than significant.

Although State CEQA Guidelines §15091 requires only that approving agencies specify that a particular
significant effect is “avoid[ed] or substantially lessen[ed],” these Findings, for purposes of clarity, in each
case will specify whether the effect in question has been reduced to a less than significant level or has
simply been substantially lessened but remains significant. Moreover, although Section 15091, read
literally, does not require findings to address environmental effects that an EIR identifies as merely
“potentially significant,” these Findings will nevertheless fully account for all such effects identified in
the Final PEIR.

In short, CEQA requires that the lead agency adopt mitigation measures or alternatives, where feasible, to
substantially lessen or avoid significant environmental impacts that would otherwise occur. Certain
project modifications or the adoption of certain mitigation measures or alternatives are not required,
however, where such actions are infeasible or where the responsibility for implementation lies with some
other agency (State CEQA Guidelines §15091(a), (b)).

State CEQA Guidelines 815126.2(b) requires the identification of significant impacts that would not be
avoided, even with the implementation of feasible mitigation measures or a feasible environmentally
superior alternative. With respect to a project for which significant impacts are not avoided or
substantially lessened, either through the adoption of feasible mitigation measures or a feasible
environmentally superior alternative, a public agency, after adopting proper findings, may nevertheless
approve the project if the agency first adopts a statement of overriding considerations setting forth the
specific reasons why the agency found that the project’s “benefits” rendered “acceptable” the
“unavoidable adverse environmental effects” (State CEQA Guidelines 8815093, 15043(b); see also PRC
821081(b)). According to the evaluation within the 2012 WRMP Update SPEIR, all potential
environmental effects would be reduced to less than significant levels with implementation of identified
project design features (PDFs), standard construction practices (SCPs) and feasible
mitigation/performance measures, and no significant unavoidable environmental impacts would remain.
Therefore, a statement of overriding considerations is not required for the 2012 WRMP Update SPEIR.
Please note that the final determination of significance of impacts and of the feasibility of
mitigation/performance measures will be made by the OWD Board of Directors as part of their
certification of the Final SPEIR.

Otay Water District
17 WWMP Final SPIER for the 2012 WRMP Update CEQA Findings of Fact June 2013



CHAPTER 7.0 LEGAL EFFECTS OF FINDINGS

To the extent that these Findings conclude that various project design features, standard construction
practices and mitigation/performance measures outlined in the Final SPEIR are feasible and have not been
modified, superseded, or withdrawn, the OWD hereby binds itself to implement these measures. These
Findings, in other words, are not merely informational, but rather constitute a binding set of obligations
that will come into effect when the OWD formally approves the 2012 WRMP Update and certifies the
Final SPEIR.

The project design features, standard construction practices and mitigation/performance measures are
included in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) adopted concurrently with these
Findings, and will be effectuated through the process of implementing the 2012 WRMP Update (refer to
Section 8.0 of these Findings).

Otay Water District
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CHAPTER 8.0 MITIGATION MONITORING AND
REPORTING PROGRAM

A MMRP has been prepared for the 2012 WRMP Update SPEIR, and has been adopted concurrently with
these Findings (see PRC §21081.6(a)(1)), that includes the project design features, standard construction
practices and mitigation/performance measures incorporated into the 2012 WRMP Update CIP projects to
avoid or substantially lessen significant environmental effects, as outlined in the Final SPEIR. The OWD
will use the MMRP, which is a separate, stand-alone document, to track compliance with the adopted
project design features, standard construction practices and mitigation/performance measures. The
MMRP will remain available for public review during the compliance period.
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CHAPTER 9.0 SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS AND
MITIGATION MEASURES

9.1 Air Quality and Global Climate Change

Thresholds of Significance

The thresholds of significance used to evaluate potential impacts on air quality and global climate change
are the same as those used in the 2009 WRMP Update PEIR and are hereby incorporated by reference
(Otay 2010).

Impacts

The impacts under each threshold are unchanged from the 2009 WRMP Update PEIR and are hereby
incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Findings

The projects evaluated under the SPEIR would not change the conclusions of the 2009 WRMP Update
PEIR (Otay 2010) in regards to air quality and global climate change.

Mitigation / Performance Measures

Implementation of the mitigation/performance measures, PDF’s and SCP’s for air quality and global
climate change, listed in the 2009 WRMP PEIR (Otay 2010) and referenced in the 2013 SPEIR would
reduce all impacts to a less than significant level.

Residual Impacts after Mitigation

No residual impacts would remain after implementation of the PDF’s, SCP’s and mitigation/performance
measures listed in the 2009 WRMP PEIR (Otay 2010) and referenced in the 2013 SPEIR.
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Chapter 9
Significant Effects and Mitigation Measures

9.2 Biological Resources

Thresholds of Significance

The thresholds of significance used to evaluate potential impacts on biological resources are the same as
those used in the 2009 WRMP Update PEIR and are hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Impacts

The impacts under each threshold are unchanged from the 2009 WRMP Update PEIR and are hereby
incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Findings

The projects evaluated under the SPEIR would not change the conclusions of the 2009 WRMP Update
PEIR (Otay 2010) in regards to biological resources.

Mitigation / Performance Measures

Implementation of the mitigation/performance measures, PDF’s and SCP’s for biological resources, listed
in the 2009 WRMP PEIR (Otay 2010) and referenced in the 2013 SPEIR would reduce all impacts to a
less than significant level.

Residual Impacts after Mitigation

No residual impacts would remain after implementation of the PDF’s, SCP’s and mitigation/performance
measures listed in the 2009 WRMP PEIR (Otay 2010) and referenced in the 2013 SPEIR.
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Chapter 9
Significant Effects and Mitigation Measures

9.3 Cultural Resources

Thresholds of Significance

The thresholds of significance used to evaluate potential impacts on cultural resources are the same as
those used in the 2009 WRMP Update PEIR and are hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Impacts

The impacts under each threshold are unchanged from the 2009 WRMP Update PEIR and are hereby
incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Findings

The projects evaluated under the SPEIR would not change the conclusions of the 2009 WRMP Update
PEIR (Otay 2010) in regards to cultural resources.

Mitigation / Performance Measures

Implementation of the mitigation/performance measures, PDF’s and SCP’s for cultural resources, listed in
the 2009 WRMP PEIR (Otay 2010) and referenced in the 2013 SPEIR would reduce all impacts to a less
than significant level.

Residual Impacts after Mitigation

No residual impacts would remain after implementation of the PDF’s, SCP’s and mitigation/performance
measures listed in the 2009 WRMP PEIR (Otay 2010) and referenced in the 2013 SPEIR.
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Chapter 9
Significant Effects and Mitigation Measures

9.4 Energy

Thresholds of Significance

The thresholds of significance used to evaluate potential impacts on energy are the same as those used in
the 2009 WRMP Update PEIR and are hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Impacts

The impacts under each threshold are unchanged from the 2009 WRMP Update PEIR and are hereby
incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Findings

The projects evaluated under the SPEIR would not change the conclusions of the 2009 WRMP Update
PEIR (Otay 2010) in regards to energy.

Mitigation / Performance Measures

Implementation of the mitigation/performance measures, PDF’s and SCP’s for energy, listed in the 2009
WRMP PEIR (Otay 2010) and referenced in the 2013 SPEIR would reduce all impacts to a less than
significant level.

Residual Impacts after Mitigation

No residual impacts would remain after implementation of the PDF’s, SCP’s and mitigation/performance
measures listed in the 2009 WRMP PEIR (Otay 2010) and referenced in the 2013 SPEIR.
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Chapter 9
Significant Effects and Mitigation Measures

9.5 Geology, Soils, and Paleontology

Thresholds of Significance

The thresholds of significance used to evaluate potential impacts on geology, soils, and paleontology are
the same as those used in the 2009 WRMP Update PEIR and are hereby incorporated by reference (Otay
2010).

Impacts

The impacts under each threshold are unchanged from the 2009 WRMP Update PEIR and are hereby
incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Findings

The projects evaluated under the SPEIR would not change the conclusions of the 2009 WRMP Update
PEIR (Otay 2010) in regards to geology, soils, and paleontology.

Mitigation / Performance Measures

Implementation of the mitigation/performance measures, PDF’s and SCP’s for geology, soils, and
paleontology, listed in the 2009 WRMP PEIR (Otay 2010) and referenced in the 2013 SPEIR would
reduce all impacts to a less than significant level.

Residual Impacts after Mitigation

No residual impacts would remain after implementation of the PDF’s, SCP’s and mitigation/performance
measures listed in the 2009 WRMP PEIR (Otay 2010) and referenced in the 2013 SPEIR.
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Chapter 9
Significant Effects and Mitigation Measures

9.6 Hydrology and Water Quality

Thresholds of Significance

The thresholds of significance used to evaluate potential impacts on hydrology and water quality are the
same as those used in the 2009 WRMP Update PEIR and are hereby incorporated by reference (Otay
2010).

Impacts

The impacts under each threshold are unchanged from the 2009 WRMP Update PEIR and are hereby
incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Findings

The projects evaluated under the SPEIR would not change the conclusions of the 2009 WRMP Update
PEIR (Otay 2010) in regards to hydrology and water quality.

Mitigation / Performance Measures
Implementation of the mitigation/performance measures, PDF’s and SCP’s for hydrology and water
quality, listed in the 2009 WRMP PEIR (Otay 2010) and referenced in the 2013 SPEIR would reduce all
impacts to a less than significant level.

Residual Impacts after Mitigation

No residual impacts would remain after implementation of the PDF’s, SCP’s and mitigation/performance
measures listed in the 2009 WRMP PEIR (Otay 2010) and referenced in the 2013 SPEIR.
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Chapter 9
Significant Effects and Mitigation Measures

9.7 Landform Alteration and Visual Aesthetics

Thresholds of Significance

The thresholds of significance used to evaluate potential impacts on landform alteration and visual
aesthetics are the same as those used in the 2009 WRMP Update PEIR and are hereby incorporated by
reference (Otay 2010).

Impacts

The impacts under each threshold are unchanged from the 2009 WRMP Update PEIR and are hereby
incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Findings

The projects evaluated under the SPEIR would not change the conclusions of the 2009 WRMP Update
PEIR (Otay 2010) in regards to landform alteration and visual aesthetics.

Mitigation / Performance Measures

Implementation of the mitigation/performance measures, PDF’s and SCP’s for landform alteration and
visual aesthetics, listed in the 2009 WRMP PEIR (Otay 2010) and referenced in the 2013 SPEIR would
reduce all impacts to a less than significant level.

Residual Impacts after Mitigation

No residual impacts would remain after implementation of the PDF’s, SCP’s and mitigation/performance
measures listed in the 2009 WRMP PEIR (Otay 2010) and referenced in the 2013 SPEIR.
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Chapter 9
Significant Effects and Mitigation Measures

9.8 Land Use and Planning

Thresholds of Significance

The thresholds of significance used to evaluate potential impacts on land use and planning are the same as
those used in the 2009 WRMP Update PEIR and are hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Impacts

The impacts under each threshold are unchanged from the 2009 WRMP Update PEIR and are hereby
incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Findings

The projects evaluated under the SPEIR would not change the conclusions of the 2009 WRMP Update
PEIR (Otay 2010) in regards to land use and planning.

Mitigation / Performance Measures

Implementation of the mitigation/performance measures, PDF’s and SCP’s for land use and planning,
listed in the 2009 WRMP PEIR (Otay 2010) and referenced in the 2013 SPEIR would reduce all impacts
to a less than significant level.

Residual Impacts after Mitigation

No residual impacts would remain after implementation of the PDF’s, SCP’s and mitigation/performance
measures listed in the 2009 WRMP PEIR (Otay 2010) and referenced in the 2013 SPEIR.
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Chapter 9
Significant Effects and Mitigation Measures

9.9 Noise

Thresholds of Significance

The thresholds of significance used to evaluate potential impacts on noise are the same as those used in
the 2009 WRMP Update PEIR and are hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Impacts

The impacts under each threshold are unchanged from the 2009 WRMP Update PEIR and are hereby
incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Findings

The projects evaluated under the SPEIR would not change the conclusions of the 2009 WRMP Update
PEIR (Otay 2010) in regards to noise.

Mitigation / Performance Measures

Implementation of the mitigation/performance measures, PDF’s and SCP’s for noise, listed in the 2009
WRMP PEIR (Otay 2010) and referenced in the 2013 SPEIR would reduce all impacts to a less than
significant level.

Residual Impacts after Mitigation

No residual impacts would remain after implementation of the PDF’s, SCP’s and mitigation/performance
measures listed in the 2009 WRMP PEIR (Otay 2010) and referenced in the 2013 SPEIR.
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Chapter 9
Significant Effects and Mitigation Measures

9.10 Public Safety

Thresholds of Significance

The thresholds of significance used to evaluate potential impacts on public safety are the same as those
used in the 2009 WRMP Update PEIR and are hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Impacts

The impacts under each threshold are unchanged from the 2009 WRMP Update PEIR and are hereby
incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Findings

The projects evaluated under the SPEIR would not change the conclusions of the 2009 WRMP Update
PEIR (Otay 2010) in regards to public safety.

Mitigation / Performance Measures

Implementation of the mitigation/performance measures, PDF’s and SCP’s for public safety, listed in the
2009 WRMP PEIR (Otay 2010) and referenced in the 2013 SPEIR would reduce all impacts to a less than
significant level.

Residual Impacts after Mitigation

No residual impacts would remain after implementation of the PDF’s, SCP’s and mitigation/performance
measures listed in the 2009 WRMP PEIR (Otay 2010) and referenced in the 2013 SPEIR.
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Chapter 9
Significant Effects and Mitigation Measures

9.11 Growth Inducement

As required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d), an EIR must include a discussion of the ways in
which a proposed project could directly or indirectly foster economic development or population growth,
and how that growth would affect the surrounding environment. Growth can be induced in a number of
ways, including the elimination of obstacles to growth, or through the stimulation of economic activity
within the region. The discussion of the “removal of obstacles to growth” relates directly to the removal
of infrastructure limitations or regulatory constraints that could result in growth unforeseen at the time of
project approval. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d), “it must not be assumed that
growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the environment.” The
CEQA Guidelines require a discussion of growth inducement, but not speculation as to when, where and
what form growth may occur, as such speculation does not provide the reader with accurate or useful
information about the project’s potential effects.

Future growth rates and associated wastewater treatment demands within the planning area were
estimated within the 2012 WRMP Update to identify the CIP projects that would be needed to serve
OWD customers. As discussed in Chapter 4.0 (Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation) of the SPEIR, data
on future growth were obtained from SANDAG, the City of Chula Vista, and recent forecasts
developed by the OWD. The following sections discuss these data sources, the growth rates estimated
for the planning area, and how this data relates to direct and indirect growth inducement with regards
to implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update WWMP.

San Diego Association of Governments

SANDAG is a regional planning agency comprised of 18 representatives from city and county
governments within the San Diego area. SANDAG is the regional authority for the creation of planning,
transportation, and growth forecast documents. The growth projections in the 2012 WRMP Update are
based partly on SANDAG’s 2004 Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP). The RCP provides growth
projections based on land use data provided by local jurisdictions, and also provides a regional framework
to help guide growth and development throughout San Diego. As such, the planning horizon for both the
RCP and the 2012 WRMP Update is the year 2030.

With the exception of the portion of the planning area within the City of Chula Vista, the 2012 WRMP
Update utilized land use data from SANDAG as a basis for estimating and predicting future land use
types and associated water consumption. As various land uses have different water requirements, these
land use estimations were used to predict and size capacities for CIP projects under the 2012 WRMP
Update.

City of Chula Vista

The southern portion of the planning area is within the jurisdiction of the City of Chula Vista. Between
the time frame of the 2002 WRMP and the present 2012 WRMP Update, Chula Vista has grown by
nearly 11,500 new residential units (PBS&J 2008). As such, future capacity and water consumption
requirements within the portion of the planning area encompassed by Chula Vista were estimated by
utilizing residential growth forecasts for the years 2008 through 2012 (City of Chula Vista 2007).

OWD Forecasts
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Estimated future capacity needs within the planning area were also calculated by utilizing the OWD’s
known water consumption data from water meters. This data was applied to land use predictions from
SANDAG, the City of Chula Vista, and the County of San Diego to estimate future recycled water and
sewer demand within undeveloped portions of the planning area.

Direct and Indirect Growth-Inducing Effects

Implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update would not directly create or induce growth within the
planning area because the OWD has no land use authority and cannot approve land development. As
stated above, indirect growth may result from the removal of physical impediments or restrictions to
growth, as well as the removal of planning impediments resulting from land use plans and policies. In
this context, physical growth impediments may include nonexistent or inadequate access to an area or the
lack of essential public services (e.g., sewer service), while planning impediments may include restrictive
zoning and/or general plan designations.

Many of the CIP projects under the 2012 WRMP Update would be constructed at sites that contain
existing OWD facilities; therefore, these projects would not result in indirect growth effects. The
construction of new CIP facilities within undeveloped areas would be phased commensurate with planned
growth; therefore, these projects would also not result in indirect growth effects because the timing of
implementation is intended to serve the recycled water and wastewater needs of specified planned
developments as they are approved. In other words, none of the CIP projects under the 2012
WRMP Update would be developed in anticipation of unforeseen or unplanned future growth.
Therefore, implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update would not be growth-inducing because it would
not remove an impediment to growth.

Furthermore, construction of CIP projects under the 2012 WRMP Update would generate new jobs
throughout the planning area, but this additional economic activity would be incremental compared to the
economic growth of the greater San Diego region. Therefore, implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update
would not be growth-inducing because it would not foster substantial economic expansion or growth in
the region.
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9.12 CEQA Checklist Items Not Applicable to the 2012
WRMP Update

The following five topics were not analyzed in Chapter 4.0 of the SPEIR because they are not
applicable to the 2012 WRMP Update: population and housing, public services, recreation, and utilities
and service systems. Additionally, two issues regarding transportation and traffic were found to be not
applicable to the 2012 WRMP Update. The rationales for these findings are explained below.

Population and Housing

Implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update would not displace substantial numbers of existing housing
or people, otherwise necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. Therefore, there
would be no impact to housing, and no further analysis is required. The potential for the 2012 WRMP
Update to induce substantial population growth, either directly or indirectly is discussed in Section 9.11
of these Findings.

Public Services

Implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update would not result in impacts associated with maintaining
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for fire protection services,
police protection services, schools, parks, or any other public facilities. As such, implementation of the
2012 WRMP Update would not require provision of new or physically altered fire protection, police
protection, school, and park facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts. Therefore, there would be no impact to public services, and no further analysis is required.

Recreation

Implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update would not impact the use of parks or other recreational
facilities, such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated, nor
would it include require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities which may have an
adverse physical effect on the environment. Therefore, there would be no impact to recreational facilities,
and no further analysis is required.

Transportation and Traffic

Implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update would not change air traffic volumes that would result in
substantial safety risks. Additionally, implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update would not involve any
roadway or intersection improvements that could substantially increase hazards due to a design feature
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections). Therefore, there would be no impact to air traffic patterns
or no traffic safety hazards, and no further analysis is required.

Utilities and Service Systems

As stated in Section 3.4.1 (Purpose, Project Description) of the SPEIR, the primary purpose of the
2012 WMMP is to supplement the 2012 WRMP Update, identify and evaluate current wastewater
facilities, design feasible wastewater management strategies that allow the OWD to meet projected future
wastewater needs within the OWD planning areas of influence, and to develop a phased and systematic
approach to implement wastewater management strategies consistent with SANDAG forecasts, through

Otay Water District
32 WWMP Final SPIER for the 2012 WRMP Update CEQA Findings of Fact June 2013



Chapter 9
Significant Effects and Mitigation Measures

2030. In addition, another primary purpose of the 2012 WMMP is to ensure an adequate, reliable,
flexible, and cost effective wastewater collection and treatment commensurate with growth within the
planning area and adjacent areas of influence, consistent with SANDAG forecasts, through 2030. As
discussed in Section 4.10 (Public Safety) of the SPEIR, all demolition debris and construction waste
associated with construction of CIP projects under the 2012 WRMP Update would be properly handled
and disposed of, in accordance with federal, State and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.
Moreover, the long-term operations of CIP projects under the 2012 WRMP Update would not generate
solid waste that would impact the permitted capacity of area landfills.
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Where a lead agency has determined that, even with the adoption of all feasible mitigation measures, a
proposed project would still cause one or more significant environmental impacts that cannot be
substantially lessened or avoided, the agency, prior to approving the project as mitigated, must first
determine whether, with respect to such impacts, there remain any project alternatives that are both
environmentally superior and feasible within the meaning of CEQA. An alternative may be “infeasible”
if it fails to fully promote the lead agency’s underlying goals and objectives with respect to the project.
Thus, “‘feasibility’ under CEQA encompasses ‘desirability’ to the extent that desirability is based on a
reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, and technological factors” of a
project (City of Del Mar, supra, 133 Cal.App.3™ at p. 417; see also Sequoyah Hills, supra, 23 CalApp.4™
at p. 715).

Thus, OWD can fully satisfy its CEQA obligations by determining whether any alternatives identified in
the Final SPEIR are both feasible and environmentally superior with respect to the significant impacts of
the 2012 WRMP Update (Laurel Hills, supra, 83 Cal.App.3d at pp. 519-527; Kings County Farm Bureau
v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 730-731; Laurel Heights Improvement Association v.
Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 400-403).

This section presents an evaluation of four alternatives to the proposed 2012 WRMP Update: No Project
Alternative (Alternative 1), Eliminate Wastewater Treatment Within District (Alternative 2), Recycle All
Wastewater Flows Within District (Alternative 3), and Recycle All Wastewater Flows Within District
And Expanding To Accept Wastewater From Other Service Areas (Alternative 4). For all four
alternatives, a brief description is included, followed by a summary impact analysis relative to the 2012
WRMP Update, and an assessment of the degree to which the alternative would meet the goals and
objectives of the 2012 WRMP Update. The alternatives addressed in the Final SPEIR are
summarized below.

10.1 No Project Alternative

Section 15126.6(e) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires the No Project Alternative to be
addressed in an EIR. Under this alternative, the OWD Board of Directors would not adopt the
2012 WRMP Update.

Impact Analysis

Alternative 1 would not necessarily prevent the implementation of the CIP projects listed in the 2012
WRMP Update. Without the 2012 WRMP Update, these projects could still be constructed on an
individual basis. The potential environmental impacts associated with implementation of the CIP
projects identified in this SPEIR would still occur. These impacts would be reduced to less than
significant levels with implementation of the various PDFs, SCPs, and mitigation/performance measures
identified in this SPEIR.

Ability to Accomplish Project Objectives

Alternative 1 would not meet any of the objectives identified for the 2012 WRMP Update. Under this
alternative, OWD would not be able to fulfill State, regional, and local polices which mandate the
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development of alternative water sources. This would hinder OWD’s ability to meet the future
wastewater demands of the planning area. In addition, this alternative would deny OWD the opportunity
to streamline the environmental review of future projects with this SPEIR and subsequent tiered CEQA
documents.

10.2 Eliminate Wastewater Treatment Within District

Alternative 2 would eliminate the capacity for OWD to treat wastewater, passing all wastewater to
neighboring communities.

Under Alternative 2, the District would abandon the current wastewater treatment operations at the
RWCWREF and all wastewater flows collected by the District would be conveyed to the City of SD
Metropolitan Wastewater System. Other components associated with this alternative include,
decommissioning the RWCWREF; implementing the required Rancho San Diego PS improvements;
maintaining and improving the wastewater collection system based on hydraulic modeling.

Treatment options for wastewater flows being conveyed to the City of SD Metropolitan Wastewater
System could be to either maintain current primary treatment or implement secondary treatment.
Recycled water supply options under this alternative include receiving reclaimed water from the SBWRP
and/or the proposed City of Chula Vista reclamation facility.

Impact Analysis

Alternative 2 may result in incrementally reduced impacts to biological resources, in comparison to the
proposed CIP projects. However, biological impacts in undeveloped areas could still occur due to the
decommissioning and demolition activities associated with the action. Temporary impacts to air quality
may incrementally decrease with this alternative, as it may take less time to demolish facilities.
Impacts to cultural resources may also be reduced. In general, Alternative 2 may result in less
environmental impacts in comparison to the proposed CIP projects, but increases cumulative impacts in
surrounding communities.

Ability to Accomplish Project Objectives

Alterative 2 would not meet the objectives identified for the 2012 WRMP Update. The CIP projects
listed in the 2012 WRMP Update are designed to meet the waste water management demands of the
planning area and identified area of influence based upon development patterns, types, location and
timing. This could result in increased impacts to air quality, cultural resources, energy consumption,
landform alteration, water quality, and noise.

10.3 Recycle All Wastewater Flows Within District

Alternative 3 would continue collecting and treating wastewater at the RWCWRF under the current
capacity of 1.3 MGD or operations could potentially be expanded to approximately 2.6 MGD. Excess
flows beyond the RWCWRF’s capacity would be conveyed to the City of SD Metropolitan Wastewater
System. Other components associated with this alternative include implementing the required Rancho
San Diego PS improvements and maintaining and improving the wastewater collection system based on
hydraulic modeling.

Options for solid waste disposal would include continuing current practices of conveyance to the
Metropolitan Wastewater System or handling/treating solid waste onsite and disposing residuals in
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landfill. Treatment options for wastewater flows being conveyed to the City of SD Metropolitan
Wastewater System could be to either maintain current primary treatment or implement secondary
treatment. Recycled water supply options under this alternative include receiving reclaimed water from
the RWCWRF, the SBWRP and/or the proposed City of Chula Vista reclamation facility.

Impact Analysis

Alternative 3 may result in no reduced impacts to any environmental resource in comparison to
the proposed CIP projects. In general, Alternative 3 may result in more environmental impacts in
comparison to the proposed CIP projects, but decreases cumulative impacts in surrounding communities.

Ability to Accomplish Project Objectives

Alterative 3 would meet some of the objectives identified for the 2012 WRMP Update. Under this
alternative, OWD would be able to fulfill State, regional, and local polices which mandate the
development of alternative water sources. This would enhance OWD’s ability to meet the future
wastewater demands of the planning area. The CIP projects listed in the 2012 WRMP Update are
designed to meet the wastewater management demands of the planning area and identified area of
influence based upon development patterns, types, location and timing..

10.4 Recycle All Wastewater Flows Within District and
Expanding To Accept Wastewater From Other Service
Areas

Alternative 4 would continue collecting and treating wastewater at the RWCWRF under an increased
capacity of up to approximately 3.9 MGD. Under this scenario, the District would be able to treat all
wastewater from the Jamacha Basin and any other service areas that needed wastewater treatment. Excess
flows beyond the RWCWRF’s capacity (if any) would be conveyed to the City of SD Metropolitan
Wastewater System. Other components associated with this alternative include implementing the
required Rancho San Diego PS improvements and maintaining and improving the wastewater collection
system based on hydraulic modeling.

Options for solid waste disposal would include continuing current practices of conveyance to the
Metropolitan Wastewater System or handling/treating solid waste onsite and disposing residuals in
landfill. Treatment options for wastewater flows being conveyed to the City of SD Metropolitan
Wastewater System could be to either maintain current primary treatment or implement secondary
treatment. Recycled water supply options under this alternative include receiving reclaimed water from
the RWCWRF, the SBWRP and/or the proposed City of Chula Vista reclamation facility.

Impact Analysis

Alternative 4 may result in no reduced impacts to any environmental resource in comparison to
the proposed CIP projects. In general, Alternative 4 may result in more environmental impacts in
comparison to the proposed CIP projects, but decreases cumulative impacts in surrounding communities.

Ability to Accomplish Project Objectives

Alterative 4 would meet some of the objectives identified for the 2012 WRMP Update. Under this
alternative, OWD would be able to fulfill State, regional, and local polices which mandate the
development of alternative water sources. This would enhance OWD’s ability to meet the future
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wastewater demands of the planning area. The CIP projects listed in the 2012 WRMP Update are
designed to meet the wastewater management demands of the planning area and identified area of
influence based upon development patterns, types, location and timing.

10.5 Environmentally Superior Alternative

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) (2) requires that an EIR identify the environmentally superior
alternative from among the range of reasonable alternatives that are evaluated. Alternative 1 (No
Project Alternative) would avoid all potentially significant environmental impacts identified for the 2012
WRMP Update. However, Alternative 1 would not preclude implementation of some, if not all, of
the CIP projects on an individual basis. In addition, this alternative would not meet any of the
objectives of the 2012 WRMP Update.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) (2) also requires that an EIR identify another alternative as
environmentally superior, besides Alternative 1 (No Project Alternative). In this case, the next
environmentally superior alternative would be Alternative 2 (Eliminate Wastewater Treatment Within
District), which would reduce, but not eliminate, potential impacts to air quality, biological, and
cultural resources. As this is a long range planning document a preferred alternative will not be
determined in this document.
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1.0 Introduction

CHAPTER 1.0
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Project Background

The Otay Water District (OWD) was authorized as a California Special District by the State Legislature in
1956, under the provisions of the Municipal Water District Law of 1911, and thereby gained its
entitlement to imported water. As a member agency of the San Diego County Water Authority
(SDCWA), the OWD purchases all of the potable water that it delivers from the SDCWA. The SDCWA
is responsible for transmission of the imported water supply within San Diego County to its member
agencies, and is itself a member of the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California.

In 2002, the OWD developed a comprehensive Water Resources Master Plan (WRMP) that combined all
previously existing master plans and facility plans into one system-wide plan outlining the Capital
Improvement Program (CIP) projects required to serve their customers. The following three phases were
identified in the 2002 WRMP: Phase | (2002-2006), Phase Il (2007-2016), and Phase 111 (2017-2030).

The 2009 WRMP Update revised the OWD’s 2002 WRMP; identifying the potable and recycled water
CIP facilities (e.g., pump stations, storage reservoirs, transmission mains), and associated probable cost
estimates, to meet projected water market demands within the OWD planning area and adjacent areas
of influence; and developed a phased approach to implement the CIP projects during the following time
frames: 2009-2016 (Phase Il) and 2017-Ultimate (Phase I11).

The purpose of the 2012 WRMP Update [Wastewater Management Plan (WWMP)] is to expand on the
2009 WRMP Update to include planning for future wastewater collection system and treatment needs.
The CIP projects associated with wastewater transmission and treatment parallel and supplement those
projects included and analyzed in the 2009 WRMP Update.

1.2 Intended Use and Purpose of the Supplemental
Program Environmental Impact Report (SPEIR)

One of the purposes of a “Program” EIR is to provide a basis for tiering environmental documents that
address subsequent activities, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15152 and 15168(c). CEQA
Guidelines Section 15168(c)(5) states, “A program EIR would be most helpful in dealing with subsequent
activities if it deals with the effects of the program as specifically and comprehensively as possible. With
a good and detailed analysis of the program, many subsequent activities could be found to be within the
scope of the project described in the program EIR, and no further environmental documents would be
required.”

This SPEIR analyzes proposed (near-term; Phase Il) and subsequent (long-term; Phase I1I) activities
associated with implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update that differ from the 2009 WRMP Update.
Adoption of the WRMP Update or certification of the SPEIR does not constitute a commitment to any
specific CIP project or activity, construction schedule, or funding priority. Furthermore, inclusion of
any conceptual plans, studies, or potential construction assumptions in this SPEIR does not constitute a
commitment to such plans, studies, or assumptions. Any inconsistencies between future CIP projects or
activities and conceptual plans, studies, or potential construction assumptions considered in this SPEIR
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1.0 Introduction

would not preclude the environmental documentation prepared for the subsequent projects or activities
from tiering from this SPEIR. Such inconsistencies merely indicate that the future CIP projects or
activities may not be entirely within the scope of this SPEIR, and additional analyses may be required.

The SPEIR process and the information it generates will be used for the following purposes:

e To give government officials and the community the opportunity to provide input into the
decision-making process;

e To provide agencies with information necessary for them to determine if they have
jurisdiction over some aspect of WRMP implementation, and, if so, to identify permitting
requirements;

e To identify a range of reasonable and practicable alternatives;

e To inform the public as well as the decision makers of the environmental consequences of
WRMP WWMP implementation and its alternatives and to assist agency officials in making
decisions and taking actions to protect, restore, and enhance the environment;

e To assist the community in understanding the expected environmental effects and how
decision- makers plan to respond to and mitigate these effects; and

e To develop mitigation measures that would reduce or eliminate the potential for
environmental, public health, and safety impacts.

Subsequent environmental documents for future CIP projects that implement the 2012 WRMP Update
would tier from this SPEIR, and may include Addendums, Initial Studies, Negative Declarations,
Mitigated Negative Declarations, and Subsequent or Supplemental EIRs. As discussed in CEQA
Guidelines Section 15152, “tiering” refers to using the analysis of general matters contained in a broader
EIR with later EIRs. Tiering is accomplished by incorporating by reference the general discussions
from broader EIRs. Tiering allows the subsequent environmental document to focus on those issues most
relevant to its preparation.

According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 (c), the environmental review process for implementation
of CIP projects identified in the 2012 WRMP Update WWMP should proceed along the following
sequence.

Subsequent activities in the program must be examined in the light of the Draft Supplemental
Program EIR to determine whether an additional environmental document must be prepared.

1) If a later activity would have effects that were not examined in the Draft
Supplemental Program EIR, a new Initial Study would need to be prepared leading
to either an EIR or a Negative Declaration.

2) If the lead agency finds that pursuant to Section 15162, no new effects could occur
or no new mitigation measures would be required, the agency can approve the
activity as being within the scope of the project covered by the Draft Supplemental
Program EIR, and no new environmental document would be required.

3) An agency shall incorporate feasible mitigation measures and alternatives developed
in the Supplemental Program EIR into subsequent actions in the program.

4) Where the subsequent activities involve site specific operations, the agency should
use a written checklist or similar device to document the evaluation of the site and
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1.0 Introduction

the activity to determine whether the environmental effects of the operation were
covered in the Supplemental Program EIR.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(d) describes the CEQA review process steps for subsequent
implementation projects as follows:

A Supplemental Program EIR can be used to simplify the task of preparing environmental
documents on later parts of the program. The Program EIR and the subsequent Supplemental
Program EIR can:

1) Provide the basis in an Initial Study for determining whether the later activity
may have any significant effects.

2) Be incorporated by reference to deal with regional influences, secondary effects,
cumulative impacts, broad alternatives, and other factors that apply to the
program as a whole.

3) Focus an EIR on a subsequent project to permit discussion solely of new effects,
which had not been previously considered.

1.3 CEQA Requirements

The SPEIR complies with the criteria, standards, and procedures of the CEQA and the State CEQA
Guidelines (California Administrative Code, Section 15000, et seq.). The OWD is the Lead Agency for
the preparation of this SPEIR, as defined in CEQA Guidelines §15367.

1.3.1 Notice of Preparation/Scoping Process

Scoping is the process followed to ensure that the germane environmental concerns of individuals,
organizations, and agencies about a proposed project are adequately addressed within the project’s
environmental document. Scoping is an integral part of the CEQA process because it allows interested
parties to participate directly in the preparation of the environmental document, and to identify significant
environmental effects and alternatives.

To initiate the public scoping process for this SPEIR in accordance with CEQA, the OWD circulated a
Notice of Preparation (NOP) through direct mailings and published a legal notice in the San Diego Union
Tribune on July 16, 2012. The 30-day public review period for the NOP ended August 15, 2012. A total
of five comment letters were received during the NOP public scoping period.

A public scoping meeting was held at the OWD office, located at 2554 Sweetwater Springs Boulevard,
Spring Valley, CA on August 2, 2012 at 4:00 p.m. The purpose of this meeting was to provide the
public and governmental agencies with information on the 2012 WRMP Update and the CEQA process,
and to give attendees an opportunity to identify environmental issues and alternatives that should be
considered in the SPEIR. Attendees were invited to mail their comment letters to the OWD during the
30-day NOP public scoping period by no later than November 25, 2008, or leave them with OWD
staff following the scoping meeting to ensure that their concerns would be addressed in the SPEIR.
Comment forms were also available for attendees to fill out and leave with OWD staff at the
scoping meeting. Although no comment forms were completed, verbal comments were received from
one person at the scoping meeting.

Appendix A to this SPEIR includes the NOP and associated legal newspaper advertisement; copies of
the written comments received during the NOP public scoping period; and matrices summarizing all
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1.0 Introduction

written and verbal comments received during the NOP public scoping period, and identifying the
locations in the SPEIR where the pertinent comments are addressed.

The input received from the NOP public scoping period assisted the OWD in identifying the range of
actions, alternatives, issues, and potential effects associated with the 2012 WRMP Update. All issues
raised during the NOP public scoping period were reviewed by the OWD to determine the appropriate
consideration and level of analysis.

1.3.2 SPEIR Public Review

The SPEIR is subject to a 45-day public review and comment period, beginning on April 10, 2013 and
ending on May 24, 2013. “Responsible agencies,” “trustee agencies,” and interested organizations and
individuals can provide written comments on the document during this review period. As defined in the
State CEQA Guidelines, “responsible agencies” are those that have discretionary approval over the 2012
WRMP Update, in addition to the Lead Agency, and “trustee agencies” are those that have jurisdiction
by law over natural resources affected by implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update, which are held in
trust for the people of the State of California. There are no “responsible agencies” that have any
discretionary approvals associated with the 2012 WRMP Update. As identified in the NOP comment
letters (Appendix A to this SPEIR), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is a “trustee agency”
for the migratory birds, anadromous fish, and endangered plants, animals and their habitats under the
protection of the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended (16 United States Code
[U.S.C.] 1531 et seq.), and which may be impacted by implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update.
In addition, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) is a “trustee agency” for the discharge of
dredged or fill material into, including any redeposit of dredged material within “waters of the United
States (U.S.)” and adjacent wetlands pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) of
1972.

Written comments will be received by the OWD at the following address:

Lisa Coburn-Boyd
Otay Water District
2554 Sweetwater Springs Boulevard
Spring Valley, CA 91978-2004
Phone: (619) 670-2219
Fax: (619) 670-8920
E-mail: lisa.coburn-boyd@otaywater.gov

Copies of the SPEIR are available to the public for review at the addresses above, at the OWD website
(www.otaywater.gov), and at the following public libraries:

¢ San Diego Main Public Library, 820 E Street, San Diego, CA 92101

e County Public Library, Rancho San Diego Branch, 11555 Via Rancho San Diego, El Cajon, CA
92019

e County Public Library, La Mesa Branch, 8074 Allison Avenue, La Mesa, CA 91941
e Chula Vista Public Library, Civic Center Branch, 365 F Street, Chula Vista, CA 91910
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1.0 Introduction

1.3.3 Organization of the SPEIR

The content and format of this SPEIR are designed to meet the requirements of CEQA and mimic
the 2010 PEIR for the 2009 WRMP Update. This SPEIR includes the following:

o Executive Summary. Summarizes the proposed OWD 2012 WRMP Update,
environmental impacts that would result from implementation of the proposed project,
recommended mitigation measures that would avoid or reduce impacts, and the level of
significance of impacts both before and after mitigation. Also identifies areas of controversy
known to the Lead Agency and issues to be resolved including the choice among alternatives
and whether or how to mitigated the significant effects.

e Chapter 1, Introduction. Provides an introduction and overview describing the purpose
and intended use of the SPEIR, the SPEIR’s compliance with CEQA, and the scope and
organizational format of the SPEIR.

e Chapter 2, Environmental Setting. Provides a description of the physical environmental
conditions in the vicinity of the project as they exist at the time the NOP is published,
which constitute the baseline physical conditions by which OWD will determine if an impact is
significant. This section also includes a discussion of the regional setting, including resources
that are rare or unique to the region, and identifies any inconsistencies between the proposed
project and applicable general and regional plans.

e Chapter 3, Project Description. Provides a detailed description of the proposed project,
including its geographical setting, background information on the site’s prior uses, major
objectives, structural and technical characteristics and components, and project
construction. This section also includes a list of discretionary actions that would be required
to approve the proposed project by the Lead Agency and other Responsible and Trustee
agencies.

e Chapter 4, Scope and Format of Environmental Impact Analysis. Contains project
analysis for the various environmental issues listed above under Section 1.2.3. The subsection
for each environmental topic contains a description of the existing environmental setting of the
project site and area, regulatory framework, impacts and mitigation measures, cumulative
impacts and mitigation, CEQA checklist items deemed not significant or not applicable to the
2012 WRMP Update, and references.

o Chapter 5, Other CEQA Considerations. Provides discussions required by Sections 15126
and 15128 of the State CEQA Guidelines, including effects found not to be significant
during the SPEIR process, growth inducing impacts of the proposed project, significant
environmental effects that cannot be avoided if the proposed project is implemented, and
significant irreversible environmental changes that would result from implementation of the
proposed project.

o Chapter 6, Alternatives. Describes alternatives to the proposed project that could avoid or
substantially lessen significant effects and evaluates their environmental effects in comparison
to the proposed project. The alternatives analyzed in this chapter include the No Project
Alternative and the Reduced Footprint Alternative.

e Chapter 7, Acronyms and Abbreviations. This chapter defines the acronyms and
abbreviations used throughout the SPEIR.

o Chapters 8, List of Preparers. This chapter provides a list of the SPEIR preparers.
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1.0 Introduction

o Chapters 9, List of Recipients. This chapter provides a list of persons/agencies to receive the
SPEIR, respectively.

o Appendix A, Notice of Preparation (NOP) and responses

1.3.4 Other Related Environmental Documents

This SPEIR incorporates by reference the 2010 PEIR for the OWD 2009 WRMP Update (State
Clearinghouse #2004011020), which was certified by the OWD Board of Directors in January, 2010.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15150 provides guidance for incorporation by reference, and requires that
relevant information be summarized in the subsequent environmental document provided that the
previous environmental document be made available for review by the public. The 2010 PEIR for the
OWD 2009 WRMP Update is available to the public for review at the OWD office listed in Section
1.3.2 above.
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2.0 Environmental Setting

CHAPTER 2.0
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

2.1 Regional Setting

The 2010 PEIR for the 2009 WRMP Update described the overview of the regional and local
environmental setting of the water supply and delivery systems within the Otay Water District and
generalized information regarding natural resources and land use (Otay 2010). The WWMP applies to the
region consisting of the northeastern portion of the Casa de Oro-Mount Helix community extending east
to Rancho San Diego and south to Jamacha. The overall regional setting remains unchanged from the
2010 PEIR for the 2009 WRMP Update. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (OWD
2010 PEIR).

The WWMP is encompassed by the setting of the 2010 PEIR and covers wastewater pumping,
transmission and treatment facilities located in the Casa de Oro-Mount Helix community. The regional
setting extends just north of the Grandview Drive-Fuerte Drive intersection, south to the Jamacha Road-
Willow Glen Drive intersection on the west, extending into Jamacha in the south to the southern access to
Stonefield Drive, and encompassing portions of Rancho San Diego to Dehesa Road on the north and east.

2.2 Local Setting

The WWMP service area lies within south central San Diego County. Within the WWMP area there is
one primary operating system for wastewater, the Hillsdale system in the North District. A brief
description of the environmental setting within the WWMP operating system is included below.

2.2.1 HILLSDALE SYSTEM

The Hillsdale System, in the northern portion of the planning area, comprises 9,569 acres. Elevations
range from 325 feet AMSL to 2,167 feet AMSL, and this area contains one scenic topographic feature:
McGinty Mountain. In addition, Jamacha Valley and Sweetwater River traverse this service area.
Approximately 50 percent of this area is urban; the remaining portions consist of Diegan Coastal Sage
Scrub, Chaparral, Riparian Forest, Agriculture, Oak Woodland, and Wetlands.
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3.0 Project Description

CHAPTER 3.0
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

3.1 Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the proposed project for the public, reviewing agencies and
decision-makers. According to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines §15124, a
complete project description must contain the following information: a) the precise location and
boundaries of the proposed project, shown on a detailed map, along with a regional map of the project’s
location; b) a statement of the underlying purpose of the project and the objectives (or goals) sought by
the proposed project; c) a description of the project’s technical, economic, and environmental
characteristics; and d) a discussion of the intended uses of this Draft Supplemental Program
Environmental Impact Report (SPEIR), including discretionary actions (refer to Section 2.0, Introduction,
of this SPEIR).

A Draft Supplemental Program EIR is being prepared pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 815163, to
supplement the 2010 Final Program EIR for the OWD 2009 Water Resources Master Plan Update
(WRMP) because the WWMP contains many features and issues of wastewater/recycled water that have
been previously addressed and analyzed within the 2009 WRMP. This document would also be prepared
(pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15168) as a Program EIR because the WWMP is a policy document that
describes several wastewater alternatives for a long-term systematic approach to meet future wastewater
needs through the Year 2030. The SPEIR would provide the basis for subsequent environmental review
of future wastewater projects. The OWD is the Lead Agency for the preparation of this SPEIR, as defined
in CEQA Guidelines §15367.

3.2 Program Location

As shown in Figure 3-1, the OWD service area is regionally located within south central San Diego
County, and is bounded by rural lands to the east, the Padre Dam Municipal Water District to the north,
the Helix Water District to the northwest, the Sweetwater Authority and the City of San Diego to the
west, and the International Border with Mexico to the south. There are several major transportation routes
though which access to the OWD is possible, including Highway 94 in the north, Interstate Highways 805
and 905 in the south and State Route 125 in the north and south.

The OWD service area consists of 80,320 acres (125.5 square miles), within south central San Diego
County. Elevations within the planning area range from 59 feet above mean sea level (AMSL) to 2,605
feet AMSL. The OWD water service area is divided into two distinct systems: the North District, serving
San Diego County communities above Sweetwater Reservoir, and the South District, serving the City of
Chula Vista and Otay Mesa. Within these two area systems are five primary operating systems for potable
water, including the Regulatory, La Presa, and Hillsdale systems in the North District and the Central and
Otay Mesa systems in the South District. The OWD also maintains and operates a recycled water system
in the South District (Central and Otay Mesa operating systems). In addition to water supply, the OWD
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3.0 Project Descriptions

also provides sewage collection, wastewater treatment, and disposal services to users within a small
portion of the North District, consisting of the northeastern portion of the Casa de Oro-Mount Helix
community extending east to Rancho San Diego and south to Jamacha (Figure 3-2).

3.3 Background

The OWD was authorized as a California Special District by the State Legislature in 1956, under the
provisions of the Municipal Water District Law of 1911, and thereby gained its entitlement to imported
water. As a member agency of the San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA), the OWD purchases all
potable water that it delivers from the SDCWA. The SDCWA is responsible for transmission of the
imported water supply within San Diego County to its member agencies, and is itself a member of the
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California.

The existing potable water supply to the OWD comes from the SDCWA through four separate
connections to Pipeline No. 4 within the Second Aqueduct route of the SDCWA Flow Control Facility.
The OWD also receives treated potable water from the R.M. Levy Water Treatment Plan (WTP), which is
operated by the Helix Water District.

The Ralph W. Chapman Water Reclamation Facility (RWCWRF) operated by the OWD and the South
Bay Water Reclamation Plant operated by the City of San Diego both supply recycled water for users
within the OWD service area. The OWD’s wastewater collection system in the North District is the
source of the influent wastewater that is treated at the RWCWRF.

In 2002, the OWD developed a comprehensive WRMP that combined all previously existing master plans
and facility plans into one system-wide plan outlining the Capital Improvement Program (CIP) projects
required to serve their customers. The following three phases were identified in the 2002 WRMP: Phase |
(2002-2006), Phase Il (2007-2016), and Phase I11 (2017-2030).

Since 2002, the OWD has continued to improve its potable water facilities to meet the water demands
associated with growth. The OWD has also continued to improve and expand its recycled water facilities
to serve irrigation demands and conserve potable water supplies. The OWD’s wastewater collection
system and the RWCWRF have also been improved. The CIP is updated annually to reflect system
improvements and to identify future needs for budgeting purposes.

3.4 Wastewater Management Plan

3.4.1 Purpose

The purpose of the Otay Water District (OWD) Wastewater Management Plan (WWMP) is to supplement
the 2009 Water Resources Management Plan Update (WRMP). It identifies and evaluates current
wastewater facilities (e.g., wastewater collection pipelines, pumping stations and a treatment plant), and
designs feasible wastewater management strategies that allow the OWD to meet projected future
wastewater needs within the OWD planning area and adjacent areas of influence. Additionally, the OWD
WWMP develops a phased and systematic approach to implement the wastewater management strategies
during future time frames. The OWD WWMP would ensure a wastewater system adequate for projected
growth within the OWD planning area and adjacent areas of influence, consistent with the San Diego
Association of Governments (SANDAG) forecasts through 2030.
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3.0 Project Descriptions

3.4.2 Goals and Objectives

The WWMP will identify a comprehensive system-wide plan for a wastewater system within the OWD
planning area and the identified area of influence. The OWD’s primary objectives for the WWMP include
the following actions:

e Update Planning Criteria: Update the land use database model from the 2010 WRMP using
San Diego County land use updates and 2010 SANDAG land use projections. Project the
wastewater flows within the District’s service area and adjacent areas of influence using
population (residential and employment) projections and per capita generation factors.

e Update Hydraulic Model: Update the OWD 2006 hydraulic model using data from the
County’s updated hydraulic model for the Jamacha Basin.

e Evaluate Existing Wastewater Systems: Make recommendations for improvements to correct
deficiencies of existing systems, and to meet any demands of the planning area and identified
area of influence based upon development patterns, types, location and timing.

e Evaluate Future Wastewater Systems: Using the projected wastewater collection rates for the
planning area, determine new wastewater collection system facilities needs to build out and
develop a list of capital improvement program projects to meet these needs. Develop strategies
for treatment of the collected wastewater flows and their corresponding CIP needs.

e Update CIP: Develop a phased implementation plan for recommended CIP projects for the
existing system deficiencies and any new facilities and estimate costs for identified projects.

3.4.3 Facilities Overview

The Otay Water District’s existing wastewater system includes collection system pipelines, pump
stations, and the wastewater treatment plant (RWCWRF).

The wastewater system includes approximately 95 miles of collection system pipelines, of which 92 miles
are gravity sewers and 3 miles are force mains. The District owns approximately 78 miles of the gravity
sewers, and the rest is owned by the County (please refer to Figure 3-1 in the 2012 WWMP). The gravity
sewers range in diameter from 4 inches to 27 inches with the majority (84%) of the collection system
being comprised of 8-inch diameter pipes. The force mains range in diameter from 4 inches to 24 inches.

Pipeline projects involve trench excavation, preparing the bed for pipe placement, laying the pipe in the
trench, filling the trench, and restoring the disturbed surface area. Where it is not feasible to install a
pipeline within a street right-of-way, the OWD makes every effort to use the shortest possible route
between connection points to minimize ground-level impacts.

The District’s wastewater system has six pump stations (please refer to Figure 3-1 in the 2012 WWMP).
Pump station projects involve the movement of water uphill so that the wastewater can then flow by
gravity. Pump stations typically consist of buildings containing pumps, electric power-line connections,
pipeline connections, fencing, and access roads. In general, pump capacity is reported in units of gallons
per minute (gpm) or millions of gallons per day (MGD).

The District owns and operates the RWCWRF. The existing capacity of the RWCWRF is 1.3 MGD, and
the facility is located on a site master-planned for an ultimate build-out capacity of 3.9 MGD. The
RWCWREF is a scalping plant so that any flows that exceed the capacity of the plant are disposed of via
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3.0 Project Descriptions

the Rancho San Diego Outfall facilities to the San Diego Metropolitan System. This is also the case if the
facility is shut down for any reason. The RWCWREF provides tertiary treatment that produces reclaimed
water to meet Title 22 standards. The plant was upgraded in 2012 to include de-nitrification to reduce the
effluent total nitrogen levels.

3.4.4 Description of Projects
Collection System Projects

Table 3-1 summarizes the collection system projects that are included in OWD’s existing capital
improvement budget. This budget includes projects from fiscal year 2013 through fiscal year 2018.
These projects incorporate pipeline rehabilitation and/or replacement, manhole rehabilitation and/or
replacement and pipeline spot repairs (less than 10 feet).

Table 3-1. Current Wastewater Collection System Projects — FY 2013 through FY 2018 Budget

CIP# Description Est. Start Est. Finish Current Budget
. $5,500,000
S2024 | Campo Road Sewer Main Replacement 07/01/2010 06/01/2017
. . $125,000
S2028 | Explorer Way 8-inch Sewer Main Replacement 07/01/2011 09/01/2016
. . A $800,000
S2033 | Sewer System Various Locations Rehabilitation 07/01/2011 09/01/2015
. $1,250,000
S2040 | Calavo Sewer Basin Improvements 07/01/2012 09/01/2014
. . $1,750,000
S2041 | Rancho San Diego Sewer Basin Improvements 07/01/2012 09/01/2016

Table 3-2 summarizes wastewater collection system improvement recommendations identified in the
2012 WWMP and the capital cost opinions for these projects. In some cases the projects have already
been incorporated into the current OWD CIP Budget. For example, CIP #3 corresponds to S2024 in
Table 3-1. The remaining recommended projects (CIP #1, 2, 4) are in the Rancho San Diego basin and
will be considered with the improvements under CIP project S2041. The estimated total capital cost for
the recommended infrastructure to correct existing system deficiencies is $8.53 million. To accommodate
2030 wastewater flows, the additional capital cost is approximately $2.72 million.

Table 3-2. Recommended Wastewater Collection System Improvements — 2012 WWMP

Proi . Conceptual Cost
roject Description Location Unit Opinion ($)
No. Cost
($/LF) Existing 2030
Collection System Pipes
CIP#1 | 12-inch 36 LF | Near Fury Lane and Jamacha Road 1,020 $37,000
CIP#2 | 24-inch 91 LF | Near Hillsdale Road and Jamacha Road 2,040 $190,000
CIP#3 | 15-inch 9,225 LF | Along Campo Road from Avocado Road to Singer Lane 900 $8,300,000
CIP#4 | 15-inch 900 LF | Near Jamacha Road and Donahue Drive 1,275 - $1,150,000
CIP#5 | 15-inch 1,235 LF | Along lvanhoe Ranch Road upstream of Cottonwood Pump Station 1,275 - $1,570,000
Total $8,527,000 | $2,720,000
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Overall Collection and Wastewater Treatment System Project Alternatives

The WWMP also identifies several alternatives for the overall system of wastewater collection and
treatment within the OWD. Each alternative has different project features and components and give the
OWD the most flexibility in choosing the best alternative that fulfills their wastewater strategies and
meets projected future demand.

Alternative 1 -No Project Alternative

The no project alternative is the same as that presented in the 2010 PEIR and as such is incorporated by
reference. This alternative represents the baseline conditions and is analyzed via the comparison to the
other alternatives listed below.

Alternative 2 — Eliminate Wastewater Treatment within District

Under this alternative, the District would abandon the current wastewater treatment operations at the
Ralph W. Chapman Water Recycling Facility (RWCWRF) and all wastewater flows collected by the
District would be conveyed to the City of San Diego (SD) Metropolitan Wastewater System. Other
components associated with this alternative include, decommissioning the RWCWREF; implementing the
required Rancho San Diego Pump Station (PS) improvements; maintaining and improving the wastewater
collection system based on hydraulic modeling.

Treatment options for wastewater flows being conveyed to the City of SD Metropolitan Wastewater
System could be to either maintain current primary treatment or implement secondary treatment.
Recycled water supply options under this alternative include receiving reclaimed water from the SBWRP
and/or a proposed City of Chula Vista water reclamation facility.

Alternative 3 — Recycle All Wastewater Flows within District

Under this alternative, the District would continue collecting and treating wastewater at the RWCWRF
under the current capacity of 1.3 MGD or operations could potentially be expanded to approximately 2.6
MGD. Excess flows beyond the RWCWRF’s capacity would be conveyed to the City of SD
Metropolitan Wastewater System. Other components associated with this alternative include
implementing the required Rancho San Diego PS improvements and maintaining and improving the
wastewater collection system based on hydraulic modeling.

Options for solid waste disposal would include continuing current practices of conveyance to the
Metropolitan Wastewater System or handling/treating solid waste onsite and disposing residuals in
landfill. Treatment options for wastewater flows being conveyed to the City of SD Metropolitan
Wastewater System could be to either maintain current primary treatment or implement secondary
treatment. Recycled water supply options under this alternative include receiving reclaimed water from
the RWCWRF, the SBWRP and/or a proposed City of Chula Vista water reclamation facility.

Alternative 4 — Recycle All Wastewater Flows within District and Expand To Accept
Wastewater From Other Service Areas

Under this alternative, the District would continue collecting and treating wastewater at the RWCWRF
under an increased capacity of up to approximately 3.9 MGD. Under this scenario, the District would be
able to treat all wastewater from the Jamacha Basin and any other service areas that needed wastewater
treatment. Excess flows beyond the RWCWRF’s capacity (if any) would be conveyed to the City of SD
Metropolitan Wastewater System. Other components associated with this alternative include
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implementing the required Rancho San Diego PS improvements and maintaining and improving the
wastewater collection system based on hydraulic modeling.

Options for solid waste disposal would include continuing current practices of conveyance to the
Metropolitan Wastewater System or handling/treating solid waste onsite and disposing residuals in
landfill. Treatment options for wastewater flows being conveyed to the City of SD Metropolitan
Wastewater System could be to either maintain current primary treatment or implement secondary
treatment. Recycled water supply options under this alternative include receiving reclaimed water from
the RWCWRF, the SBWRP and/or a proposed City of Chula Vista water reclamation facility.

3.4.5 Phasing

Phasing for the recommended CIP projects may be accelerated or deferred as required to account for
changes in development project schedules, availability of land or right-of-way for construction, project
funding limitations, environmental concerns or other considerations.

3.4.6 Permits, Approvals, and Regulatory Requirements

Numerous federal, State and local regulations and permit requirements would be applicable to the
implementation of the 2012 WMMP Update (2009 WRMP Update) (Table 3-3). The OWD, or its
contractors, would be required to comply with all applicable requirements, unless by exception of
Government Code Section 53091.

Table 3-3. Potential Permits and Approvals

Action Associated With or

Agency/Department Permit/Approval Required For

Federal Agencies

USFWS Biological Assessment, Section 7 Activity where there may be an effect on
Consultation, Biological Opinion federally-listed endangered/threatened/
(Endangered Species Act [ESA] 16 proposed species (applies to projects
U.S.C. 1531-1544) with federal involvement).
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Provide comments to prevent loss of, and

damage to, wildlife resources.

ACOE Individual/Nationwide Section 404 Discharge of dredge/fill into Waters of
Permit (CWA, 33 USC 1341) the U.S., including wetlands.
Section 10, Rivers and Harbors Act Activities, including the placement of
Permit structures, affecting navigable waters.

Advisory Council on Historic Section 106 Consultation, National Opportunity to comment if project may

Preservation Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) affect cultural resources listed or eligible

for listing on National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP).

U.S. Department of Transportation Encroachment Permits Consider issuance of permit for
(USDOQT), Federal Highway transmission line crossing of federally-
Administration (FHA) funded highways.

U.S. Department of the Treasury, Bureau | Explosive User’s Permit Consider issuance of permit to purchase,
of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms store and use explosives for site

preparation.

State Agencies
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Agency/Department

Permit/Approval

Action Associated With or
Required For

State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB), Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB)

General Construction Activity
Stormwater Permit

Stormwater discharges associated with
construction activity.

Waste Discharge Requirements (Water
Code 13000 et seq.)

Discharge of waste that might affect
groundwater or surface water (nonpoint-
source) quality.

401 Certification (CWA, 33 USC 1341.
If the project requires ACOE 404 Permit)

Discharge into waters and wetlands (see
ACOE Section 404 Permit).

California State Lands Commission

Right-of-Way Permit (Land Use Lease)

Consider issuance of a grant of right-of-
way across State land.

California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW)

California ESA

Activity where a listed candidate,
threatened, or endangered species under
California ESA may be present in the
project area and a State agency is acting
as lead agency for CEQA compliance.
Consider issuance of a Section 2081
incidental take permit for State-only
listed species and a Section 2081.1
consistency determination for effects on
species that are both federally and State
listed.

California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW)

California Native Plant Protection Act

Review of mitigation agreement and
mitigation plan for plants listed as rare.

Lake/Streambed Alteration Agreement
(California Fish and Game Code Section
1601)

Change in natural state of river, stream or
lake (includes road or land construction
across a natural streambed).

California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans)

Encroachment Permit

Consider issuance of permits to cross
State highways.

California Coastal Commission (CCC)

Coastal Development Permit

Development within the Coastal Zone.

California State Historic Preservation
Office

Section 106 Consultation, NHPA

Consult with Bureau of Land
Management (BLM), project applicant,
appropriate land management agencies,
and others regarding activities potentially
affecting cultural resources.

Local Agencies

County of San Diego Department of
Environmental Health (DEH)

Hazardous Materials Business Plan

Hazardous material exceeding federal
threshold quantities.

Hazardous Materials Inventory

Hazardous materials exceeding County
threshold quantities.

San Diego Country, Sheriff’s
Department

Explosives Permit

Consider issuance of a license to store
flammable explosives.

San Diego Air Pollution Control District
(SDAPCD)

Authority to Construct

Emissions from a stationary source.

Permit to Operate

Equipment emitting pollutants from a
stationary source.
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CHAPTER 4.0
SCOPE AND FORMAT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT ANALYSIS

The discussion in this chapter resulted from supplemental information and alternatives to the OWD
Wastewater Management Plan (WWMP). This included information related to existing site conditions,
analyses of the type and magnitude of individual and cumulative environmental impacts, and feasible
mitigation measures that could reduce or avoid environmental impacts. Analyses performed and
presented in Chapter 4.0 of the 2010 Water Resources Master Plan (WRMP) PEIR are included in their
entirety by reference (Otay 2010).

The SPEIR is intended as a basic reference document to avoid unnecessary repetition of facts or analysis
contained in the 2010 WRMP PEIR. Therefore, this SPEIR only contains significant updated technical
information or other significant supplemental information to supplement the previous PEIR for the
WWMP analysis.

Scope of the Environmental Impact Analysis

This SPEIR falls entirely within the area analyzed by the 2010 PEIR without exception and therefore
assumes the same scope. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Format of the Environmental Impact Analysis

The following subsections comprise each of the ten environmental topic sections in Chapter 4.0 of this
SPEIR.

Environmental Setting

This SPEIR falls entirely within the physical area analyzed by the 2010 PEIR without exception and
therefore assumes the same scope. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Regulatory Framework

This SPEIR falls entirely within the regulatory jurisdiction analyzed by the 2010 PEIR without exception
and therefore assumes the same scope. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Impacts and Mitigation

This SPEIR falls entirely within the area analyzed by the 2010 PEIR without exception and therefore has
no changes to the methodology determining impacts and mitigation. That information is hereby
incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Project Design Features/Standard Construction Practices

This SPEIR falls entirely within the area analyzed by the 2010 PEIR without exception and therefore

assumes the same design and practices standards will be applied. That information is hereby incorporated
by reference (Otay 2010).
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Standards of Significance

This SPEIR falls entirely within the area analyzed by the 2010 PEIR without exception and therefore
assumes the same standards of significance. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay
2010).

Impact Analysis

This SPEIR falls entirely within the area analyzed by the 2010 PEIR without exception and therefore
employs the same impact analysis. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010)

Mitigation/Performance Measures

This SPEIR falls entirely within the area analyzed by the 2010 PEIR without exception and therefore
assumes the same mitigation and performance measures. That information is hereby incorporated by
reference (Otay 2010).

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation

This SPEIR falls entirely within the area analyzed by the 2010 PEIR without exception and therefore has
no changes to the methodology determining cumulative impacts and mitigation. That information is
hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Regional Land Use Planning and Projected Growth

This SPEIR falls entirely within the area analyzed by the 2010 PEIR without exception and therefore has
no changes to regional land use planning and projected growth. That information is hereby incorporated
by reference (Otay 2010).

San Diego County General Plan

This SPEIR falls entirely within the area analyzed by the 2010 PEIR without exception and therefore has
no changes to the analysis of effects on the San Diego County General Plan. That information is hereby
incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Incorporated City General Plans

This SPEIR falls entirely within the area analyzed by the 2010 PEIR without exception and therefore has
no changes to the analysis of effects on the Incorporated City General Plans. That information is hereby
incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Baja California, Mexico

This SPEIR falls entirely within the area analyzed by the 2010 PEIR without exception and therefore has
no changes to the analysis of effects on the Baja California region. That information is hereby
incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

2030 San Diego Regional Transportation Plan

This SPEIR falls entirely within the area analyzed by the 2010 PEIR without exception and therefore has

no changes to the analysis of effects on the San Diego Regional Transportation Plan. That information is
hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).
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Cumulative Project Identified in the 2002 WRMP

This SPEIR falls entirely within the area analyzed by the 2010 PEIR without exception and therefore has
no changes to the analysis of effects on the San Diego County General Plan. That information is hereby
incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Cumulative Projects in the Unincorporated Portions of the WRMP Planning Area

This SPEIR falls entirely within the area analyzed by the 2010 PEIR without exception and therefore has
no changes to the analysis of effects on the Cumulative Projects in the Unincorporated Portions of the
WRMP Planning Area. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Cumulative Projects on Tribal Lands (Sycuan Reservation)

This SPEIR falls entirely within the area analyzed by the 2010 PEIR without exception and therefore has
no changes to the analysis of effects on the Cumulative Projects on Tribal Lands (Sycuan Reservation).
That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Cumulative Regional Energy and Utility Projects

This SPEIR falls entirely within the area analyzed by the 2010 PEIR without exception and therefore has
no changes to the analysis of effects on Cumulative Regional Energy and Utility Projects. That
information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

CEQA Checklist Items Deemed Not Applicable

This SPEIR falls entirely within the area analyzed by the 2010 PEIR without exception and does not
present any impacts that differ significantly from those analyzed in the 2010 PEIR. Therefore those items
deemed not applicable within the 2010 PEIR CEQA Checklist are also deemed as such in the SPEIR.
That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).
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4.1  Air Quality and Global Climate Change

This section of the SPEIR for the 2012 WRMP Update describes existing conditions within the planning
area with respect to air quality and global climate change; the potential physical environmental effects
(direct, indirect, and/or cumulative) related to these issues resulting from development of projects under
the WWMP; and the project design features (PDF), standard construction practices (SCP), and
mitigation/performance measures to reduce or avoid the identified impacts.

4.1.1 Environmental Setting
Climatology

This SPEIR falls entirely within the area analyzed by the 2010 PEIR without exception and therefore
assumes the same environmental setting. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay
2010). No significantly new information has occurred since the certification of the 2010 PEIR and so no
new information is presented to supplement this section of the 2010 PEIR.

Existing Air Quality within the Planning Area

This SPEIR falls entirely within the area analyzed by the 2010 PEIR without exception and therefore the
same environmental setting. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010). No
significantly new information has occurred since the certification of the 2010 PEIR and so no new
information is presented to supplement this section of the 2010 PEIR.

Greenhouse Gases

This SPEIR falls entirely within the area analyzed by the 2010 PEIR without exception and therefore the
same environmental setting. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010). No
significantly new information has occurred since the certification of the 2010 PEIR and so no new
information is presented to supplement this section of the 2010 PEIR.

4.1.2 Regulatory Framework
Federal

This SPEIR falls entirely within the area analyzed by the 2010 PEIR without exception and therefore is
subject to the same regulatory framework. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay
2010). No significantly new information has occurred since the certification of the 2010 PEIR and so no
new information is presented to supplement this section of the 2010 PEIR.

State

This SPEIR falls entirely within the area analyzed by the 2010 PEIR without exception and therefore is
subject to the same regulatory framework. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay
2010). No significantly new information has occurred since the certification of the 2010 PEIR and so no
new information is presented to supplement this section of the 2010 PEIR.

Local

This SPEIR falls entirely within the area analyzed by the 2010 PEIR without exception and therefore is
subject to the same regulatory framework. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay
2010). No significantly new information has occurred since the certification of the 2010 PEIR and so no
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new information is presented to supplement this section of the 2010 PEIR.

4.1.3 Project Impacts and Mitigation
Issue 1 — Consistency with Applicable Air Quality Plans

Air Quality and Climate Change Issue 1 Summary

Would implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update result in a conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?

Impact: Growth assumptions made within the 2012 Mitigation: No mitigation is required.
WRMP Update to determine future service requirements

have already been accounted for within the 2009 SDAPCD

RAQS and 2007 SIP; therefore, the 2012 WRMP Update

would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the

applicable air quality plan.

Significance Before Mitigation: Less than significant. Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant.

No significantly new information has occurred since the certification of the 2010 PEIR and so no new
information is presented to supplement this section of the 2010 PEIR. The construction and operation of
the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP
Update area. Therefore, comparable to the 2009 WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR, impacts to air
quality will be avoided or fully mitigated. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay
2010).

Issue 2 — Consistency with Air Quality Standards

Air Quality and Global Climate Change Issue 2 Summary

Would implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to
an existing or projected air quality violation?

Impact: Implementation of standard construction Mitigation: An air quality technical study shall be
practices (Air-SCP-1and Air-SCP-2) would minimize air prepared for each CIP project once the project reaches the
pollutant emissions from construction activities. design stage to ensure that air pollutant emissions
However, as the details regarding number and type of associated with construction activity are within the
construction equipment are unknown at this time, screening thresholds established by the SDAPCD (Air-1).

emissions may result in a violation of air quality
standards, and therefore construction impacts are
considered potentially significant. Once constructed,
operational sources of air pollutants from the CIP projects
would be less than significant.

Significance Before Mitigation: Potentially significant. ~ Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant.

No significantly new information has occurred since the certification of the 2010 PEIR and so no new
information is presented to supplement this section of the 2010 PEIR. The construction and operation of
the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP
Update area. Therefore, comparable to the 2009 WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR, impacts to air
quality will be avoided or fully mitigated. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay

2010).
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Issue 3 — Consistency with Applicable Policies Adopted for the Purpose of Reducing the Emissions of
Greenhouse Gases

Air Quality and Global Climate Change Issue 3 Summary

Would implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update conflict with any applicable plan, policy,
or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

Impact: Implementation of standard construction practices Impact: Implementation of standard construction
(Air-SCP-3 through Air-SCP-7) and energy efficiency practices (Air-SCP-3 through Air-SCP-7) and energy

measures (Ene-1 through Ene-4) would incorporate all efficiency measures (Ene-1 through Ene-4) would
applicable features that are consistent with measures incorporate all applicable features that are consistent
recommended by the California Climate Action Team, with measures recommended by the California Climate
CAPCOA, California Attorney General and the County of  Action Team, CAPCOA, California Attorney General
San Diego for assisting the State of California in the and the County of San Diego for assisting the State of
attainment of the goals of AB 32. California in the attainment of the goals of AB 32.
Significance Before Mitigation: Less than significant. Significance Before Mitigation: Less than significant.

No significantly new information has occurred since the certification of the 2010 PEIR and so no new
information is presented to supplement this section of the 2010 PEIR. The construction and operation of
the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP
Update area. Therefore, comparable to the 2009 WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR, impacts to air
quality will be avoided or fully mitigated. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay

2010).

4.1.4 Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation

Air Quality, Climate Change, and Global Warming Cumulative Issue Summary

Would implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update have a cumulatively considerable contribution to a
cumulative air quality impact considering past, present, and probable future projects?

Cumulative Impact Significant WRMP Contribution
Consistency with applicable air quality plan. Less than significant. Not cumulatively considerable.
Consistency with air quality standards. Potentially significant Not cumulatively considerable with

implementation of Air-SCP-1, Air-
SCP-2 and Air-1.

Greenhouse gas emissions. Yes. Not cumulatively considerable with
implementation of Air-SCP-1
through Air- SCP-3 and Ene-PDF-
1through Ene-PDF-4.

Issue 1 — Consistency with Applicable Air Quality Plans

No significantly new information has occurred since the certification of the 2010 PEIR and so no new
information is presented to supplement this section of the 2010 PEIR. The construction and operation of
the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP
Update area. Therefore, comparable to the 2009 WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR, impacts to air
quality will be avoided or fully mitigated. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay

2010).
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Issue 2 — Consistency with Air Quality Standards

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore, comparable to the 2009 WRMP as analyzed
by the 2010 PEIR, impacts to air quality will be avoided or fully mitigated. That information is hereby
incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

4.1.5 CEQQ Checklist Items Deemed Not Significant or Not
Applicable to the 2012 WRMP Update

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore comparable to the 2009 WRMP as analyzed
by the 2010 PEIR, impacts to air quality will be avoided or fully mitigated. That information is hereby
incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).
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4.2 Biological Resources

The 2010 PEIR for the 2009 WRMP Update described existing conditions within the planning area with
respect to biological resources; the potential physical environmental effects (direct, indirect, and/or
cumulative) related to these issues resulting from development of projects under the WWMP; and the
project design features, standard construction practices, and mitigation/ performance measures to reduce
or avoid the identified impacts (Otay 2010).

This section of the SPEIR is intended to supplement the previous information and analysis contained
within the corresponding section of the 2010 PEIR. The analysis of the WWMP does not significantly
differ, unless indicated below, from the original analysis within the 2010 PEIR and therefore does not
need additional analysis/updating. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

4.2.1 Environmental Setting
Research Methods

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore research methods are identical to the 2009
WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Biological Resources

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore biological resources are identical to those in
the 2009 WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference
(Otay 2010).

Special-Status Biological Resources

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore special-status biological resources are
identical to those in the 2009 WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby
incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

4.2.2 Regulatory Framework

Federal Regulations

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore comparable to the 2009 WRMP as indicated
by the 2010 PEIR the same Federal Regulations apply. That information is hereby incorporated by
reference (Otay 2010).

State Regulations

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore comparable to the 2009 WRMP as indicated
by the 2010 PEIR the same State Regulations apply. That information is hereby incorporated by reference
(Otay 2010). Since the 2010 PEIR the State agency governing biological resources has changed names
from California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) to California Department of Fish and Wildlife
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(CDFW) all references in the original 2010 PEIR to the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)
should now read California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW).

Local Regulations

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the of the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore comparable to the 2009 WRMP as indicated
by the 2010 PEIR the same Local Regulations apply. That information is hereby incorporated by
reference (Otay 2010).

4.2.3 Impacts and Mitigation

Issue 1 — Sensitive Species and Habitats

Biological Resources Issue 1 Summary

Would implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update result in a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through
habitat modifications, on any sensitive or special-status species or sensitive habitats?

Impact: Implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update Mitigation: Pre-construction surveys and noise
would result in direct impacts to sensitive plant and animal attenuation (Bio-1A through Bio-1C); shielding of
species. construction lighting (Bio-1D); delineation of

construction limits and staging areas (Bio-1E)

Significance Before Mitigation: Potentially significant. Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant.

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore, comparable to the 2009 WRMP as analyzed
by the 2010 PEIR, impacts to sensitive species and habitats will be avoided or fully mitigated. That
information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

4.2.4 Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation
Sensitive Species and Habitats

Biological Resources Cumulative Issue Summary

Would implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update have a cumulatively considerable contribution
to a cumulative biological resources impact considering past, present, and probable future projects?

Cumulative Impact Significance Pr Proj ntribution
Regional loss of sensitive plants, Potentially significant. Not cumulatively considerable with
animals, and vegetation communities. implementation of performance

measures Bio-1A through Bio-1E.

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore, comparable to the 2009 WRMP as analyzed
by the 2010 PEIR, cumulative impacts to sensitive species and habitats will be avoided or fully mitigated.
That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).
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4.2.5 CEQA Checklist Items Deemed Not Significant or Not
Applicable to the 2012 WRMP Update

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore CEQA Checklist Items Deemed Not
Significant or Not Applicable to the 2012 WRMP Update are identical to the 2009 WRMP as analyzed by
the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).
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4.3 Cultural Resources

The 2010 PEIR for the 2009 WRMP Update described existing conditions within the planning area with
respect to cultural resources; the potential physical environmental effects (direct, indirect, and/or
cumulative) related to these issues resulting from development of projects under the WWMP; and the
project design features (PDF), standard construction practices (SCP), and mitigation/performance
measures to reduce or avoid the identified impacts (Otay 2010).

This section of the SPEIR is intended to supplement the previous information and analysis contained
within the corresponding section of the 2010 PEIR. The analysis of the WWMP does not significantly
differ, unless indicated below, from the original analysis within the 2010 PEIR and therefore does not
need additional analysis/updating. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

4.3.1 Environmental Setting

Prehistoric Setting

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore the prehistoric setting is identical to the
2009 WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay
2010).

Historic Setting

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore the historic setting is identical to the 2009
WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

4.3.2 Regulatory Framework

Federal

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore federal regulations are identical to the 2009
WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

State
The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore state regulations are identical to the 2009
WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).
Local
The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the

Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore local regulations are identical to the 2009
WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

4.3.3 Impacts and Mitigation

Issue 1 — Historical Resources
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Cultural Resources Issue 1 Summary
Would implementation of the 2009 WRMP Update cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of
an historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5?
Impact: Implementation of a historical building assessment Mitigation: No further mitigation is required.

prior to demolition of PS 657-1 and PS 850-1, and a
subsequent documentation/treatment program as necessary,
would reduce impacts to potential historical resources.

Significance Before Mitigation: Less than significant. Significance After Mitigation: No Impact.

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore the historical resources setting is identical to
the 2009 WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference

(Otay 2010).

Issue 2 — Archaeological Resources

Cultural Resources Issue 2 Summary

Would implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5?

Mitigation: Implementation of a cultural resources
monitoring and data recovery program by a qualified
archaeologist (Cul-2A through Cul-2C).

Impact: Ground disturbance associated with construction
of certain CIP projects under the 2012

WRMP Update has the potential to impact potentially
significant unknown archaeological resources.

Significance Before Mitigation: Potentially Significant.  Significance After Mitigation: Less than Significant.

Impact Analysis

It is assumed that ground disturbing activities associated with the WWMP Projects are similar to those in
the 2009 WRMP Update. This section contained within the 2010 PEIR, would not need further updating.

That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Issue 3 — Human Remains

Cultural Resources Issue 3 Summary

Would implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries?

Impact: Native American or other human remains could be Mitigation: No mitigation is required.
encountered during ground disturbance associated with

construction of certain CIP projects under the 2012

WRMP Update; however, compliance with the California

Health and Safety Code (Cul-SCP-1) would reduce impacts

associated with discovery of human remains.

Significance Before Mitigation: Less than significant. Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant.
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Impact Analysis

Comparable to the 2009 WRMP Update, the WWMP would not result in any significant impacts to
Archaeological Resources or Human Remains if mitigation measures and PDFs/SCPs are followed. That
information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

4.3.4 Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation

Cultural Resources Cumulative Issue Summary

Would implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update have a cumulatively considerable contribution to a
cumulative cultural resources impact considering past, present, and probable future projects?

Cumulative Impact Significant WRMP Contribution

Regional loss of archaeological resources. Yes Not cumulatively considerable with implementation
of measures Cul-2A through Cul-2C.

Regional loss of Native American human Yes Not cumulatively considerable with implementation

remains of Cul-SCP-1.

Impact Analysis

Comparable to the 2009 WRMP Update, the WWMP would not result in any cumulatively significant
impacts to Archaeological Resources or Human Remains if mitigation measures and PDFs/SCPs are
followed. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

4.3.5 CEQA Checklist Items Deemed Not Significant or Not
Applicable to the 2012 WRMP Update

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore CEQA Checklist Items Deemed Not
Significant or Not Applicable to the 2012 WRMP Update are identical to the 2009 WRMP as analyzed by
the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).
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4.4  Energy

Public Resources Code Section 21100(b)(3), CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4, and CEQA Appendix F
Energy Conservation require an analysis of the proposed project’s energy consumption, to determine if
the construction and operation of the project would employ a wise and efficient use of energy. An
analysis of the proposed project’s energy usage was included in the 2010 PEIR, Section 4.4 — Energy
(Otay 2010).

This section of the SPEIR is intended to supplement the previous information and analysis contained
within the corresponding section of the 2010 PEIR. For the analysis of the WWMP, some of the original
analysis within the PEIR was not significantly changed and therefore does not need additional
analysis/updating. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Energy usage by the proposed project is also a consideration in assessing project impacts to global climate
change. For further discussion of this issue, please refer to Section 4.1, Air Quality and Global Climate
Change in this SPEIR and/or in the 2010 PEIR.

4.4.1 Environmental Setting

Existing Conditions

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore existing conditions are identical to the 2009
WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

4.4.2 Regulatory Framework
State

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore the regulations are identical to the 2009
WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

4.4.3 Impacts and Mitigation

Issue 1 — Energy Consumption

Energy Issue 1 Summary

Would implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update result in the inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary use of
energy?

Impact: The construction and operation of CIP projects Mitigation: No mitigation is required.
under the 2012 WRMP Update would result in the

consumption of energy, however, implementation of energy

efficient measures (Ene-PDF-1, Ene-PDF-2, Ene- PDF-3,

and Ene-PDF-4) at WMMP CIP projects would ensure that

energy use would not be inefficient, wasteful, or

unnecessary.
Significance Before Mitigation: Less than significant. Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant.
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Impact Analysis

Project Construction. Without further details regarding site conditions and specific equipment to be used,
it is assumed that construction and/or demolition activities associated with all of the WWMP Projects are
similar to those described within the 2009 WRMP Update (Otay 2010). Therefore, further analysis is not
required.

Project Operation. Traffic generations associated with implementation of the WWMP are not anticipated
to be significantly different to that analyzed in the 2010 PEIR and so the impact associated with energy
for the 201 PEIR are incorporated by reference.

In the 2010 PEIR, it was determined that the proposed pump stations would demand the most energy.
Under each alternative of the WWMP, improvements to the existing Rancho San Diego pump station
(PS) are proposed. Since the Rancho San Diego PS is already in service, it would not require any more
energy demand. Improvements would most likely make the pumps run more efficiently, thus reducing
energy consumption.

Alternatives 3 and 4 propose expanding wastewater treatment capabilities of the RWCWRF (Otay 2012).
This would result in an increase in energy demand however this increase can be comparable to the energy
requirements of the larger pump stations previously analyzed in the 2010 PEIR. Those pump stations,
with their associated Project Design Features (Ene-PDF-1 through Ene-PDF-4), were determined to have
a less than significant impact to Energy.

Therefore an expansion of the RWCWRF would not represent a significant increase in energy
consumption and would also be less than significant. Refer to Section 4.4.3.1, pp. 4.4-2 to 4.4-4 in the
2010 PEIR for impact analysis and required PDFs (Otay 2010).

4.4.4 Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation

Energy Cumulative Issue Summary

Would implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update have a cumulatively considerable contribution to the
inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary use of energy considering past, present, and probable future projects?

Cumulative Impact Significant WRMP Contribution

Energy Consumption No Not cumulatively considerable with implementation of
measures Ene-PDF-1 through Ene-PDF-4.

Impact Analysis

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore the energy usage is identical to the 2009
WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

4.4.5 CEQA Checklist Items Deemed Not Significant or Not
Applicable to the 2012 WRMP Update

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore CEQA Checklist Items Deemed Not
Significant or Not Applicable to the 2012 WRMP Update are identical to the 2009 WRMP as analyzed by
the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).
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4.5 Geology, Soils, and Paleontology

The 2010 PEIR for the 2009 WRMP Update described existing conditions within the planning area with
respect to geology and soils, seismicity, and paleontological sensitivity; the potential physical
environmental effects (direct, indirect, and/or cumulative) related to these issues resulting from
development of projects under the WWMP; and the project design features, standard construction
practices, and mitigation/ performance measures to reduce or avoid the identified impacts (Otay 2010).

This section of the SPEIR is intended to supplement the previous information and analysis contained
within the corresponding section of the 2010 PEIR. For the analysis of the WWMP, some of the original
analysis within the PEIR was not significantly changed and therefore does not need additional
analysis/updating. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Section 4.5.1 — Environmental
Setting and 4.5.2 — Regulatory Framework, pp. 4.5-1 to 4.5-12) (Otay 2010).

4.5.1 Environmental Setting
Geology

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore existing conditions are identical to the 2009
WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Soils and Related Hazards

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore existing conditions are identical to the 2009
WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Seismic Hazards

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore existing conditions are identical to the 2009
WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Paleontology

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore existing conditions are identical to the 2009
WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

4.5.2 Regulatory Framework
Federal Regulations
The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the

Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore regulations are identical to the 2009 WRMP
as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).
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State Regulations

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore regulations are identical to the 2009 WRMP
as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Local Regulations

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore regulations are identical to the 2009 WRMP
as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

4.5.3 Impacts and Mitigation

Issue 1 — Exposure to Seismic-Related Hazards

Geology, Soils, and Paleontology Issue 1 Summary

Would implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects of a rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong seismic ground shaking, seismic-related ground failure,
liguefaction or landslides?

Impact: Compliance with UBC and CBC standards and  Mitigation: No mitigation is required.
CDMG?’s Special Publications 117 (Geo-PDF-1), and

implementation of recommendations provided in site-

specific geotechnical investigations (Geo-SCP-1), would

minimize impacts associated with seismic-related ground

shaking, ground failure, liquefaction, and landslides.

Significance Before Mitigation: Less than significant. Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant.

Impact Analysis

Design and construction of projects associated with the WWMP Projects would be similar to those in the
2009 WRMP Update. They would comply with all applicable PDFs/SCPs and would conduct a pre-
construction geotechnical investigation before any work begins. This corresponding section contained
within the 2010 PEIR, would not need further analysis or updating. Refer to Section 4.5.3.1, pp. 4.5-13 to
4.3-15 in the 2010 PEIR for impact analysis and required PDFs/SCPs (Otay 2010).

Issue 2 — Soil Erosion or Top Soil Loss

Geology, Soils, and Paleontology Issue 2 Summary
Would implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Impact: Compliance with UBC and CBC standards (Geo-  Mitigation: No mitigation is required.
PDF-1), implementation of recommendations provided in

site-specific geotechnical investigations, and

implementation of standard erosion control measures (Geo-

SCP-2 and Geo-SCP-3) would reduce impacts associated

with soil erosion and loss of topsoil.

Significance Before Mitigation: Less than significant. Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant.
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Impact Analysis

Earth-disturbing activities during construction of WWMP projects would be very similar to those in the
2009 WRMP Update. If erodible soils are found in the project footprint during the pre-construction
geotechnical investigation, then PDFs/SCPs comparable to the ones within the 2010 PEIR would be
implemented (Otay 2012). In addition to the ones contained with Section 4.5.3.1, an Erosion Control Plan
or a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) with associated Best Management Practices
(BMPs) would be designed and implemented. After construction is completed, operational activities
associated with the WWMP would follow all applicable PDFs/SCPs to ensure minimal impacts to soil
erosion or the loss of topsoil. This corresponding section contained within the 2010 PEIR, would not need
further analysis or updating. Refer to Section 4.5.3.2, pp. 4.5-15 to 4.3-18 in the 2010 PEIR for impact
analysis and required PDFs/SCPs (Otay 2010).

Issue 3 — Geology/Soil Instability

Geology, Soils, and Paleontology Issue 3 Summary

Would any of the CIP projects under the 2012 WRMP Update be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable
or that would become unstable and potentially result in landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or
collapse?

Impact: Implementation of recommendations provided in  Mitigation: No mitigation is required.
site-specific geotechnical investigations (Geo-SCP-1 and

Geo-SCP-4) would reduce impacts associated with

geologic/soil instability (landslides, lateral spreading,

liquefaction/collapse).

Significance Before Mitigation: Less than significant. Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant.

Impact Analysis

The WWMP planning area, like many parts of southern California, has a high likelihood of geologic
instability. A pre-construction geotechnical investigation would be conducted at the project site to identify
any unstable geologic formations or soils before any work has begun (Otay 2012). All potential WWMP
Projects would follow all necessary 2010 PEIR PDFs/SCPs to ensure that impacts due to geologic/soil
instability would be minimized. This corresponding section contained within the 2010 PEIR, would not
need further analysis or updating. Refer to Section 4.5.3.3, pp. 4.5-18 to 4.3-20 in the 2010 PEIR for
impact analysis and required PDFs/SCPs (Otay 2010).

Issue 4 — Expansive Soils

Geology, Soils, and Paleontology Issue 4 Summary

Would any of the CIP projects under the 2012 WRMP Update be located on expansive soils creating substantial
risks to life or property?

Impact: Implementation of recommendations provided  \itigation: No mitigation is required.
in site-specific geotechnical investigations (Geo-SCP-1

and Geo-SCP-4) would reduce impacts associated with

expansive soils.

Significance Before Mitigation: Less than significant.  Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant.
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Impact Analysis

The potential for expansive soils exists throughout portions of the WWMP planning area. A pre-
construction geotechnical investigation would be conducted to identify any expansive soils before any
work has begun (Otay 2010). All potential WWMP Projects would follow all necessary 2010 PEIR
PDFs/SCPs to ensure that impacts due to expansive soils would be minimized. This corresponding section
contained within the 2010 PEIR, would not need further analysis or updating. Refer to Section 4.5.3.4,
pp. 4.5-20 to 4.3-21 in the 2010 PEIR for impact analysis and required PDFs/SCPs (Otay 2010).

Issue 5 — Paleontological Resources

Geology, Soils, and Paleontology Issue 5 Summary
Would implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site?

Impact: Implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update Mitigation: Implementation of a paleontological
could impact potential paleontological resources within  resources monitoring and data recovery program by a
the planning area. qualified paleontologist (Geo-5A through Geo-5D).

Significance Before Mitigation: Significant. Significance After Mitigation: Less than Significant.

Impact Analysis

Figure 4.5-5 in the 2010 PEIR shows that portions of the WWMP planning area are underlain by geologic
formations that have the potential to contain fossils (Otay 2010). These formations would only be
impacted if WWMP project construction activities require excavation into native soils, rather than fill.
With implementation of the mitigation measures within the 2010 PEIR, impacts to potential
paleontological resources would be minimized. This corresponding section contained within the 2010
PEIR, would not need further analysis or updating. Refer to Section 4.5.3.5, pp. 4.5-21 to 4.3-22 in the
2010 PEIR for impact analysis and required mitigation measures (Otay 2010).

4.5.4 Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation

Geology, Soils and Paleontology Cumulative Issue Summary

Would implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update have a cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative
geology/soils impacts considering past, present, and probable future projects?

Cumulative Impact Significant WRMP Contribution

Localized soil erosion or loss of topsoil in Yes Not cumulatively considerable with

affected watersheds due to development. implementation of Geo-PDF-1, Geo-SCP-2 and
Geo-SCP-3.

Regional loss of paleontological resources. Yes Not cumulatively considerable with

implementation of mitigation/performance
measures Geo-5A through Geo-5D.

Impact Analysis

Comparable to the 2009 WRMP Update, the WWMP would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to soil erosion/loss of topsoil, or a loss of paleontological resources within the local
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cumulative impact areas if the PDFs/SCPs and mitigation measures are followed. Refer to Section 4.4.5,
pp. 4.5-23 to 4.5-24 in the 2010 PEIR for more detailed analysis (Otay 2010).

4.5.5 CEQA Checklist Items Deemed Not Significant or Not
Applicable to the 2012 WRMP Update

Like the 2009 WRMP Update, the WWMP would not involve the use of septic tanks or other alternative
wastewater disposal systems (Otay 2012); therefore, no further evaluation is necessary. Refer to Section
4.5.5, p. 4.5-24 in the 2010 PEIR for more detailed analysis (Otay 2010).
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4.6 Hydrology and Water Quality

The 2010 PEIR for the 2009 WRMP Update described existing conditions within the WRMP planning
area with respect to hydrology and water quality; the potential physical environmental effects (direct,
indirect, and/or cumulative) related to these issues resulting from development of projects under the
WWMP; and the project design features, standard construction practices, and mitigation/performance
measures to reduce or avoid the identified impacts (Otay 2010).

This section of the SPEIR is intended to supplement the previous information and analysis contained
within the corresponding section of the 2010 PEIR. For the analysis of the WWMP, the original analysis
within the PEIR is not significantly changed and therefore does not need additional analysis/updating.
That information is hereby incorporated by (Otay 2010).

4.6.1 Environmental Setting
Hydrology

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore hydrology is identical to the 2009 WRMP as
analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Surface Water Quality

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore surface water quality is identical to the 2009
WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).
Groundwater

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore groundwater conditions are identical to the

2009 WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay
2010).

4.6.2 Regulatory Framework

Federal

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore the regulations are identical to the 2009
WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).
State

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore the regulations are identical to the 2009
WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Local

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
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Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore the regulations are identical to the 2009
WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

4.6.3 Impacts and Mitigation
Issue 1 — Water Quality

Hydrology and Water Quality Issue 1 Summary

Would the 2012 WRMP Update violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, or otherwise
substantially degrade water quality?

Impact: Implementation of standard erosion control Impact: Implementation of standard erosion control
measures (Geo-SCP-2 and Geo-SCP-3), construction- measures (Geo-SCP-2 and Geo-SCP-3), construction-
related safety plans (Hyd-SCP-1), and OWD HMBPs for related safety plans (Hyd-SCP-1), and OWD HMBPs for
CIP operations (Hyd-PDF-1) would reduce impacts CIP operations (Hyd-PDF-1) would reduce impacts
associated with potential violation of water quality associated with potential violation of water quality
standards or waste discharge requirements, and potential standards or waste discharge requirements, and potential

water quality degradation resulting from construction and  water quality degradation resulting from construction and
operation of CIP projects under the 2012 WRMP Update.  operation of CIP projects under the 2012 WRMP Update.

Significance Before Mitigation: Less than significant. Significance Before Mitigation: Less than significant.

Impact Analysis

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore the water quality is identical to the 2009
WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Issue 2 — Groundwater Quality, Supplies, and Recharge

Hydrology and Water Quality Issue 2 Summary

Would the 2012 WRMP Update substantially degrade groundwater quality, or interfere substantially with
groundwater supplies or recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table?

Impact: Implementation of standard erosion control Mitigation: No mitigation is required.
measures (Geo-SCP-2 and Geo-SCP-3), construction- related

safety plans (Hyd-SCP-1), and OWD HMBPs for CIP

operations (Hyd-PDF-1) would reduce potential groundwater

quality impacts due to storm water runoff pollution

associated with construction and long-term operations at

WMMP CIP projects. In addition, there would be no impacts

to groundwater supplies and recharge from implementation

of the CIP projects under the 2012 WRMP Update.

Significance Before Mitigation: Less than significant. Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant.
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Impact Analysis

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore the water quality is identical to the 2009
WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Issue 3 — Alteration of Drainage Patterns

Hydrology and Water Quality Issue 3 Summary

Would the 2012 WRMP Update substantially alter existing drainage patterns, including the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which
would provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff (including erosion/siltation); result in flooding
(and exposure of people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death); or exceed the capacity of storm
water drainage systems?

Impact: Implementation of standard erosion control T Rr o ;
measures (Geo-SCP-2 and Geo-SCP-3), construction- Mitigation: No mitigation is required.
related safety plans (Hyd-SCP-1), OWD HMBPs for CIP

operations (Hyd-PDF-1), and appropriately sized drainage

facilities (Hyd-PDF-2) would reduce impacts from

potential storm water runoff pollution (including

erosion/siltation), flooding, and exceedance of capacity of

storm water drainage facilities due to alteration of

localized drainage patterns associated with construction,

development and long-term operations of CIP projects

under the 2012 WRMP Update.

Significance Before Mitigation: Less than significant. Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant.

Impact Analysis

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore the water quality is identical to the 2009
WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Issue 4 — Mudflows

Hydrology and Water Quality Issue 4 Summary
Would any of the CIP projects under the 2012 WRMP Update have the potential to be inundated by mudflow?
Impact: Implementation of recommendations provided in Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

site-specific geotechnical investigations (Geo-SCP-1),
would reduce potential impacts associated with mudflows.

Significance Before Mitigation: Less than significant. Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant.

Impact Analysis

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore the water quality is identical to the 2009
WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).
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4.6.4 Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation

Hydrology and Water Quality Cumulative Issue Summary
Would implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update have a cumulatively considerable contribution to a
cumulative hydrology and water quality impact considering past, present, and probable future projects?
Cumulative Impact Significant ~WRMP Contribution
Regional increase in pollutant sources that Yes Not cumulatively considerable with
could adversely affect water quality standards. implementation of Geo-PDF-1, Geo-SCP-2, Geo-
SCP-3, Hyd-SCP-1, and Hyd-PDF-1.
Localized impacts to groundwater quality and  Yes Not cumulatively considerable with
supplies/recharge. implementation of Geo-PDF-1, Geo-SCP-2, Geo-
SCP-3, Hyd-SCP-1, and Hyd-PDF-1.
Regional impacts to surface and groundwater  Yes Not cumulatively considerable with
quality, groundwater supplies/recharge, implementation of Geo-PDF-1, Geo-SCP-2, Geo-
flooding, and exceedance of capacity of storm SCP-3, Hyd-SCP-1, Hyd-PDF-1, and Hyd-PDF-
water drainage facilities due to alteration of 2.
localized drainage patterns.

Impact Analysis

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore the energy usage is identical to the 2009
WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

4.6.5 CEQA Checklist Items Deemed Not Significant or Not
Applicable to the 2012 WRMP Update

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore CEQA Checklist Items Deemed Not
Significant or Not Applicable to the 2012 WRMP Update are identical to the 2009 WRMP as analyzed by
the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).
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4.7 Landform Alteration and Visual Aesthetics

The 2010 PEIR for the 2009 WRMP Update described existing conditions within the WRMP planning
area with respect to landform alteration and visual aesthetics; the potential physical environmental effects
(direct, indirect, and/or cumulative) related to these issues resulting from development of projects under
the WWMP; and the project design features, standard construction practices, and mitigation/performance
measures to reduce or avoid the identified impacts (Otay 2010). Potential indirect impacts of night
lighting to biological resources were discussed in Section 4.2 (Biological Resources) of the PEIR and in
this SPEIR.

This section of the SPEIR is intended to supplement the previous information and analysis contained
within the corresponding section of the 2010 PEIR. For the analysis of the WWMP, some of the original
analysis within the PEIR was not significantly changed and therefore does not need additional
analysis/updating. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Section 4.7.1 — Environmental
Setting and 4.7.2 — Regulatory Framework, pp. 4.7-1 to 4.7-5) (Otay 2010).

4.7.1 Environmental Setting
North District

Hillsdale System

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within this area of
the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore existing conditions are identical to the 2009 WRMP as analyzed
by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

4.7.2 Regulatory Framework

Federal and State Regulations

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore the regulations are identical to the 2009
WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Local Policies and Ordinances
The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the

Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore the regulations are identical to the 2009
WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

4.7.3 Impacts and Mitigation

Issue 1 — Scenic Vistas

Aesthetics Issue 1 Summary

Would any of the CIP projects under the 2012 WRMP Update have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
visual impacts of WMMP CIP Projects on scenic vistas.

Significance Before Mitigation: Less than significant. Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant
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Impact Analysis

Impacts for the 2012 WRMP Update CIP projects were determined to be less than significant after
implementation of the PDF (Otay 2010). It is unlikely if any of the projects under the WWMP would
have any substantial adverse effect to scenic vistas; however, all projects would follow the same PDF.
This corresponding section contained within the 2010 PEIR, would not need further analysis or updating.
Refer to Section 4.7.3.1, pp. 4.7-6 to 4.7-10 in the 2010 PEIR for impact analysis and required PDF (Otay
2010).

Issue 2 — Visual Character and Quality

Aesthetics Issue 2 Summary

Would any of the CIP projects under the 2012 WRMP Update substantially degrade the existing visual character
or quality of the project sites and their surroundings?

Impact: Implementation of OWD’s standard requirements  njjtigation: No mitigation is required.
for landscaping and using natural color palettes for building

materials (AesPDF-1) would ensure that the CIP projects

would not degrade the existing visual character of the

project sites and their surroundings.

Significance Before Mitigation: Less than significant. Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant.

Impact Analysis

Similar to CIP projects under the 2009 WRMP Update, projects associated with the WWMP would all
have visual impacts due to site disturbance and construction. However, these impacts would be temporary
with implementation of the required PDF after construction is completed. Complying with the required
PDF and any subsequent mitigation measures from future project-specific CEQA documents would
reduce any visual impacts to a level of less than significance. This corresponding section contained within
the 2010 PEIR, would not need further analysis or updating. Refer to Section 4.7.3.2, pp. 4.7-11 to 4.7-14
in the 2010 PEIR for impact analysis and required PDF (Otay 2010).

Issue 3 — Lighting and Glare

Aesthetics Issue 3 Summary

Would any of the CIP projects under the 2012 WRMP Update create a hew source of substantial light or glare
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the immediate vicinity of the CIP projects?

Impact: Implementation of Aes-PDF-1 would reduce the  Mitigation: No mitigation is required.
impact of new sources of substantial light or glare in

association with CIP projects which could adversely affect

day and nighttime views nearby.

Significance Before Mitigation: Less than significant. Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant.

Impact Analysis

Expansion of current existing facilities under the WWMP, such as the RWCWRF, would create a new
source of light/glare (Otay 2012). These impacts are no different to impacts from light/glare of CIP
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projects previously discussed within the 2010 PEIR. WWMP projects would conform to the required PDF
to reduce impacts to a level of less than significance. This corresponding section contained within the
2010 PEIR, would not need further analysis or updating. Refer to Section 4.7.3.3, pp. 4.7-15 in the 2010
PEIR for impact analysis and required PDF (Otay 2010).

4.7.4 Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation

Aesthetics Cumulative Issue Summary

Would implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update have a cumulatively considerable contribution to a
cumulative aesthetic impact considering past, present, and probable future projects?

Cumulative Impact Significant WRMP Contribution

Local degradation of scenic vistas. Yes Not cumulatively considerable with implementation of
AesPDF-1.

Local degradation of visual character.  Yes Not cumulatively considerable with implementation of
AesPDF-1.

Impact Analysis

In contrast to the 2009 WRMP Update, it is presumed that the WWMP would not result in any
cumulatively significant impacts to scenic vistas and visual character/quality, even before compliance
with the required PDFs. The only potential new buildings associated with the WWMP, would be the
expansion of the existing RWCWRF (Otay 2012). Any impacts from light/glare are considered localized
and is not addressed in this section. Refer to Section 4.7.4, pp. 4.7-16 to 4.3-17 in the 2010 PEIR for
more detailed analysis (Otay 2010).

4.7.5 CEQA Checklist Items Deemed Not Significant or Not
Applicable to the 2012 WRMP Update

Would implementation of any projects under the WWMP substantially damage scenic resources,
including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State scenic
highway?

No officially designated State scenic highways occur within the planning area. Implementation of the
WWMP will not change previous impact analysis of the 2010 PEIR for the 2009 WRMP Update, which
stated that there would be no impact to any scenic resources. Refer to Section 4.7.5, p. 4.7-17 in the 2010
PEIR for further analysis (Otay 2010).
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4.8 Land Use and Planning

The 2010 PEIR for the 2009 WRMP Update described existing conditions within the WRMP planning
area with respect to land use and planning. In addition, potential physical environmental effects (direct,
indirect, and/or cumulative) related to these issues resulting from development projects under the
WWMP, project design features, standard construction practices, and mitigation/performance measures to
reduce or avoid the identified impacts are described (Otay 2010).

This section of the SPEIR is intended to supplement the previous information and analysis contained
within the corresponding section of the 2010 PEIR. For the analysis of the WWMP, some of the original
analysis within the PEIR was not significantly changed and therefore does not need additional
analysis/updating. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Section 4.8.1 — Existing Land
Uses and 4.8.2 — Regulatory Framework, pp. 4.8-1 to 4.8-8) (Otay 2010).

4.8.1 Environmental Setting
Existing Conditions

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore existing conditions are identical to the 2009
WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

4.8.2 Regulatory Framework
State

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore the regulations are identical to the 2009
WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Local

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore the regulations are identical to the 2009
WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

4.8.3 Impacts and Mitigation

Issue 1 — Conflicts with Habitat Conservation and Natural Communities Conservation Plans

Land Use Issue 1 Summary

Would the 2012 WRMP Update conflict with any applicable
habitat conservation plan (HCP) or natural communities conservation plan (NCCP)?

Impact: Design of CIP projects incorporating MSCP land Mitigation: No mitigation is required.
use adjacency guidelines of the County of San Diego

(LU- PDF-1), City of San Diego (LU-PDF-2), and City of

Chula Vista MSCP (LU-PDF-3), compliance with

exterior noise limits (Noi-PDF-1), and pre-construction

surveys (Bio-1C) would reduce indirect impacts to

biological resources that would otherwise conflict with

applicable HCPs and NCCPs.
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H Significance Before Mitigation: Less than significant. Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant. H

Impact Analysis

It is not currently known if any of the associated projects under the WWMP would be located in or
adjacent to lands under a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), a Natural Communities Conservation Plan
(NCCP), or a Multiple Species Conservation Plan (MSCP) (Otay 2012). If however, a project is placed
in, near or adjacent to a known habitat preserve area, it shall follow all applicable PDFs and mitigation
measures from the 2010 PEIR for the 2009 WRMP Update. These would ensure that all respective land
use agency guidelines of the County of San Diego, City of San Diego, and the City of Chula Vista
pertaining to HCPs, NCCPs, and MSCPs are incorporated into the project design (Otay 2010).
Implementing these PDFs and mitigation measures would reduce any potential impacts to natural
communities to a level of less that significant (Otay 2010).

4.8.4 Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation

Land Use and Planning Cumulative Issue Summary

Would implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update have a cumulatively considerable contribution to a
cumulative land use and planning impact considering past, present, and probable future projects?

Cumulative Impact Significant WRMP Contribution

Conflicts with regional HCPs/NCCPs, in terms Yes Not cumulatively considerable with

of indirect impacts to biological resources in implementation of LU-PDF-1, LU-PDF-2,
MSCP reserves. LU-PDF-3, and LU-SCP-1.

Impact Analysis

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore the cumulative impacts and mitigation are
identical to the 2009 WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by
reference (Otay 2010). Cumulative impacts are evaluated for environmental issues for which the impacts
associated with implementation of the WWMP would be significant or less than significant. Since
implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update would not physically divide an established community or
conflict with any land use plan, policy or regulation of the County of San Diego, the City of San Diego, or
the City of Chula Vista, these issues are not addressed in this section.

Comparable to the 2009 WRMP Update, land disturbances and the construction of projects associated
with the WWMP may result in impacts to biological resources in or adjacent to protected natural
communities, such as HCPs or MSCPs (e.g., from downstream siltation, stormwater runoff, lighting,
noises). For these reasons, the cumulative impact to natural communities from the implementation of the
WWMP could be significant; however, if the above mentioned PDFs and mitigation measures (from the
2010 PEIR) are followed then any WWMP projects would not result in regionally cumulative impacts.
Refer to Section 4.8.4, pp. 4.8-10 to 4.8-11 in the 2010 PEIR for more detailed analysis (Otay 2010).

4.8.5 CEQA Checklist Items Deemed Not Significant or Not
Applicable to the 2012 WWMP Supplement

Would implementation of any of the projects under the WWMP physically divide an established
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community?

The WWMP is not anticipated to create a physical divide between established communities as the pipes
associated with the plan are anticipated to be buried underground and the plants are not anticipated to be
large enough as to create a divide.

Would implementation of the WWMP conflict with any land use plan, policy or regulation of an agency
with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local
coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

Subsections (d) and (e) within Section 53901 of the California Government Code state that local agency
zoning ordinances (and by inference the planning policies of local land use agencies) do not apply to the
location or construction of facilities for the production, generation, storage, treatment, or transmission of
water. Therefore, implementation of the WWMP would not conflict with any land use plan, policy, or
regulation of the County of San Diego, the City of San Diego, or the City of Chula Vista. Furthermore, as
outlined in Section 4.8.2.2 above, there are many policies within these agency general plans that support
the provision of water infrastructure. Therefore, no further analysis is required.
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4.9 Noise

The 2010 PEIR for the 2009 WRMP Update described existing conditions within the planning area with
respect to noise; the potential physical environmental effects (direct, indirect, and/or cumulative) related
to these issues resulting from development projects under the WWMP; and the project design features,
standard construction practices, and mitigation/performance measures to reduce or avoid the identified
impacts. Refer to Section 4.2 (Biological Resources) of this SPEIR for a discussion of potential noise
impacts associated with noise-sensitive avian species (Otay 2010).

This section of the SPEIR is intended to supplement the previous information and analysis contained
within the corresponding section of the 2010 PEIR. For the analysis of the WWMP, some of the original
analysis within the PEIR was not significantly changed and therefore does not need additional
analysis/updating. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Section 4.9.1 — Environmental
Setting and 4.9.2 — Regulatory Framework, pp. 4.9-1 to 4.9-8) (Otay 2010).

4.9.1 Environmental Setting

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore the environmental setting with respect to
noise is identical to the 2012 WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby
incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

4.9.2 Regulatory Framework

Federal

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore the regulations are identical to the 2009
WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

State

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore the regulations are identical to the 2009
WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

Local

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore the regulations are identical to the 2009
WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

4.9.3 Impacts and Mitigation

Issue 1 — Substantial Permanent Increases in Ambient Noise Levels
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Noise Issue 1 Summary

Would implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels or expose persons to noise in excess of standards?

Impact: Implementation of project design feature Noi- Mitigation: No mitigation is required.
PDF-1 would reduce potential operational noise sources

from CIP pump stations and water supply projects to the

noise level limits established by the applicable

jurisdictions.

Significance Before Mitigation: Less than significant. Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant.

Impact Analysis

The 2009 WRMP Update dealt with CIP projects, such as pump stations, which are a significant source of
long-term noise (Otay 2010). A potential project under the WWMP that could be a source of substantial
permanent increases in noise levels is the expansion of the RWCWRF to meet the District’s increased
wastewater demands (Otay 2012). The current RWCWREF represents a significant source of noise to the
surrounding area with pumps, machinery, and associated worker vehicle trips.

An expansion of this wastewater facility has the potential to be an even more significant source of
operational noise; however, with implementation of the Noi-PDF-1 from the 2010 PEIR, this would
ensure that exterior noise levels from the facility are not above jurisdictional thresholds to the surrounding
land uses (Otay 2010). Another potential permanent noise source could come in the form of increased
worker daily trips due to an expanded facility needing more workers. It is not known at this time if an
expansion of the RWCWRF would need more workers. If it did, it is likely that workers would work on
staggered work schedules, thus reducing any increase in traffic noise. Any impacts due to the amount of
worker trips necessary with an upgraded treatment plant would be analyzed if the plant is upgraded, but
would expect to be such a negligible impact, that it is not considered significant.

With the use of Noi-PDF-1 from the 2010 PEIR and other associated measures, impacts from substantial
permanent increases in ambient noise levels would be less than significant. Refer to Section 4.9.3.1, pp.
4.9-8 t0 4.9-11 in the 2010 PEIR for more detailed analysis (Otay 2010).

Issue 2 — Temporary Increases in Ambient Noise

Noise Issue 2 Summary

Would implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity?

Impact: Although construction of CIP projects would Mitigation: No mitigation is required.
temporarily increase ambient noise levels in the project

vicinity, Noi-SCP-1 would ensure compliance with

applicable local noise ordinances and regulations, and Noi-

SCP-2 would require implementation of the OWD

Standard Specifications for Explosives and Blasting.

Implementation of these SCPs would reduce impacts

associated with temporary increases in ambient noise.

Significance Before Mitigation: Less than significant. Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant.

Impact Analysis
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Like the projects associated with the 2009 WRMP Update, many planned projects within the WWMP
would result in temporary increases in ambient noise levels due to construction. Construction activities
associated with WWMP projects would also be very similar to the construction of the projects within the
2009 WRMP Update, except that it is unlikely that any WWMP projects would require blasting as a
means of construction (Otay 2010; 2012). At this time though, many projects and features of the WWMP
are still in the design phase, and information regarding the specific number and type of construction
equipment required and duration is still unknown. Therefore, it is unknown whether or not construction
for the WWMP (individually or collectively) would exceed the noise levels established by applicable
noise ordinances. With implementation of the Noi-SCP-1 contained within the 2010 PEIR, temporary
noise impacts from construction would be less than significant. Refer to Section 4.9.3.2, pp. 4.9-11 to 4.9-
13 in the 2010 PEIR for further detailed impact analysis and the required SCP (Otay 2010).

Issue 3 — Excessive Groundborne Vibration or Noise

Noise Issue 4 Summary

Would implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update result in the exposure of persons to or generation of
excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

Impact: Construction of CIP projects may temporarily Mitigation: No mitigation is required.
result in excessive groundborne vibration and noise that

may affect surrounding land uses. However,

implementation of the OWD Standard Specifications for

Explosives and Blasting (Noi-SCP-2) would reduce

groundborne vibration from construction activities-

Significance Before Mitigation: Less than significant. Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant.

Impact Analysis

The construction of projects associated with the WWMP, like the projects associated with the 2009
WRMP Update, could result in temporary sources of vibration to surrounding land uses. One difference
between the two is that it is unlikely for any WWMP projects to require blasting as a method of
construction. The projects under the WWMP will follow all necessary SCPs contained within the 2010
PEIR to ensure that impacts from groundborne vibration or noise are minimized. This corresponding
section contained within the 2010 PEIR, would not need further analysis or updating. Refer to Section
4.9.3.3, pp. 4.9-14 to 4.9-15 in the 2010 PEIR for impact analysis and required PDF (Otay 2010).

4.9.4 Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation

Energy Cumulative Issue Summary
Would implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update have a cumulatively considerable contribution to the
inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary use of energy considering past, present, and probable future projects?
Cumulative Impact Significant WRMP Contribution

Energy Consumption No Not cumulatively considerable with implementation of
measures Ene-PDF-1 through Ene-PDF-4.
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Impact Analysis

Noise by definition is a localized phenomenon, and decreases in magnitude as distance from the source
increases.

As discussed in the previous sections, the projects associated with the WWMP, such as the expansion of
the RWCWRF could potentially be a source of substantial permanent noise. However, following the
recommended Noi-PDF-1 contained within the original 2010 PEIR (see Section 4.9.3.1 above) would
reduce any potential substantial permanent ambient noise increase impacts to surrounding land uses and
not be locally cumulatively significant. Another potential permanent noise source could come in the form
of increased worker daily trips due to an expanded facility needing more workers. As discussed
previously in Section 4.9.3.1, the amount of worker trips necessary with an upgraded treatment plant
would be analyzed to determine if there is an impact, but would likely be such a negligible impact, that it
would not be considered locally cumulatively significant either. Refer to Section 4.9.4.1, pp. 4.9-15 to
4.9-16 in the 2010 PEIR for more detailed cumulative impact analysis and required PDFs/SCPS (Otay
2010).

As mentioned previously in Section 4.9.3.2, temporary increases in ambient noise would likely occur as a
result of WWMP project construction. But with implementation of the Noi-SCP-1 contained within the
2010 PEIR, temporary noise impacts from construction would be less than significant and would thus not
be locally cumulatively significant either. Refer to Section 4.9.4.1, pp. 4.9-14 to 4.9-15 in the 2010 PEIR
for more detailed cumulative impact analysis and required PDFs/SCPs (Otay 2010).

As mentioned previously in Section 4.9.3.3, the construction of projects associated with the WWMP,
could result in temporary sources of vibration to surrounding land uses. These projects will follow all
necessary SCPs contained within the 2010 PEIR to ensure that impacts from groundborne vibration or
noise are minimized. Following the recommendations of the SCPs, would also ensure that impacts due to
groundborne vibration would not be locally cumulatively significant. Refer to Section 4.9.4.2, pp. 4.9-16
in the 2010 PEIR for more detailed cumulative impact analysis and required PDFs/SCPs (Otay 2010).

4.9.5 CEQA Checklist Items Deemed Not Significant or Not
Applicable to the 2012 WRMP Update

Would implementation of WWMP expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive
noise levels resulting from aircraft?

The planning area is located within two miles of one public airport and one private airstrip. The planning
area is subject to periodic aircraft and helicopter flyovers from regional airports, however, the projects
under the WWMP do not contain any residential housing. Therefore, no impact would occur, and no
further analysis is required.
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4.10 Public Safety

This section of the SPEIR for the 2012 WRMP Update describes existing conditions within the planning
area with respect to public safety; the potential physical environmental effects (direct, indirect, and/or
cumulative) related to this issue resulting from development of CIP projects under the 2012 WRMP
Update; and the project design features, standard construction practices, and mitigation/performance
measures to reduce or avoid the identified impacts.

4.10.1 Environmental Setting

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore the environmental setting is identical to the
2009 WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay
2010).

4.10.2 Regulatory Framework

Federal

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the of the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore the regulations are identical to the 2009
WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

State
The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore the regulations are identical to the 2009
WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).
Local
The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the

Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore the regulations are identical to the 2009
WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).

4.10.3 Impacts and Mitigation

Issue 1 — Transport, Use, and Disposal of Hazardous Materials and Accidental Releases

Hazards and Hazardous Materials Issue 1 Summary

Would implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update result in a significant hazard to the public
or the environment through the transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials; through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the likely release of hazardous materials into the environment; or through
hazardous emissions within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?
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Impact: Implementation of a Hazardous Materials Mitigation: No mitigation is required.
Business Plan (Haz-SCP-1 and Haz-PDF-1) would reduce

hazards to the public or the environment through

transportation, use, and disposal of hazardous materials

resulting from CIP construction and operations under the

2012 WRMP Update, and associated accidental releases of

hazardous materials into the environment and near schools.

Significance Before Mitigation: Less than significant. Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant.

Impact Analysis

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore the impacts and mitigation are identical to
the 2009 WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference

(Otay 2010).

Issue 2—-Listed Hazardous Materials Sites

Hazards and Hazardous Materials Issue 2 Summary
Would implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update result in activities located on a listed hazardous materials site
creating a significant hazard to the public or environment?

Impact: CIP construction activities could be located on or Mitigation: A Remediation Plan shall be implemented if
near listed hazardous materials sites resulting in a contaminated soils or groundwater is encountered during

significant hazard to the public or the environment. CIP construction activities (Haz-2A).
Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant.

Significance Before Mitigation: Potentially significant.

Impact Analysis

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore the impacts and mitigation are identical to
the 2009 WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference

(Otay 2010).

Issue 3 — Emergency Response and Evacuation Plans

Hazards and Hazardous Materials Issue 3 Summary
Would implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Impact: Implementation of a traffic control plan (Haz- Mitigation: No mitigation is required.
SCP-2) would reduce impacts associated with

temporary, construction-related lane and road closures

or detours and their potential impairment or

interference with adopted emergency response and

evacuation plans.

Significance Before Mitigation: Less than significant. Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant.
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Impact Analysis

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore the impacts and mitigation are identical to
the 2009 WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference

(Otay 2010).

4.10.4 Cumulative Impacts And Mitigation

Public Safety Cumulative Issue Summary

Would implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update have a cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative
public safety impacts considering past, present, and probable future projects?

Cumulative Impact Significant WRMP Contribution
Transport, use, and disposal of hazardous Yes Not cumulatively considerable with
materials and accidental releases into the implementation of Haz-SCP-1 and Haz-PDF-1.

environment and near schools.

Impact Analysis

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore the impacts and mitigation are identical to
the 2009 WRMP as analyzed by the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference
(Otay 2010).

4.10.5 CEQA Checklist Items Deemed Not Significant Or Not
Applicable to the 2012 WRMP Update

The construction and operation of the CIP projects identified in the WWMP fall wholly within the
Northeast corner of the 2009 WRMP Update area. Therefore CEQA Checklist Items Deemed Not
Significant or Not Applicable to the 2012 WRMP Update are identical to the 2009 WRMP as analyzed by
the 2010 PEIR. That information is hereby incorporated by reference (Otay 2010).
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CHAPTER 5.0
OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS

CEQA Guidelines Section 15128 requires that an EIR disclose the reasons why various possible
environmental effects of a proposed project are found not to be significant and, therefore, are not
discussed in detail in the EIR. Environmental issues found to have potentially significant impacts are
addressed in Chapter 4 of this SPEIR. Chapter 4 also discusses issues that were found to have no
potential for a significant impact under the subsections titled “CEQA Checklist Items Found Not to be
Significant or Deemed Not Applicable to the 2012 WRMP Update” found at the end of each
topical section. However, several issues that were found to have no potential for a significant impact or
are not applicable to the 2012 WRMP Update did not fall under the topics analyzed in Chapter 4,
and are therefore discussed in Sections 5.1 and 5.2 below.

Section 15126 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that all aspects of a project be considered when
evaluating its impact on the environment, including planning, acquisition, development, and operation. As
part of this analysis, the following three issues are also addressed in this chapter:

. Growth-inducing impacts (Section 5.3);

. Significant environmental effects that cannot be avoided upon implementation of the 2012
WRMP Update (Section 5.4); and

. Significant irreversible environmental effects associated with implementation of the 2012 WRMP
Update (Section 5.5).

5.1 Effects Found Not To Be Significant

Implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update would not result in significant impacts to agricultural
resources, mineral resources, and transportation and traffic, as discussed below and, therefore, further
analysis in this SPEIR is not necessary.

5.1.1 Agricultural Resources

Would implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural
use?

According to the Important Farmland Map of Western San Diego County (California Resources Agency
2008), none of the CIP projects under the 2012 WRMP Update would be on land designated Prime
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance. Therefore, no impacts to agricultural
resources would occur as a result of implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update, and no further analysis
is required.

Would implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or
a Williamson Act contract?

According to the California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, there are
no portions of the planning area that are within or adjacent to a Williamson Act contract. Furthermore,
pursuant to Section 53901 of the California Government Code, local agency zoning ordinances do not
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apply to the location or construction of facilities for the production, generation, storage, treatment, or
transmission of water; therefore, agricultural zoning would not apply to CIP projects under the 2012
WRMP Update. Accordingly, the 2012 WRMP Update would not conflict with any Williamson Act
contracts or existing zoning for agricultural uses, and no further analysis is required.

Would implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update involve other changes in the existing environment,
which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of farmland, to non-agricultural use?

Implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update would not convert agricultural lands to non-agricultural uses.
Therefore, no impacts to agricultural resources would occur as a result of implementation of the 2012
WRMP Update, and no further analysis is required.

5.1.2 Mineral Resources

Would implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and to the residents of the State, or result in the loss of a
locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or
other land use plan?

The majority of the western portion of the planning area is designated as Mineral Resource Zone 3 (MRZ
3; mineral resources potentially present) by the County of San Diego (DPLU 2007), and portions of the
Sweetwater and Otay river valleys and some of the minor drainages feeding into these rivers are
designated as MRZ 2 (mineral resources present). Several of the new CIP treatment and pump stations
under the 2012 WRMP Update would be constructed on disturbed sites adjacent to existing OWD
facilities, and therefore would not result in the loss of potential mineral resources.

5.1.3 Transportation and Traffic

Would implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase
in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at
intersections)?

Construction of CIP projects under the 2012 WRMP Update would generate a minor amount of daily
construction-related trips from trucks hauling soil and/or demolition materials from the construction sites;
trucks delivering equipment and materials to/from the construction sites; and construction workers driving
to/from the construction sites. These localized increases in construction traffic would be temporary.
Traffic associated with operation of the CIP projects are primarily from employee commutes. However,
operation of CIP projects proposed under the 2012 WRMP Update would not generate a significant
volume of new vehicle trips. The maintenance for most of the CIP projects may require approximately
one visit per day by OWD employees. Such incremental increases in vehicle trips would not be
substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of intersections, street segments and
freeways within the planning area, and no further analysis is required.

Would implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update exceed either individually or cumulatively, a level of
service standard established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or
highways?

As discussed in the preceding paragraph, the incremental increases in short-term, construction-related
vehicle trips and long-term operational trips associated with the CIP projects under the 2012 WRMP
Update would not be substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the circulation
system, and therefore would not exceed a level of service standard for intersections, street segments and
freeways within the planning area. Since there would be no direct or cumulative traffic impacts
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associated with implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update, no further analysis is required.
Would implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update result in inadequate emergency access?

Compliance with applicable building codes would ensure that any driveways or other emergency access
points would be adequately provided at each CIP reservoir and pump station, where necessary. Therefore,
development of CIP reservoirs and pump stations under the 2012 WRMP Update would not result in
inadequate emergency access, and no further analysis is required.

Would implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update result in inadequate parking capacity?

The only parking that would be necessary at the CIP reservoirs, pump stations, and wells would be one
permanent parking space for an OWD vehicle for maintenance and repair purposes. Therefore,
development of CIP reservoirs and pump stations under the 2012 WRMP Update would not result in
inadequate parking capacity, and no further analysis is required.

Would implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?

As mentioned previously, the OWD water transmission facilities are not subject to local agency zoning
requirements pursuant to Section 53901 of the California Government Code. Due to this exemption,
implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
supporting alternative transportation, and no further analysis is required.

5.2 CEQA Checklist Items Not Applicable to the 2012
WRMP Update

The following four topics were not analyzed in Chapter 4.0 of this SPEIR because they are not
applicable to the 2012 WRMP Update: population and housing, public services, recreation, and utilities
and service systems. Additionally, two issues regarding transportation and traffic were found to be not
applicable to the 2012 WRMP Update. The rationales for these findings are explained below.

5.2.1 Population and Housing

Implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update would not displace substantial numbers of existing housing
or people, otherwise necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. Therefore, there
would be no impact to housing, and no further analysis is required. The potential for the 2012 WRMP
Update to induce substantial population growth, either directly or indirectly is discussed in Section 5.3
below.

5.2.2 Public Services

Implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update would not result in impacts associated with maintaining
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for fire protection services,
police protection services, schools, parks, or any other public facilities. As such, implementation of the
2012 WRMP Update would not require provision of new or physically altered fire protection, police
protection, school, and park facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts. Therefore, there would be no impact to public services, and no further analysis is required.

5.2.3 Recreation

Implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update would not impact the use of parks or other recreational

£2 ARCADIS 5-3 Otay Water District
tuare ot Endemric ok Wastewater Management Plan Draft Supplemental PEIR April 2013



5.0 Other CEQA Considerations

facilities, such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated, nor
would it include require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities which may have an
adverse physical effect on the environment. Therefore, there would be no impact to recreational facilities,
and no further analysis is required.

5.2.4 Transportation and Traffic

Implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update would not change air traffic volumes that would result in
substantial safety risks. Additionally, implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update would not involve any
roadway or intersection improvements that could substantially increase hazards due to a design feature
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections). Therefore, there would be no impact to air traffic patterns
or no traffic safety hazards, and no further analysis is required.

5.2.5 Utilities and Service Systems

As stated in Section 3.4.1 (Purpose, Project Description) of this SPEIR, the primary purpose of the
2012 WMMP is to supplement the 2012 WRMP Update, identify and evaluate current wastewater
facilities, design feasible wastewater management strategies that allow the OWD to meet projected future
wastewater needs within the OWD planning areas of influence, and to develop a phased and systematic
approach to implement wastewater management strategies consistent with SANDAG forecasts, through
2030. In addition, another primary purpose of the 2012 WMMP is to ensure an adequate, reliable,
flexible, and cost effective wastewater collection and treatment commensurate with growth within the
planning area and adjacent areas of influence, consistent with SANDAG forecasts, through 2030. As
discussed in Section 4.10 (Public Safety) of this SPEIR, all demolition debris and construction waste
associated with construction of CIP projects under the 2012 WRMP Update would be properly handled
and disposed of, in accordance with federal, State and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.
Moreover, the long-term operations of CIP projects under the 2012 WRMP Update would not generate
solid waste that would impact the permitted capacity of area landfills.

5.3 Growth Inducement

As required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d), an EIR must include a discussion of the ways in
which a proposed project could directly or indirectly foster economic development or population growth,
and how that growth would affect the surrounding environment. Growth can be induced in a number of
ways, including the elimination of obstacles to growth, or through the stimulation of economic activity
within the region. The discussion of the “removal of obstacles to growth” relates directly to the removal
of infrastructure limitations or regulatory constraints that could result in growth unforeseen at the time of
project approval. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d), “it must not be assumed that
growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the environment.” The
CEQA Guidelines require a discussion of growth inducement, but not speculation as to when, where and
what form growth may occur, as such speculation does not provide the reader with accurate or useful
information about the project’s potential effects.

Future growth rates and associated wastewater treatment demands within the planning area were
estimated within the 2012 WRMP Update to identify the CIP projects that would be needed to serve
OWD customers. As discussed in Chapter 4.0 (Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation) of this SPEIR, data
on future growth were obtained from SANDAG, the City of Chula Vista, and recent forecasts
developed by the OWD. The following sections discuss these data sources, the growth rates estimated
for the planning area, and how this data relates to direct and indirect growth inducement with regards
to implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update WWMP.
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5.3.1 San Diego Association of Governments

SANDAG is a regional planning agency comprised of 18 representatives from city and county
governments within the San Diego area. SANDAG is the regional authority for the creation of planning,
transportation, and growth forecast documents. The growth projections in the 2012 WRMP Update are
based partly on SANDAG’s 2004 Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP). The RCP provides growth
projections based on land use data provided by local jurisdictions, and also provides a regional framework
to help guide growth and development throughout San Diego. As such, the planning horizon for both the
RCP and the 2012 WRMP Update is the year 2030.

With the exception of the portion of the planning area within the City of Chula Vista, the 2012 WRMP
Update utilized land use data from SANDAG as a basis for estimating and predicting future land use
types and associated water consumption. As various land uses have different water requirements, these
land use estimations were used to predict and size capacities for CIP projects under the 2012 WRMP
Update.

5.3.2 City of Chula Vista

The southern portion of the planning area is within the jurisdiction of the City of Chula Vista. Between
the time frame of the 2002 WRMP and the present 2012 WRMP Update, Chula Vista has grown by
nearly 11,500 new residential units (PBS&J 2008). As such, future capacity and water consumption
requirements within the portion of the planning area encompassed by Chula Vista were estimated by
utilizing residential growth forecasts for the years 2008 through 2012 (City of Chula Vista 2007).

5.3.3 OWD Forecasts

Estimated future capacity needs within the planning area were also calculated by utilizing the OWD’s
known water consumption data from water meters. This data was applied to land use predictions from
SANDAG, the City of Chula Vista, and the County of San Diego to estimate future recycled water and
sewer demand within undeveloped portions of the planning area.

5.3.4 Direct and Indirect Growth-Inducing Effects

Implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update would not directly create or induce growth within the
planning area because the OWD has no land use authority and cannot approve land development. As
stated in Section 5.3 above, indirect growth may result from the removal of physical impediments or
restrictions to growth, as well as the removal of planning impediments resulting from land use plans and
policies. In this context, physical growth impediments may include nonexistent or inadequate access to an
area or the lack of essential public services (e.g., sewer service), while planning impediments may include
restrictive zoning and/or general plan designations.

Many of the CIP projects under the 2012 WRMP Update would be constructed at sites that contain
existing OWD facilities; therefore, these projects would not result in indirect growth effects. The
construction of new CIP facilities within undeveloped areas would be phased commensurate with planned
growth; therefore, these projects would also not result in indirect growth effects because the timing of
implementation is intended to serve the recycled water and wastewater needs of specified planned
developments as they are approved. In other words, none of the CIP projects under the 2012
WRMP Update would be developed in anticipation of unforeseen or unplanned future growth.
Therefore, implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update would not be growth-inducing because it would
not remove an impediment to growth.

Furthermore, construction of CIP projects under the 2012 WRMP Update would generate new jobs
throughout the planning area, but this additional economic activity would be incremental compared to the
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economic growth of the greater San Diego region. Therefore, implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update
would not be growth-inducing because it would not foster substantial economic expansion or growth in
the region.

5.4 Significant and Unavoidable Environmental Impacts

Section 15126.2(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires the identification of significant impacts that would
not be avoided, even with the implementation of PDFs, SCPs, and feasible mitigation/performance
measures. The final determination of significance of impacts and of the feasibility of
mitigation/performance measures will be made by the OWD Board of Directors as part of their
certification of this SPEIR. Sections 4.1 through 4.10 of this SPEIR provide a programmatic
evaluation of the potentially significant environmental effects and corresponding mitigation/performance
measures associated with implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update. According to this evaluation, all
potential environmental effects would be reduced to less than significant levels with implementation of
identified PDFs, SCPs and feasible mitigation/performance measures, and no significant unavoidable
environmental impacts would remain.

5.5 Significant Irreversible Environmental Effects

Section 15126.2(c) of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of any significant irreversible
environmental changes that would be caused by a proposed project, as follows:

Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be
irreversible, since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter
unlikely. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway improvement which
provides access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to similar uses.
Also, irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with the project.
Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such current consumption is
justified.

Generally, a project would result in significant irreversible environmental changes if:

The primary and secondary impacts would generally commit future generations to similar
uses;

The project would involve a large commitment of nonrenewable resources;

The project involves uses in which irreversible damage would result from any potential
environmental accidents associated with the project; or

The proposed consumption of resources is not justified (e.g., the project involves the wasteful
use of energy).

Development and construction of wastewater infrastructure produces recycled water and under the 2012
WRMP Update would allow the OWD to continue to supply recycled water to its current and future
users within the planning area. Resources that would be permanently and continually consumed by
implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update include water, electricity, natural gas, and fossil fuels.
However, the amount and rate of consumption of these resources would not result in significant
environmental impacts or the unnecessary, inefficient, or wasteful use of resources for the reasons
given in Section 5.2.5 above (refer to discussion of wastewater and the production of recycled water
supply) and Section 4.4 (Energy) of this SPEIR. Nonetheless, construction and operations associated
with implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update would result in the irretrievable commitment of
nonrenewable energy resources. It is also possible that new technologies or systems would emerge, or
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would become more cost-effective or user-friendly, upon which OWD may rely to further reduce their
reliance on nonrenewable energy resources. Overall, the consumption of natural resources associated with
implementation of the 2012 WRMP Update is expected to increase at a lesser rate than the projected
population increase within the planning area due to the variety of energy conservation measures that the
OWD will continue to implement, expand and develop in their continual quest to achieve energy
efficiency for their construction and operational activities (refer to Section 4.4, Energy, of this SPEIR).

The CEQA Guidelines also require a discussion of the potential for irreversible environmental damage
caused by an accident. As discussed in Section 4.10 (Public Safety) of this SPEIR, the OWD uses,
transports, stores, and disposes of hazardous materials in accordance with applicable federal, State and
local regulations, as well as with existing OWD programs, practices, and procedures related to hazardous
materials, to reduce the likelihood and severity of accidents that would result in irreversible
environmental damage. Therefore, implementation of Haz-PDF-1 would reduce hazards to the public or
the environment through the transport, storage, use, or disposal of hazardous materials during CIP
operations, and associated accidental releases of hazardous materials into the environment and near
schools, to a less than significant level.
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CHAPTER 6.0
PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires an EIR to describe and evaluate a range of
reasonable alternatives to a proposed project, or alternatives to the location of a proposed project. The
purpose of the alternatives analysis is to explore ways that most of the basic objectives of a proposed
project could be attained, while reducing or avoiding significant environmental impacts of the project as
proposed. This approach is intended to foster informed decision-making and public participation in the
environmental process.

This chapter evaluates alternatives to the 2012 WRMP Update and examines the potential environmental
impacts associated with each alternative. The State CEQA Guidelines indicate that EIRs are required to
evaluate a “...range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which could
feasibly attain the basic objectives of the project” (Section 15126.6[a] State CEQA Guidelines).
According to the Guidelines, not every conceivable alternative must be addressed, nor do infeasible
alternatives need be considered. Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines lists the factors that may be
taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives: site suitability, economic viability,
availability of infrastructure, other plans or regulatory limitations, and jurisdictional boundaries. The
Guidelines also state that the discussion of alternatives should focus on “...alternatives capable of
avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives could
impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives or would be more costly” (Section
15166.6[b] State CEQA Guidelines). CEQA further directs that “...the significant effects of the
alternatives shall be discussed, but in less detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed”
(Section 15126.6[d] State CEQA Guidelines).

6.1 Project Objectives

As stated in Section 3.4.2 (Goals and Objectives, Project Description) of this SPEIR, the goals and
objectives of the 2012 WRMP Update include the following actions:

. Update Planning Criteria: Update the OWD Land Use Database to incorporate recent
and future population projections and planned development projects. Review system
performance criteria based upon planning criteria, and make recommendations for revised or
new criteria, as required. Evaluate compliance of existing potable and recycled water
distribution systems with established planning criteria.

Update Hydraulic Model: Convert the 2002 hydraulic models into a new modeling program
that incorporates OWD’s Geographic Information Systems capabilities. Calibrate the hydraulic
models to observed actual conditions utilizing data derived from the SCADA (Supervisory Control
and Data Acquisition) system.

. Evaluate Existing Waste Water Management Systems: Make recommendations for
improvements to correct deficiencies of existing systems, and to meet demands of the future
planning area and identified area of influence based upon development patterns, types, location
and timing.

. Evaluate Future Wastewater Management Systems: Conduct additional hydraulic modeling
for each pressure zone and system to analyze distribution system facilities under 6-year
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(2009-2015) and ultimate (2016-2030) demand conditions. Recommend future CIP projects
to serve these conditions.

. Update CIP: Develop a phased implementation plan for recommended CIP projects,
and estimated costs for identified projects. Incorporate water resource strategies, short-term
implementation strategies, and infrastructure needs for the long-term strategies identified in
OWD’s IWRP.

6.2 Otay Water District Wastewater Management Plan

Currently the District receives approximately 1.36 MGD of wastewater from the Jamacha Basin and treats
approximately 1.3 MGD at the Ralph W. Chapman Water Recycling Facility (RWCWRF). Any excess
flows beyond the RWCWRF’s capacity are diverted through the Rancho San Diego Outfall Facilities to
the City of San Diego Metropolitan Wastewater System.

6.3 Alternatives Analyzed

This section presents an evaluation of four alternatives to the proposed 2012 WRMP Update: No Project
Alternative (Alternative 1), Eliminate Wastewater Treatment Within District (Alternative 2), Recycle All
Wastewater Flows Within District (Alternative 3), and Recycle All Wastewater Flows Within District
And Expanding To Accept Wastewater From Other Service Areas (Alternative 4). For all four
alternatives, a brief description is included, followed by a summary impact analysis relative to the 2012
WRMP Update, and an assessment of the degree to which the alternative would meet the goals and
objectives of the 2012 WRMP Update.

6.3.1 No Project Alternative

Section 15126.6(e) of the CEQA Guidelines requires the No Project Alternative to be addressed in an
EIR. Under this alternative, the OWD Board of Directors would not adopt the 2012 WRMP Update.

Impact Analysis

Alternative 1 would not necessarily prevent the implementation of the CIP projects listed in the 2012
WRMP Update. Without the 2012 WRMP Update, these projects could still be constructed on an
individual basis. The potential environmental impacts associated with implementation of the CIP
projects identified in this SPEIR would still occur. These impacts would be reduced to less than
significant levels with implementation of the various PDFs, SCPs, and mitigation/performance measures
identified in this SPEIR.

Ability to Accomplish Project Objectives

Alternative 1 would not meet any of the objectives identified for the 2012 WRMP Update. Under this
alternative, OWD would not be able to fulfill State, regional, and local polices which mandate the
development of alternative water sources. This would hinder OWD’s ability to meet the future
wastewater demands of the planning area. In addition, this alternative would deny OWD the opportunity
to streamline the environmental review of future projects with this SPEIR and subsequent tiered CEQA
documents.

6.3.2 Eliminate Wastewater Treatment Within District

Alternative 2 would eliminate the capacity for OWD to treat wastewater, passing all wastewater to
neighboring communities.
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Under Alternative 2, the District would abandon the current wastewater treatment operations at the
RWCWREF and all wastewater flows collected by the District would be conveyed to the City of SD
Metropolitan Wastewater System. Other components associated with this alternative include,
decommissioning the RWCWREF; implementing the required Rancho San Diego PS improvements;
maintaining and improving the wastewater collection system based on hydraulic modeling.

Treatment options for wastewater flows being conveyed to the City of SD Metropolitan Wastewater
System could be to either maintain current primary treatment or implement secondary treatment.
Recycled water supply options under this alternative include receiving reclaimed water from the SBWRP
and/or the proposed City of Chula Vista reclamation facility.

Impact Analysis

Alternative 2 may result in incrementally reduced impacts to biological resources, in comparison to the
proposed CIP projects. However, biological impacts in undeveloped areas could still occur due to the
decommissioning and demolition activities associated with the action. Temporary impacts to air quality
may incrementally decrease with this alternative, as it may take less time to demolish facilities.
Impacts to cultural resources may also be reduced. In general, Alternative 2 may result in less
environmental impacts in comparison to the proposed CIP projects, but increases cumulative impacts in
surrounding communities.

Ability to Accomplish Project Objectives

Alterative 2 would not meet the objectives identified for the 2012 WRMP Update. The CIP projects
listed in the 2012 WRMP Update are designed to meet the waste water management demands of the
planning area and identified area of influence based upon development patterns, types, location and
timing. This could result in increased impacts to air quality, cultural resources, energy consumption,
landform alteration, water quality, and noise.

6.3.3 Recycle All Wastewater Flows Within District

Alternative 3 would continue collecting and treating wastewater at the RWCWRF under the current
capacity of 1.3 MGD or operations could potentially be expanded to approximately 2.6 MGD. Excess
flows beyond the RWCWRF’s capacity would be conveyed to the City of SD Metropolitan Wastewater
System. Other components associated with this alternative include implementing the required Rancho
San Diego PS improvements and maintaining and improving the wastewater collection system based on
hydraulic modeling.

Options for solid waste disposal would include continuing current practices of conveyance to the
Metropolitan Wastewater System or handling/treating solid waste onsite and disposing residuals in
landfill. Treatment options for wastewater flows being conveyed to the City of SD Metropolitan
Wastewater System could be to either maintain current primary treatment or implement secondary
treatment. Recycled water supply options under this alternative include receiving reclaimed water from
the RWCWRF, the SBWRP and/or the proposed City of Chula Vista reclamation facility.

Impact Analysis

Alternative 3 may result in no reduced impacts to any environmental resource in comparison to
the proposed CIP projects. In general, Alternative 3 may result in more environmental impacts in
comparison to the proposed CIP projects, but decreases cumulative impacts in surrounding communities.

Ability to Accomplish Project Objectives
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Alterative 3 would meet some of the objectives identified for the 2012 WRMP Update. Under this
alternative, OWD would be able to fulfill State, regional, and local polices which mandate the
development of alternative water sources. This would enhance OWD’s ability to meet the future
wastewater demands of the planning area. The CIP projects listed in the 2012 WRMP Update are
designed to meet the wastewater management demands of the planning area and identified area of
influence based upon development patterns, types, location and timing..

6.3.4 Recycle All Wastewater Flows Within District and Expanding
To Accept Wastewater From Other Service Areas

Alternative 4 would continue collecting and treating wastewater at the RWCWRF under an increased
capacity of up to approximately 3.9 MGD. Under this scenario, the District would be able to treat all
wastewater from the Jamacha Basin and any other service areas that needed wastewater treatment. Excess
flows beyond the RWCWRF’s capacity (if any) would be conveyed to the City of SD Metropolitan
Wastewater System. Other components associated with this alternative include implementing the
required Rancho San Diego PS improvements and maintaining and improving the wastewater collection
system based on hydraulic modeling.

Options for solid waste disposal would include continuing current practices of conveyance to the
Metropolitan Wastewater System or handling/treating solid waste onsite and disposing residuals in
landfill. Treatment options for wastewater flows being conveyed to the City of SD Metropolitan
Wastewater System could be to either maintain current primary treatment or implement secondary
treatment. Recycled water supply options under this alternative include receiving reclaimed water from
the RWCWREF, the SBWRP and/or the proposed City of Chula Vista reclamation facility.

Impact Analysis

Alternative 4 may result in no reduced impacts to any environmental resource in comparison to
the proposed CIP projects. In general, Alternative 4 may result in more environmental impacts in
comparison to the proposed CIP projects, but decreases cumulative impacts in surrounding communities.

Ability to Accomplish Project Objectives

Alterative 4 would meet some of the objectives identified for the 2012 WRMP Update. Under this
alternative, OWD would be able to fulfill State, regional, and local polices which mandate the
development of alternative water sources. This would enhance OWD'’s ability to meet the future
wastewater demands of the planning area. The CIP projects listed in the 2012 WRMP Update are
designed to meet the wastewater management demands of the planning area and identified area of
influence based upon development patterns, types, location and timing.

Environmentally Superior Alternative

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) (2) requires that an EIR identify the environmentally superior
alternative from among the range of reasonable alternatives that are evaluated. Alternative 1 (No
Project Alternative) would avoid all potentially significant environmental impacts identified for the 2012
WRMP Update. However, Alternative 1 would not preclude implementation of some, if not all, of
the CIP projects on an individual basis. In addition, this alternative would not meet any of the
objectives of the 2012 WRMP Update.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) (2) also requires that an EIR identify another alternative as
environmentally superior, besides Alternative 1 (No Project Alternative). In this case, the next
environmentally superior alternative would be Alternative 2 (Eliminate Wastewater Treatment Within
District), which would reduce, but not eliminate, potential impacts to air quality, biological, and
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cultural resources. As this is a long range planning document a preferred alternative will not be
determined in this document.
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CHAPTER 7.0
ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

ACOE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

AMSL above mean sea level

BLM Bureau of Land Management

BMPs Best Management Practices

Caltrans California Department of Transportation

CAPCOA California Climate Action Team

CBC California Building Code

CcC California Coastal Commission

CDFG California Department of Fish and Game

CDFW California Department of Fish and Wildlife

CDMG California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology
CDTSC California Department of Toxic Substances Control
CEC California Energy Commission

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

CIP Capital Improvement Program

COo2 Carbon Dioxide

CWA Clean Water Act

DEH County of San Diego Department of Environmental Health
EIR Environmental Impact Report

ESA Endangered Species Act

Fed/OSHA Federal/Occupational Safety and Health Administration
FHA Federal Highway Administration

ft feet

FY Fiscal Year

GDP General Development Plan

GHG Greenhouse gases

GPM gallons per minute

HCP Habitat Conservation Plan

HMBP Hazardous Materials Business Plan

2 ARCADIS 7-1 Otay Water District

Wastewater Management Plan Draft Supplemental PEIR April 2013



7.0 Acronyms and Abbreviations

1-805 Interstate 805

IWRP Integrated Water Resources Plan

LF linear feet

MGD millions of gallons per day

MRZ Minerals Resources Zone

NAHC Native American Heritage Commission
NCCP Natural Communities Conservation Plan
NHPA National Historic Preservation Society
NRHP National Register of Historic Places

NOP Notice of Preparation

OWD Otay Water District

PDFs Project Design Features

PEIR Program Environmental Impact Report

PS Pump Station

RCP Regional Comprehensive Plan

RWCWRF Ralph W. Chapman Water Recycling Facility
RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board
SAMPs Sub Area Master Plans

SANDAG San Diego Association of Governments
SBWRP South Bay Water Reclamation Plant
SCADA Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition
SCPs Standard Construction Practices

SD San Diego

SDAPCD San Diego Air Pollution Control District
SDCWA San Diego County Water Authority

SIP State Implementation Plan

SPAs Specific/Sectional Planning Areas

SPEIR Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report
SR-94 State Route 94

SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board

UBC Uniform Building Code

U.S. United States

UsDOT United States Department of Transportation
USEPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

2 ARCADIS 7-2 Otay Water District
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7.0 Acronyms and Abbreviations

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
WRMP Water Resources Master Plan
WTP Water Treatment Plan

WWMP Waste Water Management Plan
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8.0 List of Preparers

CHAPTER 8.0 LIST OF PREPARERS

The following professional staff participated in the preparation of this SPEIR.

OTAY WATER DISTRICT (OWD)

Lisa Coburn-Boyd Environmental Compliance Specialist

ARCADIS

Tim Francis Project Manager

Edward Basmadjian Senior Environmental Scientist

Holly Makowski Graphics
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9.0 List of Recipients

CHAPTER 9.0 LIST OF RECIPIENTS

California Department of Parks and Recreation

California Department of Water Resources

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), Region 5
California Department of Public Health

Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC)

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), District 11
California Department of Toxic Substances Control (CDTSC)
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), Region 9
California Resources Agency

State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), Division of Financial Assistance
Valle de Oro Community Planning Group

San Diego Main Public Library

County Public Library, Rancho San Diego Branch

County Public Library, La Mesa Branch

Chula Vista Public Library, Civic Center Branch
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION
PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING NOTICE

OTAY WATER DISTRICT WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN
SUPPLEMENTAL PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (SPEIR) TO THE
OTAY WATER DISTRICT 2009 WATER RESROUCES MASTER PLAN UPDATE
2010 FINAL PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (PEIR)

DATE: July 16", 2012

TO: Responsible, Trustee, and Other Jurisdictional Agencies and Other
Interested Organizations/Individuals

LEAD AGENCY: Otay Water District
2554 Sweetwater Springs Boulevard
Spring Valley, CA 91978-2004

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and State CEQA Guidelines
(CCR Title 14, §§15082(a), 15103, and 15375), this Notice of Preparation (NOP) is hereby sent to
inform you that the Otay Water District (OWD) is preparing a Draft Supplemental Program EIR
(SPEIR) to assess the environmental effects associated with implementation of the Wastewater
Management Plan (WWMP). A Draft Supplemental Program EIR is being prepared pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines §15163, to supplement the 2010 Final Program EIR for the OWD 2009 Water
Resources Master Plan Update (WRMP) because the WWMP contains many features and issues
of wastewater/recycled water that have been previously addressed and analyzed within the
2009 WRMP. This document would also be prepared (pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15168) as
a Program EIR because the WWMP is a policy, not development project, document that
describes several wastewater alternatives for a long-term systematic approach to meet future
wastewater needs through the Year 2030. The WWMP is intended to complement approved
land use development plans and growth projects within the OWD service area and adjacent
areas of influence, consistent with the San Diego Association of Government forecasts. The
WWMP would include projects with new construction and/or demolition associated with
expanding or reducing wastewater facilities, dependent upon which alternative is chosen as the
Preferred Alternative. The SPEIR would provide the basis for subsequent environmental review
of future wastewater projects.

As Lead Agency under CEQA, we need to know the views of your agency as to the scope and
content of the environmental information that is germane to your agency’s statutory
responsibilities in connection with implementation of the WWMP. Your agency may need to
use the SPEIR prepared by the OWD when considering your permit or other approvals. The
OWD requests that any potential responsible or trustee agency respond to this NOP in a
manner consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15082(b). If you are responding as an
interested organization or individual citizen, we need to know your views as to the
environmental information you would like us to address in the Draft SPEIR.



Attachment 1 provides an overview of the WWMP alternatives and its objectives, and a map of
the WWMP planning area and adjacent areas of influence, including sewer service locations is
provided in Attachment 2.

Public Scoping Meeting: A public scoping meeting would be held to provide more information
on the WWMP, and to give the public an opportunity to offer comments and suggestions on the
scope of the Draft SPEIR. The public scoping meeting would provide the OWD with an
opportunity to learn about potential concerns, mitigation measures, and alternatives that may
warrant in-depth analysis in the environmental review process. The date, time, and address of
this meeting are provided below:

Date: August 2", 2012
Time: Between 4:00 PM and 6:00 PM
Place: Otay Water District
Training Room
2554 Sweetwater Springs Boulevard
Spring Valley, CA 91978-2004

Due to the time limits mandated by State Law, your response must be sent at the earliest
possible date, but not later than 30 days after receipt of this NOP. Please send your written
responses, including the name of a contact person and phone number, to:

Lisa Coburn-Boyd

Otay Water District

2554 Sweetwater Springs Boulevard
Spring Valley, CA 91978-2004

Phone: 619-670-2219

Fax:  619-670-8920

E-mail: lisa.coburn-boyd @otaywater.gov

Any written or oral comments received at the public scoping meeting would be considered in
preparing the Draft SPEIR, along with any written comments received during the 30-day NOP
public comment period. All parties that have submitted their names and mailing addresses
would be notified of subsequent actions as part of the environmental review process. If you
wish to be placed on the mailing list or have any questions about the WWMP, please contact
Ms. Lisa Coburn-Boyd at the phone number above.

Signature:

OTAY WATER DISTRICT

Name: Lisa Coburn-Boyd

Title: Environmental Compliance Specialist
Date: July 16,2012

Attachments: Overview of WWMP alternatives
Map of WWMP project area and adjacent areas of influence, including sewer
service locations.


mailto:lisa.coburn-boyd@otaywater.gov

Attachment 1
Overview

The purpose of the Otay Water District (OWD) Wastewater Management Plan (WWMP) is to
supplement the 2009 Water Resources Management Plan Update (WRMP), identify and
evaluate current wastewater facilities (e.g., wastewater pumping stations and treatment
plants), design feasible wastewater management strategies that allow the OWD to meet
projected future wastewater needs within the OWD planning area and adjacent areas of
influence, and to develop a phased and systematic approach to implement the wastewater
management strategies during future time frames. The OWD WWMP would ensure a
wastewater system adequate for projected growth within the OWD planning area and adjacent
areas of influence, consistent with the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG)
forecasts through 2030.

The WWMP currently consists of several wastewater alternatives with differing project features
and components. These alternatives give the OWD the most flexibility in choosing the best
alternative that fulfills their wastewater strategies and meets projected future demand.

e Alternative 1 — Eliminate Wastewater Treatment Within District

Under this alternative, the District would abandon the current wastewater treatment
operations at the Ralph W. Chapman Water Recycling Facility (RWCWRF) and all
wastewater flows collected by the District would be conveyed to the City of San Diego
(SD) Metropolitan Wastewater System. Other components associated with this
alternative include, decommissioning the RWCWRF; implementing the required Rancho
San Diego Pump Station (PS) improvements; maintaining and improving the wastewater
collection system based on hydraulic modeling.

Treatment options for wastewater flows being conveyed to the City of SD Metropolitan
Wastewater System could be to either maintain current primary treatment or
implement secondary treatment. Recycled water supply options under this alternative
include receiving reclaimed water from the SBWRP and/or the planned City of Chula
Vista reclamation facility.

e Alternative 2 — Recycle All Wastewater Flows Within District

Under this alternative, the District would continue collecting and treating wastewater at
the RWCWRF under the current capacity of 1.3 mgd or operations could potentially be
expanded to approximately 2.6 mgd. Excess flows beyond the RWCWRF’s capacity
would be conveyed to the City of SD Metropolitan Wastewater System. Other
components associated with this alternative include implementing the required Rancho
San Diego PS improvements and maintaining and improving the wastewater collection
system based on hydraulic modeling.



Options for solid waste disposal would include continuing current practices of
conveyance to the Metropolitan Wastewater System or handling/treating solid waste
onsite and disposing residuals in landfill. Treatment options for wastewater flows being
conveyed to the City of SD Metropolitan Wastewater System could be to either maintain
current primary treatment or implement secondary treatment. Recycled water supply
options under this alternative include receiving reclaimed water from the RWCWREF, the
SBWRP and/or the planned City of Chula Vista reclamation facility.

e Alternative 3 — Recycle All Wastewater Flows Within District and Expand To Accept
Wastewater From Other Service Areas

Under this alternative, the District would continue collecting and treating wastewater at
the RWCWRF under an increased capacity of up to approximately 3.9 mgd. Under this
scenario, the District would be able to treat all wastewater from the Jamacha Basin and
any other service areas that needed wastewater treatment. Excess flows beyond the
RWCWRF’s capacity (if any) would be conveyed to the City of SD Metropolitan
Wastewater System. Other components associated with this alternative include
implementing the required Rancho San Diego PS improvements and maintaining and
improving the wastewater collection system based on hydraulic modeling.

Options for solid waste disposal would include continuing current practices of
conveyance to the Metropolitan Wastewater System or handling/treating solid waste
onsite and disposing residuals in landfill. Treatment options for wastewater flows being
conveyed to the City of SD Metropolitan Wastewater System could be to either maintain
current primary treatment or implement secondary treatment. Recycled water supply
options under this alternative include receiving reclaimed water from the RWCWREF, the
SBWRP and/or the planned City of Chula Vista reclamation facility.

The process to finalize the WWMP requires addressing environmental impacts for each
wastewater alternative. Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines, OWD must prepare a SPEIR to
obtain approval and formal adoption of the WWMP. The SPEIR would provide an overview of
the wastewater alternatives identified in the WWMP, and their impacts in terms of visual
aesthetics/landform alteration, air quality/global climate change, biological resources, cultural
resources, energy, geology/soils/paleontological resources, hydrology/water quality, land
use/planning, noise, cumulative effects, and growth inducement. The PEIR for the 2009 WRMP
was completed in January 2010.

Goals & Objectives

The WWMP will identify a comprehensive system-wide plan for a wastewater system within the
OWD planning area and the identified area of influence. The OWD’s primary objectives for the
WWMP include the following actions:



Update Planning Criteria: Update the land use database model from the 2010 WRMP
using San Diego County land use updates and 2010 SANDAG land use projections.
Project the wastewater flows within the District’s service area and adjacent areas of
influence using population (residential and employment) projections and per capita
generation factors.

Update Hydraulic Model: Update the OWD 2006 hydraulic model using data from the
County’s updated hydraulic model for the Jamacha Basin.

Evaluate Existing Wastewater Systems: Make recommendations for improvements to
correct deficiencies of existing systems, and to meet any demands of the planning area
and identified area of influence based upon development patterns, types, location and
timing.

Evaluate Future Wastewater Systems: Using the projected wastewater collection rates
for the planning area, determine new wastewater collection system facilities needs to
build out and develop a list of capital improvement program projects to meet these
needs. Develop strategies for treatment of the collected wastewater flows and their
corresponding CIP needs.

Update CIP: Develop a phased implementation plan for recommended CIP projects for
the existing system deficiencies and any new facilities and estimate costs for identified
projects.



Attachment 2

Map of WWMP project area and adjacent areas of influence, including sewer service locations.
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TAY WATER DISTRICT
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 0 { RECTIVED g *
GOVERNOR'S OFFICE of PLANNING ANJ RESEARCH 1. 39 %‘ﬂ
, STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT A7 op oS
EDMUND G. BROWN JR. KEN ALEX
GOVERNOR DIRECTOR
Notice of Preparation
July 20, 2012 ‘
To: Reviewing Agencies
Re: Otay Water District Wastewater Management Plan Update

SCH# 2012071069

< OF PLAy,
q\(’ \\‘ /#

Attached for your review and comment is the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Otay Water District Wastewater

Management Plan Update draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

Responsible agencies must transmit their comments on the scope and content of the NOP, focusing on specific

information related to their own statutory responsibility, within 30 days of receipt of the NOP from the Lead

Agency. This is a-courtesy notice provided by the State Clearinghouse with a reminder for you to comment in a
timely manner. We encourage other agencies to also respond to this notice and express their concerns early in the

environmental review process.
Please direct your comments to:

Lisa Coburn-Boyd

Otay Water District

2554 Sweetwater Springs Boulevard
Spring Valley, CA 91978-2004

with a copy to the State Clearinghouse in the Office of Planning and Research. Please refer to the SCH number

noted above in all correspondence concerning this project.

If you have any questions about the environmental document review process, please call the State Clearinghouse at

(916) 445-0613.

- Sincerely,

Director, State Clearinghouse

Attachments
cc: Lead Agency -

1400 10th Street P.0.Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95812-3044
(916) 445-0613 FAX (916) 323-3018 WWW.0pT.Ca.g0v

. \@
s ©

Ny



Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2012071069
Project Title  Otay Water District Wastewater Management Plan Update
Lead Agency Otay Water District
Type NOP Notice of Preparation
Description  The purpose of the Otay Water District (OWD) Wastewater Management Plan (WWMP) is to

supplement the 2009 Water Resources Management Plan Update (WRMP), identify and evaluate
current wastewater facilities, design feasible wastewater management strategies that allow the OWD
to meet projected future wastewater needs within the OWD planning area and adjacent areas of
influence, and to develop a phased and systematic approach to implement the wastewater
management strategies during future time frames. The OWD WWMP would ensure a wastewater
system adequate for projected growth within the OWD planning area and adjacent areas of influence,
consistent with the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) forecasts through 2030.

Lead Agency Contact

Name
Agency
Phone
email
Address
City

Lisa Coburn-Boyd
Otay Water District

(619) 670-2219 Fax
2554 Sweetwater Springs Boulevard
Spring Valley State CA  Zip 91978-2004

Project Location

County

City

Region

Cross Streets
Lat/Long
Parcel No.
Township

San Diego

Northern Portion of Otay Water District

Range Section Base

Proximity to:

Highways
Airports
Railways
Waterways
Schools
Land Use

Hwy 94, 125

No

No

Sweetwater River and Reservoir
Loma Es, Monte Vista...

Varies

Project Issues

Aesthetic/Visual; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Biological Resources; Sewer Capacity;
Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation; Water Quality; Water Supply; Growth Inducing; Cumulative
Effects

Reviewing
Agencies

Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water Resources; Department of Fish and Game,
Region 5; CA Department of Public Health; Native American Heritage Commission; Caltrans, District
11; Department of Toxic Substances Control; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 9;
Resources Agency; State Water Resources Control Board, Divison of Financial Assistance

Date Received

07/19/2012 Start of Review 07/20/2012 End of Review 08/20/2012

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Edmund G. Brown, Jr., Governor
NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION é/{ﬂtﬁ%
915 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 364 !@gﬂﬁ%éi
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 -\‘ o
(916) 653-6251 N
Fax (916) 657-5390
Web Site www.nahc.ca.gov
ds_nahc@pacbell.net

July 24, 2012 =2

b
Ms. Lisa Coburn-Boyd, Environmental Compliance Specialist =
Otay Water District
2554 Sweetwater Springs Boulevard L'
Spring Valley, CA 91978-2004

Re: SCH#2012071069; CEQA Notice of Preparation (NOP); draft Environmental Impact =
Report (DEIR) for the Otay Water District Wastewater Management Plan Update; ad
located in the northern portion of the Otay Water District; San Diego County, California.

Dear Ms. Coburn-Boyd:

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), the State of California
‘Trustee Agency’ for the protection and preservation of Native American cultural resources
pursuant to California Public Resources Code §21070 and affirmed by the Third Appellate Court
in the case of EPIC v. Johnson (1985: 170 Cal App. 3™ 604).

This letter includes state and federal statutes relating to Native American
historic properties of religious and cultural significance to American indian tribes and interested
Native American individuals as ‘consulting parties’ under both state and federal law. State law

also addresses the freedom of Native American Religious Expression in Public Resources Code
§5097.9

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA — CA Public Resources Code

21000-21177, amendments effective 3/18/2010) requires that any project that causes a
substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource, that includes
archaeological resources, is a ‘significant effect’ requiring the preparation of an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) per the CEQA Guidelines defines a significant impact on the environment
as ‘a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of physical conditions within
an area affected by the proposed project, including ... objects of historic or aesthetic
significance.” In order to comply with this provision, the lead agency is required to assess
whether the project will have an adverse impact on these resources within the ‘area of potential
effect (APE), and if so, to mitigate that effect. The NAHC recommends that the lead agency

request that the NAHC do a Sacred Lands File search as part of the careful planning for the
proposed project.

The NAHC “Sacred Sites,” as defined by the Native American Heritage Commission and the
California Legislature in California Public Resources Code §§5097.94(a) and 5097.96. Iltems in

the NAHC Sacred Lands Inventory are confidential and exempt from the Public Records Act
pursuant to California Government Code §6254 (r).

Early consultation with Native American tribes in your area is the best way to avoid
unanticipated discoveries of cultural resources or burial sites once a project is underway.
Culturally affiliated tribes and individuals may have knowledge of the religious and cultural
significance of the historic properties in the project area (e.g. APE). We strongly urge that you
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make contact with the list of Native American Contacts on the attached list of Native American
contacts, to see if your proposed project might impact Native American cultural resources and to
obtain their recommendations concerning the proposed project. Pursuant to CA Public
Resources Code § 5097.95, the NAHC requests cooperation from other public agencies in order
that the Native American consulting parties be provided pertinent project information.
Consultation with Native American communities is also a matter of environmental justice as
defined by California Government Code §65040.12(e). Pursuant to CA Public Resources Code
§5097.95, the NAHC requests that pertinent project information be provided consulting tribal
parties. The NAHC recommends avoidance as defined by CEQA Guidelines §15370(a) to
pursuing a project that would damage or destroy Native American cultural resources and
Section 2183.2 that requires documentation, data recovery of cultural resources.

Furthermore, the NAHC if the proposed project is under the jurisdiction of the statutes
and regulations of the National Environmental Policy Act (e.g. NEPA; 42 U.S.C. 4321-43351).
Consultation with tribes and interested Native American consulting parties, on the NAHC list,
should be conducted in compliance with the requirements of federal NEPA and Section 106 and
4(f) of federal NHPA (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq), 36 CFR Part 800.3 (f) (2) & .5, the President's
Council on Environmental Quality (CSQ, 42 U.S.C 4371 et seq. and NAGPRA (25 U.S.C. 3001-
3013) as appropriate. The 1992 Secretary of the Interiors Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties were revised so that they could be applied to all historic resource types
included in the National Register of Historic Places and including cuitural landscapes. Also,
federal Executive Orders Nos. 11593 (preservation of cuitural environment), 13175
(coordination & consultation) and 13007 (Sacred Sites) are helpful, supportive guides for
Section 106 consultation. The aforementioned Secretary of the Interior's Standards include
recommendations for all ‘lead agencies’ to consider the historic context of proposed projects
and to “research” the cultural landscape that might include the ‘area of potential effect.’

Confidentiality of “historic properties of religious and cultural significance” should also be
considered as protected by California Government Code §6254( r) and may also be protected
under Section 304 of he NHPA or at the Secretary of the Interior discretion if not eligible for
listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The Secretary may also be advised by the
federal Indian Religious Freedom Act (cf. 42 U.S.C., 1996) in issuing a decision on whether or
not to disclose items of religious and/or cultural significance identified in or near the APEs and
possibility threatened by proposed project activity.

Furthermore, Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, California Government Code
§27491 and Health & Safety Code Section 7050.5 provide for provisions for inadvertent
discovery of human remains mandate the processes to be followed in the event of a discovery
of human remains in a project location other than a ‘dedicated cemetery’. %

To be effective, consultation on specific projects must be the result of an ongoing
relationship between Native American tribes and lead agencies, project proponents and their
contractors, in the opinion of the NAHC. Regarding tribal consultation, a relationship built
around regular meetings and informal involvement with local tribes will lead to more qualitative
consultation tribal input on specific projects.

Finally, when Native American cultural sites and/or Native American burial sites are
prevalent within the project site, the NAHC recommends ‘avoidance’ of the site as referenced by
CEQA Guidelines Section 15370(a).
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Barona Group of the Capitan Grande
Edwin Romero, Chairperson

1095 Barona Road
Lakeside » CA 92040
sue @barona-nsn.gov
(619) 443-6612
619-443-0681

Diegueno

La Posta Band of Mission Indians
Gwendolyn Parada, Chairperson

PO Box 1120 Diegueno/Kumeyaay
Boulevard . CA 91905

gparada@lapostacasino.
(619) 478-2113
619-478-2125

San Pasqual Band of Mission Indians
Allen E. Lawson, Chairperson

PO Box 365

Valley Center, CA 92082
allenl@sanpasqualband.com
(760) 749-3200

(760) 749-3876 Fax

Diegueno

lipay Nation of Santa Ysabel
Virgil Perez, Spokesman

PO Box 130

Santa Ysabel: CA 92070
brandietaylor@yahoo.com
(760) 765-0845

(760) 765-0320 Fax

Diegueno

Native American Contact
San Diego County
July 24, 2012

Sycuan Band of the Kumeyaay Nation
Danny Tucker, Chairperson

5459 Sycuan Road
El Cajon » CA 92019
ssilva@sycuan-nsn.gov

619 445-2613
619 445-1927 Fax

Diegueno/Kumeyaay

Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians
Anthony R. Pico, Chairperson

PO Box 908

Alpine » CA 91903
jrothauff@viejas-nsn.gov
(619) 445-3810

(619) 445-5337 Fax

Diegueno/Kumeyaay

Kumeyaay Cultural Historic Committee
Ron Christman

56 Viejas Grade Road
Alpine » CA 92001

(619) 445-0385

Diegueno/Kumeyaay

Campo Band of Mission Indians
Ralph Goff, Chairperson

36190 Church Road, Suite 1 Diegueno/Kumeyaay
Campo » CA 91906

chairgoff@aol.com

(619) 478-9046

(619) 478-5818 Fax

This list is current only as of the date of this document.

Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of the statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code,
Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code.

This list is applicable for contacting local Native Americans with regard to cultural resources for the proposed
SCH#2012071069; CEQA Notice of Preparation (NOP); draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Otay Water District Wastewater Managment
Plan Update; located in the Spring Valley area; San Diego County, California.
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Lisa Coburn-Boyd =
Otay Water District “‘:’
2554 Sweetwater Springs Boulevard . i
Spring Valley, CA 91978-2004 -
Dear Ms. Coburn-Boyd: i =
%

NOTICE OF PREPARATION (NOP); OTAY WATER DISTRICT (DISTRICT); OTAY WATER
DISTRICT WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN UPDATE (PROJECT); SAN DIEGO
COUNTY; STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 2012071069

We understand that the District may be pursuing Clean Water State Revolving Fund (CWSRF)
financing for this Project. As a funding agency and a state agency with jurisdiction by law to
preserve, enhance, and restore the quality of California’s water resources, the State Water
Resources Control Board (State Water Board) is providing the following information for the
environmental document prepared for the Project.

Please provide us with the following documents applicable to the proposed Project if seeking
CWSREF or other State Water Board funding: (1) 1 copy of the draft and final EIR, (2) the
resolution adopting the EIR and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) making
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) findings, (3) all comments received during the
review period and the District’s response to those comments, (4) the adopted MMRP, and

(5) the Notice of Determination filed with the San Diego Clerk and the Governor's Office of
Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse. In addition, we would appreciate notices of any
hearings or meetings held regarding environmental review of any projects to be funded by the
State Water Board.

The CWSRF Program is partially funded by the United States Environmental Protection Agency
and requires additional “CEQA-Plus” environmental documentation and review. Four
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enclosures are included that further explain the CWSRF Program environmental review process -

and the additional federal requirements. The State Water Board is required to consult directly
with agencies responsible for implementing federal environmental laws and regulations. Any
environmental issues raised by federal agencies or their representatives will need to be
resolved prior to State Water Board approval of a CWSRF funding commitment for the proposed
Project. For further information on the CWSRF Program, please contact Mr. Ahmad Kashkoli,
at (916) 341-5855.

It is important to note that prior to a CWSRF funding commitment, projects are subject to
provisions of the Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA), and must obtain Section 7 clearance
from the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and/or National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) for any potential effects to special status species. =

CHaRLEs R, HoPPIN, CHAIRMAN | THOMAS HOWARD, EXECUTIVE DIREGTOR

1001 | Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 | Mailing Address: P.Q, Box 100, Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 | www,waterboards.ca gov
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Ms. Coburn-Boyd 2

Please be advised that the State Water Board will consult with USFWS, and/or NMFS regarding
all federal special status species that the Project has the potential to impact if the Project is to
be funded under the CWSRF Program. The District will need to identify whether the Project will
involve any direct effects from construction activities, or indirect effects such as growth
inducement, that may affect federally listed threatened, endangered, or candidate species that
are known, or have a potential to occur on-site, in the surrounding areas, or in the service area,
and to identify applicable conservation measures to reduce such effects.

In addition, CWSRF projects must comply with federal laws pertaining to cultural resources,
specifically Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. The State Water Board has
responsibility for ensuring compliance with Section 106 and the State Water Board must consult
directly with the California State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). SHPO consultation is
initiated when sufficient information is provided by the CWSRF applicant. The District must
retain a consultant that meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications
Standards (www.cr.nps.gov/local-law/arch_stnds 9.htm) to prepare a Section 106 compliance
report. '

Note that the District will need to identify the Area of potential Effects (APE), including
construction and staging areas, and the depth of any excavation. The APE is three-dimensional
and includes all areas that may be affected by the Project. The APE includes the surface area
and extends below ground to the depth of any Project excavations. The records search request
should be made for an area larger than the APE. The appropriate area varies for different
projects but should be drawn large enough to provide information on what types of sites may
exist in the vicinity.

Other federal requirements pertinent to the Project under the CWSRF Program include the
following:

A. Compliance with the Federal Clean Air Act: (a) Provide air quality studies that may have
been done for the Project; and (b) if the Project is in a nonattainment area or attainment
area subject to a maintenance plan; (i) provide a summary of the estimated emissions
(in tons per year) that are expected from both the construction and operation of the
Project for each federal criteria pollutant in a nonattainment or maintenance area, and
indicate if the nonattainment designation is moderate, serious, or severe (if applicable);
(ii) if emissions are above the federal de minimis levels, but the Project is sized to meet
only the needs of current population projections that are used in the approved State
Implementation Plan for air quality, quantitatively indicate how the proposed capacity
increase was calculated using population projections.

B. Compliance with the Coastal Zone Management Act: identify whether the Project is
within a coastal zone and the status of any coordination with the California Coastal
Commission. ‘ '

C. Protection of Wetlands: Identify any portion of the proposed Project area that should be
evaluated for wetlands or United States waters delineation by the United States Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE), or requires a permit from the USACE, and identify the
status of coordination with the USACE.

D. Compliance with the Farmland Protection Policy Act: Identify whether the Project will
result in the conversion of farmland. State the status of farmland (Prime, Unique, or
Local Statewide Importance) in the Project area and determine if this area is under a
Williamson Act Contract.
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E. Compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act: List any birds protected under this Act
that may be impacted by the Project and identify conservation measures to minimize
impacts.

F. Compliance with the Flood Plain Management Act: Identify whether or not the Project is
in a Flood Management Zone and include a copy of the Federal Emergency
Management Agency flood zone maps for the area.

G. Compliance with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act: Identify whether or not any Wild and
Scenic Rivers would be potentially impacted by the Project and include conservation
measures to minimize such impacts.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the District's NOP. If you have any questions or
concerns about the State Water Board CWSRF Program environmental review process or the
information provided in this letter, please feel free to contact me at (916) 341-5855, or by email
at akashkoli@waterboards.ca.gov, or contact Ms. Michelle Helms at (916) 341-5686, or by
email at mhelms@waterboards.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Rlnnod Lt ok

Ahmad Kashkoli
Environmental Scientist
Division of Financial Assistance

Enclosures (4)

1. SRF & CEQA-Plus

2. Quick Reference Guide to CEQA Requirements for State Revolving Fund Loans
3. Instructions and Guidance for “Environmental Compliance Information”

4. Basic Criteria for Cultural Resources Reports

EGi State Clearinghouse
(Re: SCH# 2012071069)
P. O. Box 3044
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 4



CLEAN WATER STATE REVOLVING FUND PROGRAM
INSTRUCTIONS AND GUIDANCE FOR
~ "ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE INFORMATION"

Introduction:

The State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) uses the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) review process and compliance with federal environmental laws and regulations
to satisfy the environmental requirements of the Clean Water State Revolving Fund (CWSRF)
Program Operating Agreement between the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)
and the State Water Board. The CWSRF Program is partially funded by a capitalization grant from
the USEPA. The issuance of funds from the CWSRF Program is equivalent to a federal action, and
thus, compliance with federal environmental laws and regulations is required for projects being funded
under the CWSRF Program.

All CWSRF Program applicants must submit adequate and complete environmental documentation to
the State Water Board. Following submittal of an applicant’s environmental documents, the State
Water Board will review the documents to determine if the information is sufficient to document
compliance with the CWSRF Program environmental requirements, including making a determination
if consultation with federal authorities is required, and may request additional environmental
information, when needed. The State Water Board encourages all applicants to initiate early
consultatlon so that the State Water Board can better streamline the environmental review process.

CEQA Information:

All projects coming to the State Water Board for funding are considered “projects” under CEQA
because of the State Water Board's discretionary decision to approve funding.

Detailed information, including CEQA statutes and guidelines can be found online at the California ' i
Natural Resources Agency website at http://ceres.ca.gov/iceqa. A CEQA Process Flowchart that :
shows interaction points between lead and responsible agencies can be found at
http://ceres.ca.gov/topic/env_law/ceqa/flowchart/index.html. [n addition, State Water Board
environmental staff is available to answer questions about the CEQA process, as well as the CWSRF
Program environmental requirements. Please contact your assigned Project Manager at the State
Water Board, regarding contact information for the appropriate environmental staff.

CEQA requires full disclosure of all aspects of the project, including impacts and mitigation measures
that are not only regulated by state agencies, but also by federal agencies. Early consultation with
state and federal agencies in the CEQA process will assist in minimizing changes to the pI’OjeCt when
funding is being requested from the State Water Board.

The types of CEQA documerits that may apply to an applicant’s project include one or a combination
of the following: 1) Notice of Exemption (NOE); 2) Initial Study and Negative Declaration (ND);

3) Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) with a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program (MMRP);-4) Environmental Impact Report (EIR) with an MMRP; and/or 5) Addendum;,
Supplemental and Subsequent ND, MND or EIR. The applicant must determine the appropriate
document for its project and submit the supporting information listed under the applicable section of
the Environmental Package Checklist for Applicant (Attachment 1), along with a completed copy of
the Evaluation Form for Environmental Review and Federal Coordination (Attachment 2). Please
submit two copies of all CEQA documents.




Clean Water State Revolving Fund Program - Environmental Compliance Information

The applicant must ensure the CEQA document is specific to the project for which funding is being
requested. Program or Master Plan EIRs may not be suitable for satisfying the State Water Board
environmental requirements if these documents are not project-specific. When an applicant uses an
Addendum, Supplemental or Subsequent CEQA document for a project, the associated Program or
Master Plan EIR must also be submitted, especially if the Addendum, Supplemental or Subsequent
CEQA document includes references to pertinent environmental and mitigation information contained
in the Program or Master Plan EIR.

If the applicant is using a CEQA document that is older than five years, the applicant must re-evaluate
environmental and project conditions, and develop and submit an updated environmenta! document
(such as an Addendum, Supplemental or Subsequent CEQA document) based on the results of that
re-evaluation. The updated environmental document must be circulated through the State
Clearinghouse for public review. The applicant must adopt the final updated environmental
document, including any new identified measures, make CEQA findings, and file a Notice of
Determination (NOD) with the local county clerk(s) and the Governor s Office of Planning and
Research, State Clearinghouse (State Clearinghouse).

Each applicant, if it is a public agency, is responsible for approving the CEQA documents it uses
regardless of whether or not it is a lead agency under CEQA. Non-profit organizations shall only be

- responsible for approving and ensuring implementation of the applicable project mitigation measures
identified in the MMRP. All public agencies applying for CWSRF Program funding shall file either an
NOE or an NOD with the State Clearinghouse and the local county clerk(s). Date stamped copies of
those notices must be submitted with all the appllcable environmental documents.

If the CEQA document was jointly prepared by a federal public governmental agency to satisfy the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements, then the applicant must submit the
corresponding NEPA documents, including a Finding of No Significant Impact, or a Record of
Decision completed by the federal NEPA lead agency.

Federal Information:

In addition to CEQA compliance, the State Water Board is required to document environmental
compliance with federal environmental laws and regulations, including:

1. Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA), Section 7:

The United States Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the United
States Department of Commerce National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) must be consulted for any project that will have the potential to adversely
impact a federal special-status species. The USEPA delegated the State Water Board to act as the
non-federal lead for initiating informal Section 7 ESA consultation with the USFWS. The State Water
Board will coordinate with the USEPA for projects requiring formal Section 7. ESA consultation with
the USFWS and projects that will impact federal special-status fish species under the NMFS
jurisdiction. The USFWS and NMFS must provide written concurrence prior to a CWSREF financing
agreement. USFWS and NMFS comments may include conservation measures, for which the
applicant's CWSREF financing agreement will be conditioned-to ensure compliance.

For further information on the federal ESA law, regulation, policy, and notices, go to
http.//www.fws.gov/endangered/laws-policies/index.html and http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/laws/esal.
Note that compliance with both the state and federal ESAs is required of projects having the potential
to impact state and federal special-status species. Although overlap exists between the state and ‘ )
federal ESAs, there might be additional or more restrictive state requirements. For further information |
on the state ESA, refer to the California Department of Fish and Game website at
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/habcon/cesal.

6/26/2012




Clean Water State Revolving Fund Program - Environmental Compliance Information

2. Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, Essential Fish Habitat (EFH):

The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, as amended, is designed to
manage and conserve national fishery resources. EFH consultations are only required for actions
that may adversely effect EFH. The applicant needs to determine whether the proposed project may
adversely affect EFH. NMFS is responsible for publishing maps and other information on the
locations of designated EFH, and can provide information on ways to promote conservation of EFHs
to facilitate this assessment. If a project may adversely affect a designated EFH, the applicant must
complete an EFH consultation.

The State Water Board will coordinate with the USEPA to request an EFH consultation from the
NMFS. NMFS is required to respond informally or in writing. NMFS comments may include
conservation measures, for which the applicant's CWSRF financing agreement will be conditioned to
ensure compliance. For more information, see the brochure at
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/sfa/reg_sves/Council%20stuff/council%20orientation/2007/2007 TrainingCD
[TabT-EFH/EFH_CH_Handout_Final_3107 .pdf.

3. National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), Section 106:

The NHPA focuses on federal compliance. Section 106 requires Federal agencies to take into
account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties. The Section 106 process seeks to
accommodate historic preservation concerns with the needs of Federal undertakings through
consultation among the agency official and other parties with an interest in the effects of the
undertaking on historic properties. The goal of consultation is to identify historic properties potentially
affected by the undertaking, assess its effects and seek ways to avoid, minimize or mitigate any
adverse effects on historic properties. The Section 106 compliance efforts and reports must be
prepared by a qualified researcher that meets the Secretary of the Interior's Professional
Qualifications Standards (www.cr.nps.gov/local-law/arch_stnds_9.htm).

In addition, CEQA requires that impacts to cultural and historic resources be analyzed. The “CEQA
and Archeological Resources” section from the Governor's Office of Planning and Research CEQA
Technical Advice Series states that the lead agency obtains a current records search from the
appropriate California Historical Resources Information System Center. Also, to contact the Native
American tribes that are culturally affiliated with a project area from the list obtained from the Native
American Heritage Commission (NAHC).

The NAHC can be contacted at:

915 Capitol Mall, Room 364
Sacramento, CA 95814
Tele: (916) 653-4082

4. Clean Air Act:

For CWSREF financed projects, we recommend including a general conformity section in the CEQA
documents so that another public review process will not be needed, should a conformity
determination be required. The applicant should check with its local air quality management district
and review the Air Resources Board California air emissions map for information on the State
Implementation Plan. For information on the analysis steps involved in evaluating conformity, please
contact the State Water Board environmental staff through the assigned Project Manager.

6/26/2012
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5. Coastal Zone Management Act:

Projects proposing construction in the Coastal Zone will require consultation with either the California
Coastal Commission (or the designated local agency with a Local Coastal Program), or the San
Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (for projects located in the San Francisco
Bay area). The applicant must submit a copy of the approved Coastal Development permit to the
State Water Board to satisfy this requirement.

For more information on Coastal Zone Management Act requirements refer to the following agencies
websites: _
¢ United States Coastal Zone Boundaries through the NMFS website at
http://coastalmanagement.noaa.gov/mystate/docs/StateCZBoundaries. pdf;
¢ California Coastal Commission website at http://www.coastal.ca.gov/ccatc.html; and/or
. o San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission website at
http://www.bcdc.ca.gov/.

6. Coastal Barriers Resources Act:

The Coastal Barriers Resources Act is intended to discourage development in the Coastal Barrier
Resources System and adjacent wetlands, marshes, estuaries, inlets, and near-shore waters. Since
there is no designated Coastal Barrier Resources System in California, no impacts-from California
projects are expected. However, should the applicant believe there may be impacts to the Coastal
Barrier Resources System due to special circumstances, please use the following information as a
guide.

During the planning process, the applicant should consuit with the appropriate Coastal Zone
management agency (e.g., City or County with an approved Local Coastal Program, the California
Coastal Commission, or the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission) to
determine if the project will have an effect on the Coastal Barrier Resources System. If the project will
have an effect on the Coastal Barrier Resources System, the State Water Board must consult with the
appropriate Coastal Zone management agency and the USFWS. Any recommendations from the
Coastal Zone management agency and USFWS will be incorporated into the project’s design prior to
approval of CWSRF financing

For more information and to ensure that no modlﬂcatlons to Coastal Barrier Resources System have
occurred, please visit: http://www.fws.qov/CBRA/,

7. Farmland Protection Policy Act:

Projects involving impacts to farmland designated as prime and unique, local and statewide =
importance, or under a Williamson Act Contract, will require consultation with the United States
Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service and/or California Department of
Conservation. For more information on the Farmland Protection Policy Act go to
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/programs/fppa, and regarding the Williamson Act Contact go to
http://www.consrv.ca.gov/dirp/lca.
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8. Floodplain Management — Executive Order 11988:

Each agency shall take action to reduce the risk of flood loss, to minimize the impact of floods on
human safety, health and welfare, and to restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values
served by floodplains in carrying out its responsibilities. Before taking an action, each agency shall
determine whether the proposed action will occur in a designated floodplain. The generally
established standard for risk is the flooding level that is expected to occur every 100 years. If an
agency determines or proposes to, conduct, support, or allow an action to be located in a floodplain,
the agency shall consider alternatives to avoid adverse effects and incompatible development in the
floodplains.

For further information regarding Floodplain Management requirements, please consult the United
States Department of Homeland Security, Federal Emergency Management Agency website at
http://www fema.gov, as well as the USEPA floodplain management Executive Order 11988 at
http://www.epa.gov/owow/wetlands/regs/eo11988.html.

9. Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA):

The MBTA restricts the killing, taking, collecting and selling or purchasing of native bird species or
their parts, nests, or eggs. The MBTA, along with subsequent amendments to this act, provides legal
protection for almost all breeding bird species occurring in the United States and must be addressed
under CEQA. Inthe CEQA document, each agency must make a finding that a project will comply
with the MBTA.  For further information, please consult the Migratory Bird Program through the
USFWS website at http://www fws.gov/laws/lawsdigest/migtrea.htmi.

10. Protection of Wetlands — Executive Order 11990:

Projects, regardless of funding, must get approval for any temporary or permanent disturbance to
federal and state waters, wetlands, and vernal pools. The permitting process through the United
States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) can be lengthy, and may ultimately require project
alterations to avoid wetlands and waters of the United States. Applicants must consult with the
USACE early in the planning process if any portion of the project site contains wetlands, or other
federal waters. The USACE Wetland Delineation Manual is available at
http://www.wetlands.com/regs/tipge02e.htm. Also note that the California State Water Boards are
involved in providing approvals through the Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification
Program and/or Waste Discharge Requirements. For more information, please go to
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/cwa401/index.shtmi.

11. Wild and Scenic Rivers Act:

There are construction restrictions or prohibitions for projects near or in a designated “wild and scenic
river.” A listing of designated “wild and scenic rivers” can be obtained at
http://www.rivers.gov/rivers/california.php. Watershed information can be obtained through the
“Watershed Browser” at http://cwp.resources.ca.gov/map_tools.php.

12. Safe Drinking Water Act, Source Water Protection:

Projects must comply with the Safe Drinking Water Act and document whether or not a project has
the potential to contaminate a sole source aquifer. For projects impacting a listed sole source aquifer,
the applicant must identify an alternative project location, or develop adequate mitigating measures in
consultation with the USEPA. For more information, please go to the Sole Source Aquifer Program
website at http://epa.gov/region09/water/groundwater/ssa.htmi.
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13. Environmental Justice — Executive Order No. 12898:

Identify and address any disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects
of the project’s activities on minority and low-income populations. USEPA has defined environmental
justice as “the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race, color,
national origin, or income with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of
environmental laws, regulations, and policies.”

Fair Treatment means that no group of beople should bear a disproportionate burden of
environmental harms and risks, including those resulting from the negative consequences of
industrial, governmental, and commercial operations or programs and policies.

Meaningful involvement means that: 1) potentially affected community members have an appropriate
opportunity to participate in decisions about a proposed activity that will affect their environment
and/or health; 2) the public’s contribution can influence the agency's decision; 3) the concerns of all
participants involved will be considered in the decision-making process; and 4) the decision-makers
seek out and facilitate the involvement of those potentially affected.

The term “environmental justice concern” is used to indicate the actual or potential lack of fair
treatment or meaningful involvement of minority, low-income, or indigenous populations, or tribes in
the development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulatlons and policies.

Your project may involve an “environmental justice concern” if the project could:

a) Create new disproportionate impacts on minority, low-income, or indigenous populations;

b) Exacerbate existing disproportionate impacts on minority, low-income, or indigenous populations:
or

c) Present opportunities to address existing disproportionate impacts on mmority, low-income, or
indigenous populations that are addressable through the project.

6/26/2012




Attachment 1 _ _
ENVIRONMENTAL" PACKAGE CHECKLIST

FOR APPLICANT
(What to Submit to Project Manager)

Required for all CWSRF Projects:
Q Evaluation Form for Environmental Review and Federal Coordination with the substantiating information

(i.e. USFWS species list/biological assessment, cultural resources documentation, air quality data, flood map etc.)

U Project Report, Scope of Work and Map(s)

Based on the type of CEQA documents prepared for the project, provide additional information as identified in the
following boxes. \

If project is covered under a CEQA Categorical or Statutory Exemption, submit a copy of the following:

O Notice of Exemption (filed and date stamped by the county clerk and the Governor's Office of Planning and Research)

If project is covered under a Negative Declaration, submit a copy of the following:
O Draft and Final Initiél Study/Negative Declaration (IS/ND)
0 Comments and Responses to the Draft IS/IND
U Resolution approving the CEQA documents
O Adopting the Negative Declaration
U Making CEQA Findings

U Notice of Determination (filed and date stamped by the county clerk and the Governor's Office of Planning and
Research)

If project is covered under a Mitigated Negative Declaration, submit a copy of the following:
O Draft and Final Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND)
O Comments and Responses to the Draft IS/MND
O Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan/Program (MMRP)
O Resolution approving the CEQA documents
O Adopting the Mitigated Negative Declaration and the MMRP
. 0 Making CEQA Findings ’

O Notice of Determination (filed and date stamped by the county clerk and the Governor's Office of Planning and
Research) »

If project is covered under an Environmental Impact Report (EIR), submit a copy of the following:

QO Draft and Final EIR
O Comments and Responses to the Draft EIR
O Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan/Program (MMRP)
O Resolution approving the CEQA documents
Q Certifying the EIR and adopting the MMRP
O Making CEQA Findings
Q Adopting a Statement of Overriding Considerations for any adverse environmental impact(s), if applicable
U Notice of Determination (filed and date stamped by the county clerk and the Governor's Office of Plahning and

3

Research)

If EIR is a joint CEQA/National Environmental Policy Act document (EIR/Environmental Impact Statement or EIR/Environmental
Assessment), submit the applicable Record of Decision and/or the Finding of No Significant iImpact.

! If the CEQA document is more than five years old applicant shall provide an updated CEQA document (eg. subsequent,
supplemental, or addendum CEQA documents) or a letter that describes the current status of the environmental condition for the
project’s location. ' .




Attachment 2

State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board)
Clean Water State Revolving Fund Program

Evaluation Form for Environmental Review and Federal Coordination

CWSRF No.:
Applicant Name:
Date: .
Project Title:

1.  Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA), Section 7:
~ Does the project involve any direct effects from construction activities, or indirect effects
such as growth inducement that may affect federally listed threatened or endangered
species or their critical habitat that are known, or have a potential, to occur on-site, in the
surrounding area, or in the service area?

a. Required documents: Attach project-level biological surveys, evaluations analyzing the
project’s direct and indirect effects on special-status species, and an up-to-date species
list (from the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and the California Natural
Diversity Database) for the project area.

[_] No. Discuss why the project will not impact any federally listed special status species:

[] Yes. Provide information on federally listed species that could potentially be affected by this
project and any proposed avoidance and compensation measures so that the State Water Board
can initiate informal/formal consultation with the applicable federally designated agency. «
Document any previous ESA consultations that may have occurred for the project. Include any
comments below:
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2.

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, Essential Fish Habitat:
Does the project involve any direct effects from construction activities, or indirect effects
such as growth inducement that may adversely affect essential fish habitat?

[]No. Discuss why the project will not impact essential fish habitat:

[] Yes. Provide information on essential fish habitat that could potentially be affected by this
project and any proposed avoidance and compensation measures. Document any consultations
with the National Marine Fisheries Service that may have occurred for the project. Include any
comments below:

National Historic Preservation Act, Section 106:

Identify the area of potential effects (APE), including construction, staging areas, and depth
of any excavation. (Note: the APE is three dimensional and includes all areas that may be
affected by the project, including the surface area and extending below ground to the depth
of any project excavations).

* Required documents: Cultural Resources Assessment prepared by a prepared by a qualified
researcher that meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards
(www.cr.nps.gov/local-law/arch_stnds_9.htm). Current records search with maps showihg all
sites and surveys drawn in relation to the project area, and records of Native American
consultation. Include any comments below:
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4, Federal Clean Air Act:

Identify Air Basin Name
Name of the Local Air District for Project Area:

Is the i)roject subject to a State Implementation Plan (SIP) conformity determination?

"] No. The project is in an attainment or unclassified area for all federal criteria pollutants.

[[] Yes. The project is in a nonattainment area or attainment area subject to maintenance plans for a

federal criteria pollutant. Include information to indicate the nonattainment designation (e.g.

moderate, serious, severe, or extreme), if applicable. If estimated emissions (below) are above the

federal de minimis levels, but the project is sized to meet only the needs of current population

projections that are used in the approved SIP for air quality, then quantitatively indicate how the

proposed capacity increase was calculated using population projections.

e Ifyou checked “Yes” above, provide the estimated project construction and operational air

emissions (in tons per year) in the chart below, and attach supporting calculations.

* Also, attach any air quality studies that may have been done for the project.

Pollutant Federal Status Nonattainment Threshold of Construction Operation
(Attainment, Rates Significance for Emissions Emissions
Nonattainment, (i.e., moderate, Project Air Basin (Tons/Year) (Tons/Year)
Maintenance, or serious, severe, (if applicable)
Unclassified) or extreme)
Ozone (05) '

Carbon Monoxide (CO)

Oxides of Nitrogen
(NOy

Reactive Organic
Gases (ROG)

Volatile Organic
Compounds (VOC)

Lead (Pb)

Particulate Matter less
than 2.5 microns in
diameter (PM, 5)

Particulate Matter less
than 10 microns in
diameter (PM,)

Sulfur Dioxide (SO,)

Coastal Zone Management Act: ‘

Is any portion of the project site located within the coastal zone?

[ No. The project is not within the coastal zone.

[L] Yes. Describe the project location with respect to coastal areas and the status of the coastal
zone permit, and provide a copy of the coastal zone permit or coastal exemption:
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6.

Coastal Barriers Resources Act: _

Will the project impact or be located within or near the Coastal Barrier Resources System
or its adjacent wetlands, marshes, estuaries, inlets, and near-shore waters? Note that since
there is currently no Coastal Barrier Resources System in California, projects located in
California are not expected to impact the Coastal Barrier Resources System in other states.
If there is a special circumstance in which the project may impact a Coastal Barrier
Resource System, indicate your reasoning below.

[ No. The project will not impact or be located within or near the Coastal Barrier Resources
System or its adjacent wetlands, marshes, estuaries, inlets, and near-shore waters.

[[] Yes. Describe the project location with respect to the Coastal Barrier Resources System, and
the status of any consultation with the appropriate Coastal Zone management agency and the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service:

Farmland Protection Policy Act:
Is any portion of the project located on important farmland?

[]No. The project will not impact farmland.

[] Yes. Include information on the acreage that would be converted from important farmland to
other uses. Indicate if any portion of the project boundaries is under a Williamson Act Contract
and specify the amount of acreage affected:

Flood Plain Management: _
Is any portion of the project located within a 100-year floodplain as depicted on a -
floodplain map or otherwise designated by the Federal Emergency Management Agency?

%

¢ Required documents: Attach a floodplain map.

(] No. Provide a descripﬁon of the project location with respect to streams and potential
floodplains:

[] Yes. Describe the floodplain, and include a floodplains/wetlands assessment. Describe any
measures and/or project design modifications that would be implemented to minimize or avoid
project impacts:

6/26/2012
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9. Migratory Bird Treaty Act: }
Will the project affect protected migratory birds that are known, or have a potential, to
occur on-site, in the surrounding area, or in the service area?

[INo. Provide an explanation below.

[ 1Yes. Discuss the impacts (such as noise and vibration impacts, modification of habitat) to
migratory birds that may be directly or indirectly affected by the project and mitigation measures
to reduce or eliminate these impacts. Include a list of all migratory birds that could occur where
the project is located:

10. Protection of Wetlands:
Does any portion of the project boundaries contain areas that should be evaluated for
wetland delineation or require a permit from the United States Army Corps of Engineers?

[ ] No. Provide the basis for such a determination:

[] Yes.” Describe the impacts to wetlands, potential wetland areas, and other surface waters, and
the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures to reduce such impacts. Provide the status
of the permit and information on permit requirements:

11. Wild and Scenic Rivers Act:
- Identify watershed where the project is located:

Is any portion of the project located within a wild and scenic river?
[[1No. The project is not located near a wild and scenic river.

[] Yes. Identify the wild and scenic river watershed and project location relative to the affected
* wild and scenic river: ' '

6/26/2012
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12. Safe Drinking Water Act, Sole Source Aquifer Protection:
Is the project located in an area designated by the United States Environmental Protection
Agency, Region 9, as a Sole Source Aquifer?

[[] No. The project is not within the boundaries of a sole source aquifer.

(1 Yes. Contact USEPA, Region 9 staff to consult, and identify the sole source aquifer (e.g.,
Santa Margarita Aquifer, Scott’s Valley, the Fresno County Aquifer, the Campo/Cottonwood
Creek Aquifer or the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells Aquifer) that will be impacted:

13. Environmental Justice: ,
" Does the project involve an activity that is likely to be of particular interest to or have
particular impact upon minority, low-income, or indigenous populations, or tribes?

[ INo. Selecting “No” means that this action is not likely to be of any particular interest to or
have an impact on these populations or tribes. Explain.

[_IYes. If you answer yes, please check at least one of the boxes and provide a brief explanation
below: '
[] The project is likely to impact the health of these populations.

[] The project is likely to impact the environmental conditions of these populations.

[_] The project is likely to present an opportunity to address an existing disproportionate
impact of these populations.

[[] The project is likely to result in the collection of information or data that could be
used to assess potential impacts on the health or environmental conditions of these

populations.

[[] The project is likely to-affect the availability of information to these populatidhs.

[ ] Other reasons, describe:

6/26/2012




BASIC CRITERIA FOR CULTURAL RESOURCES REPORTS

FOR SECTION 106 CONSULTATION WITH THE STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION
OFFICER (SHPO) UNDER THE NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT-(NHPA)

CULTURAL RESOURCES REPORTS "~

The Section 106 compliance efforts and reports must be prepared by a qualified - |
researcher that meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professnonal Quallflcat|ons Standards
(www.cr. nps gov/local Iaw/arch _stnds_: 9 htm) ;

REPORT TERMINOLOGY

* A cultural resources report used for Section 106 consultation should use terminology
consistent with the NHPA.

e This doesn’t mean that the report needs to “filled” With passages and interpretations of
the regulations, the SHPO reviewer already knows the law. . .

e If“findings” are made they must be one of the four “findings” listed in Section 106.
These include:
“No historic properties affected” (no propertles are within the APE
including the below ground-APE). :

“No effect to historic properties” (propertles may be near the APE but the
project will not |mpact them).

“No adverse effect to historic proper’tles” (the pl'OjeCt may affect hlstorlc
properties but the impacts will not be adverse)

‘Adverse effect to historic properties”. Note; the SHPO must be consulted
at:this point. ' If your consultant proceeds on his own, his efforts may be
Wasted

CURRENT RECORDS SEARCH INFORMATION

o A current (Iess than ayear old) records search from the approprlate Informatlon
Center is necessary. The records search should include maps that show all recorded
sites and surveys in relation to the area of potential effects (APE) for the project.

* The APE is three-dimensional and includes all areas that may be affected by the
project. It includes the surface area and extends below ground to the depth of any
project excavations.

» The records search request should be made for an area larger than the APE. The
appropriate area varies for different projects but should be drawn large enough to
provide information on what types of sites may exist in the vicinity.

June 2012




NATIVE AMERICAN AND INTERESTED PARTY CONSULTATION

¢ Native Amerlcan and interested party consultatlon should be mltlated at the beginning
-of any cultural resource investigations: The purpose is to. gather information from
people with local knowledge that may be used to guide research. :

e A project description and map should be sent to the Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC) requesting a check of their Sacred Lands Files. The Sacred
Lands Files include religious and cultural places that are not recorded at the

’ |nformat|on centers : fo 2

. The NAHC WI“ lnclude a iist of Native American groups and individdals with their
response. Aproject description and maps should be sent to everyone on the list
asking for information on the project area. :

e Similarletters should be sent to local historical organizations.

e Follow-up contact should be made by phone if possnble and a phone log should be
included in‘the report. : T ,

WARNING PHRASES IN ALREADY PREPARED CEQA REPORTS

» Afinding of “no known resources”, this doesn't mean anything. The consultant’s job
is to find out if there are resources within the APE or to explain why they are not
present.

e “The area is sensitive for buried archaeological resources”, followed by a
statement that “monitoring is recommended as mitigation”. Monitoring is not an
acceptable mitigation. A reasonable effort should be made to find out if buried
resources are present in the APE. -

* “The area is already disturbed by previous construction”, this may be true, but
documentation is still needed to show that the new project will not affect cultural
resources. As an example, an existing road can be protecting a buried archaeological
site. Or, previous construction may have impacted an archaeological site that was
never documented

¢ No mention of “Section 106”, a report that gives adequate mformatlon for CEQA may
not bé sufficient to comply wath Section 106.

S: \Fundmg Programs\Environmental Review Unlt\Outreach\BASIC CRITERIA FOR SECTION 106 revised
June 13 2012 by md.doc
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VALLE DE ORO COMMUNITY PLANNING GROUP
SUBCOMMITTEE REPORT RE:
NOTICE OF PREPARATION FOR THE SPEIR TO THE OWD 2010 PROGRAM EIR
August 2, 2012

1. County General Plan (recently updated) should be used to determine projected
growth in unincorporated areas - not SANDAG forecasts which we have found to
contain significant errors and unsupportable assumptions.

2. All three alternatives involve possible expansion of the Rancho San Diego (RSD)
Pump Station, but no mention is made of the growth-inducement mitigation that
was required prior to its construction and operation in the Jamacha basin. This
mitigation was implemented by County Policy I-107 and the County General Plan
which restrict the use of this facility as a sewage conveyance to only areas within the
Urban Limit Line established by the County and depicted on their General Plan
maps.

Nothing has changed that would invalidate the need for or appropriateness of this
growth-inducement mitigation.

3. Under Alternative 1:

a. Decommissioning the wastewater recycling facility may shift significant
wastewater flows that Otay has developed outside of the Urban Limit Line to the
Rancho San Diego pump facility. Such a shift would violate County Government
Policy, the County General Plan, and would violate State environmental laws by
ignoring the growth-inducement mitigation required to build and operate the

pump station.

b. Given its location in the U.S. Wildlife Refuge and adjacent to highly sensitive
riparian-woodland habitat, any “required” RSD Pump Station improvements
(expansion) would probably produce significant unmitigable impacts to sensitive
biological resources.

c. Itis our understanding that the RSD Pump Station is owned and operated by
County Government and any modifications or expansion would require land-use
approvals from County Government.

4. Under Alternative 2:
a. Possible doubling of the wastewater recycling facility capacity is included in this
Alternative. Given the facility’s location in a highly sensitive habitat area of the
U.S. Wildlife Refuge, such expansion of the facility could result in significant
unmitigable impacts to sensitive biological resources.




b. Also included is the addition of handling/treating solid waste onsite. Such an
additional use would probably require further expansion of the facility footprint
and worsen the direct impacts to sensitive biological resources. Additional
impacts to humans and wildlife may also occur due to noxious odors (inherent in
processing such solid waste) and possible contamination-laden dust or
contaminated storm-water entering the Sweetwater riparian floodplain or nearby
upland habitat areas.

c. The comments of 3.b & 3.c regarding the RSD Pump Station also apply to this
Alternative.

5. Under Alternative 3:

a. Possible tripling of the wastewater recycling facility capacity and the addition of
handling/treating solid waste onsite is included in this Alternative. Thus, all of
the above comments in 3.b, 3.c, 4.a, and 4.b apply to this alternative with the
possibility of even greater impacts in each case.

b. A recycling facility expansion of this magnitude would negate the ability of the
RSD Pump Station to function as an emergency back-up in case of a major failure
of the recycling facility. This would significantly increase the risk of a major
sewer spill into the Sweetwater River basin and ultimately Sweetwater Lake.

c. This Alternative clearly states an intent to “Expand to Accept Wastewater From
_Other Service Areas.” This expansion intent coupled with use of the RSD Pump

Station as additional capacity, would project growth-inducing urban sewer
infrastructure throughout the rural areas of the Jamacha Basin, Jamul, and
Crest/Dehesa/Harbison Canyon. Its use would indicate a District policy of
unmitigated growth inducement into the County’s rural land-use areas and
inappropriate and unauthorized use of the RSD Pump Station. This Alternative
will have significant and unmitigable growth-inducement impacts.

Jack L. Phillips, Chairman VDOCPG
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Deborah O. Raphael, Director
Matthew Rodriquez 5796 Corporate Avenue Edmund G. Brown Jr.

- SRRIION, | Cypress, California 90630 Bovgianr
Environmental Protection

August 14, 2012

Ms. Lisa Coburn-Boyd

Otay Water District

2554 Sweetwater Springs Boulevard
Spring Valley, California 91978-2004

NOTICE OF PREPARATION (NOP) FOR A DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL PROGRAM
ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT FOR THE OTAY WATER DISTRICT WASTEWATER
MANAGEMENT PLAN UPDATE PROJECT (SCH#2012071069), SAN DIEGO COUNTY

Dear Ms. Coburn-Boyd:

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has received your submitted
Notice of Preparation of a Draft Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report
(SPEIR) for the above-mentioned project. The following project description is stated in
your document: '

“The purpose of the Otay Water District (OWD) Waste water Management Plan (WWMP)
is to supplement the 2009 Water Management Plan Update (WRMP), identify and
evaluate current wastewater facilities (e.g., wastewater pumping stations and treatment
plants), design feasible wastewater management strategies that allow the OWD to meet
projected future wastewater needs within the OWD planning area and adjacent areas of
influence, and to develop a phased and systematic approach to implement the
wastewater management strategies during future time frames. The WWMP currently
consists of several wastewater alternatives with differing project features and
components.”

Based on the review of the submitted document DTSC has the following comments:
1) The SPEIR should evaluate whether conditions within the Project area may pose
a threat to human health or the environment. Following are the databases of

some of the regulatory agencies:

o National Priorities List (NPL): A list maintained by the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S.EPA).
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Ms. Lisa Coburn-Boyd
August 14, 2012
Page 2

2)

3)

e EnviroStor (formerly CalSites): A Database primarily used by the California
Department of Toxic Substances Control, acceSSIbIe through DTSC's
website (see below).

e EnviroStor (formerly CalSites): A Database primarily used by the California
Department of Toxic Substances Control, accessible through DTSC’s
website (see below).

e Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System (RCRIS): A
database of RCRA facilities that is maintained by U.S. EPA.

e Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability
Information System (CERCLIS): A database of CERCLA sites that is
maintained by U.S.EPA.

e Solid Waste Information System (SWIS): A database provided by the
California Integrated Waste Management Board which consists of both
open as well as closed and inactive solid waste disposal facilities and
transfer stations.

e GeoTracker: A List that is malntalned by Regional Water Quality Control
Boards.

¢ Local Counties and Cities maintain lists for hazardous substances cleanup
sites and leaking underground storage tanks.

e The United States Army Corps of Engineers, 911 Wilshire Boulevard, Los
Angeles, California, 90017, (213) 452-3908, maintains a list of Formerly
Used Defense Sites (FUDS).

The SPEIR should identify the mechanism to initiate any required mvestlgatlon
and/or remediation for any site within the proposed Project area that may be ’
contaminated, and the government agency to provide appropriate regulatory
oversight. If necessary, DTSC would require an oversight agreement in order to
review such documents.

Any environmental investigations, sampling and/or remediation for a site should
be conducted under a Workplan approved and overseen by a regulatory agency
that has jurisdiction to oversee hazardous substance cleanup. The findings of any
investigations, including any Phase | or Il Environmental Site Assessment
Investigations should be summarized in the document. All sampling results in
which hazardous substances were found above regulatory standards should be
clearly summarized in a table. All closure, certification or remediation approval
reports by regulatory agencies should be included in the SPEIR.




Ms. Lisa Coburn-Boyd
August 14, 2012
Page 3

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

If buildings, other structures, asphalt or concrete-paved surface areas are being
planned to be demolished, an investigation should also be conducted for the
presence of other hazardous chemicals, mercury, and asbestos containing
materials (ACMs). If other hazardous chemicals, lead-based paints (LPB) or
products, mercury or ACMs are identified, proper precautions should be taken
during demolition activities. Additionally, the contaminants should be remediated
in compliance with California environmental regulations and policies.

Future project construction may require soil excavation or filling in certain areas.
Sampling may be required. If soil is contaminated, it must be properly disposed
and not simply placed in another location onsite. Land Disposal Restrictions
(LDRs) may be applicable to such soils. Also, if the project proposes to import
soil to backfill the areas excavated, sampling should be conducted to ensure that
the imported soil is free of contamination.

Human health and the environment of sensitive receptors should be protected
during any construction or demolition activities. If necessary, a health risk
assessment overseen and approved by the appropriate government agency
should be conducted by a qualified health risk assessor to determine if there are,
have been, or will be, any releases of hazardous materials that may pose a risk to
human health or the environment.

If the project site was used for agricultural, livestock or related activities, onsite
soils and groundwater might contain pesticides, agricultural chemical, organic
waste or other related residue. Proper investigation, and remedial actions, if
necessary, should be conducted under the oversight of and approved by a
government agency at the site prior to construction of the project.

If it is determined that hazardous wastes are, or will be, generated by the
proposed operations, the wastes must be managed in accerdance with the
California Hazardous Waste Control Law (California Health and Safety Code, -
Division 20, Chapter 6.5) and the Hazardous Waste Control Regulations
(California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Division 4.5). If it is determined that
hazardous wastes will be generated, the facility should also obtain a United States
Environmental Protection Agency Identification Number by contacting (800) 618-
6942. Certain hazardous waste treatment processes or hazardous materials,
handling, storage or uses may require authorization from the local Certified
Unified Program Agency (CUPA). Information about the requirement for
authorization can be obtained by contacting your local CUPA.

DTSC can provide cleanup oversight through an Environmental Oversight
Agreement (EOA) for government agencies that are not responsible parties, or a
Voluntary Cleanup Agreement (VCA) for private parties. For additional
information on the EOA or VCA, please see




Ms. Lisa Coburn-Boyd
August 14, 2012
Page 4

www.dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Brownfields, or contact Ms. Maryam Tasnif-Abbasi,
DTSC’s Voluntary Cleanup Coordinator, at (714) 484-5489.

If you have ahy questions regarding this letter, please contact Rafiq Ahmed, Project
Manager, at rahmed@dtsc.ca.gov, or by phone at (714) 484-5491.

Sincerely,
Rafig Ahmed

Project Manager
Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program

cc:  Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse
P.O. Box 3044
Sacramento, California 95812-3044
state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov.

CEQA Tracking Center

Department of Toxic Substances Control
Office of Environmental Planning and Analysis
P.O. Box 806

Sacramento, California 95812

Attn: Nancy Ritter

nritter@dtsc.ca.gov

CEQA # 3621
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¥ 3883 Ruffin Road

State of California -The Natural Resources Agency EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director
South Coast Region

San Diego, CA 92123
(858) 467-4201
http://www.dfg.ca.gov

August 17, 2012

Ms. Lisa Coburn-Boyd

Otay Water District

2554 Sweetwater Springs Boulevard
Spring Valley, CA 91978-2004

Subject: Comments on the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) for the Otay Water District Wastewater Management Plan Update
(SCHi#t 2012071069)

Dear Ms. Coburn-Boyd:

The Department of Fish and Game (Department) has reviewed the above-referenced Notice of
Preparation (NOP) for the Otay Water District Wastewater Management Plan Update Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). The following statements and comments have been
prepared pursuant to the Department’s authority as Trustee Agency with jurisdiction over natural
resources affected by the project (California Environmental Quality Act, [CEQA] Guidelines
§15386) and pursuant to our authority as a Responsible Agency under CEQA Guidelines
section 15381 over those aspects of the proposed project that come under the purview of the
California Endangered Species Act (Fish and Game Code §2050 et seq.) and Fish and Game
Code section 1600 et seq. The Department also administers the Natural Community
Conservation Planning (NCCP) program. Otay Water District (OWD) has prepared a draft
NCCP Subarea Plan (SAP) under the Joint Water Agencies Subregional Plan; these plans are
currently under review by the Department and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

The purpose of the OWD Wastewater Management Plan (WWMP) is to supplement the 2009
Water Resources Management Plan Update (WRMP) on which the Department provided
comments (Department of Fish and Game and United States Fish and Wildlife Service joint
letter dated September 3, 2009). The WWMP will identify and evaluate current wastewater
facilities and design feasible wastewater management strategies in order to meet projected
future wastewater needs within the OWD planning area. The WWMP consists of three
alternatives including: eliminating all wastewater treatment within the OWD Service Area,
recycling all wastewater flows within the OWD Service Area, and recycling all wastewater flows
within the OWD Service Area plus expanding to accept wastewater from other service areas.

The Department offers the following comments and recommendations to assist OWD in
avoiding or minimizing potential impacts to biological resources.

Specific Comments

1. The DEIR should adequately address how the WWMP relates to any approved NCCP
Subarea Plans (San Diego County, City of San Diego, and City of Chula Vista) and
OWD’s draft SAP.

2. Although the document will be prepared as a Program DEIR, we recommend including
as much specificity as possible. This includes, but is not limited to, identifying and

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870




Ms. Lisa Coburn-Boyd
August 17, 2012
Page 2 of 6

quantifying (to the extent possible) any direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts to sensitive
species or habitat types that could be associated with each of the alternatives, as well
as identifying the mitigation that would be required to offset those impacts. This will allow
the Department to provide useful feedback prior to the subsequent environmental review
required for future wastewater projects.

General Comments

1

The Department has responsibility for wetland and riparian habitats. It is the policy of the
Department to strongly discourage development in wetlands or conversion of wetlands to
uplands. We oppose any development or conversion which would result in a reduction of
wetland acreage or wetland habitat values, unless, at a minimum, project mitigation assures
there will be “no net loss” of either wetland habitat values or acreage. Development and
conversion include but are not limited to conversion to subsurface drains, placement of fill or
building of structures within the wetland, and channelization or removal of materials from the
streambed. All wetlands and watercourses, whether intermittent or perennial, should be
retained and provided with substantial setbacks which preserve the riparian and aquatic
values and maintain their value to on-site and off-site wildlife populations. Mitigation
measures to compensate for impacts to mature riparian habitats must be included in the
DEIR. The DEIR should also analyze potential effects wildlife movement corridors and
identify measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate such effects.

a) If the project area supports aquatic, riparian, or wetland habitats, a jurisdictional
delineation of the creeks and their associated riparian habitats should be included in the
DEIR. The delineation should be conducted pursuant to the U. S. Fish and Wildlife
Service wetland definition adopted by the Department.’ Please note that some wetland
and riparian habitats subject to the Department’s authority may extend beyond the
jurisdictional limits of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

b) The Department also has regulatory authority over activities in streams and/or lakes that
will divert or obstruct the natural flow, or change the bed, channel, or bank (which may
include associated riparian resources) of a river or stream, or use material from a

~streambed. For any such activities, the project applicant (or “entity”) must provide
written notification to the Department pursuant to section 1600 et seq. of the Fish and
Game Code. Based on this notification and other information, the Department
determines whether a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement (LSA) with the
applicant is required prior to conducting the proposed activities. The Department’s
issuance of a LSA for a project that is subject to CEQA will require CEQA compliance
actions by the Department as a Responsible Agency. The Department as a Responsible
Agency under CEQA may consider the local jurisdiction’s (lead agency) Negative
Declaration or Environmental Impact Report for the project. To minimize additional
requirements by the Department pursuant to section 1600 et seq. and/or under CEQA,
the document should fully identify the potential impacts to the stream or riparian
resources and provide adequate avoidance, mitigation, monitoring and reporting
commitments for issuance of the LSA.?

y Cowardin, Lewis M., et al. 1979. Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the
United States. U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service.

2 A notification package for a LSA may be obtained by accessing the Department’s web
site at www.dfg.ca.qov/1600 .
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2. The following comment applies until OWD’s NCCP SAP is approved and take authorization
is granted for the species covered by the plan. The Department considers adverse impacts
to a species protected by the California Endangered Species Act (CESA), for the purposes
of CEQA, to be significant without mitigation. As to CESA, take of any endangered,
threatened, or candidate species that results from the project is prohibited, except as
authorized by state law (Fish and Game Code, §§ 2080, 2085.) Consequently, if the _
Project, Project construction, or any Project-related activity during the life of the Project will
result in take of a species designated as endangered or threatened, or a candidate for listing
under CESA, the Department recommends that the project proponent seek appropriate take
authorization under CESA prior to implementing the project. Appropriate authorization from
the Department may include an incidental take permit (ITP) or a consistency determination
in certain circumstances, among other options (Fish and Game Code §§ 2080.1, 2081,
subds. (b),(c)). Early consultation is encouraged, as significant modification to a project and
mitigation measures may be required in order to obtain a CESA Permit. Revisions to the

~ Fish and Garme Code, effective January 1998, may require that the Department issue a
separate CEQA document for the issuance of an ITP unless the project CEQA document’
addresses all project impacts to CESA-listed species and specifies a mitigation monitoring
and reporting program that will meet the requirements of an ITP. For these reasons,
biological mitigation monitoring and reporting proposals should be of sufficient detail and
resolution to satisfy the requirements for a CESA ITP.

3. To enable the Department to adequately review and comment on the proposed project from
the standpoint of the protection of plants, fish and wildlife, we recommend that the following
information be included in the DEIR. :

a) A complete discussion of the purpose and need for, and description of, the proposed
project, including all staging areas and access routes to the construction and staging
areas.

b) A range of feasible alternatives to ensure that alternatives to the proposed project are .
fully considered and evaluated; the alternatives should avoid or otherwise minimize
impacts to sensitive biological resources. Specific alternative locations should be
evaluated in areas with lower resource sensitivity where appropriate.

Biological Resources within the Project’'s Area of Potential Effect

4. To provide a compiete assessment of the flora and fauna within and adjacent to the project
area, with particular emphasis upon identifying endangered, threatened, sensitive, and
locally unique species and sensitive habitats, the DEIR should include the following
information.

a) Per CEQA Guidelines, section 15125(c), information on the regional setting that is
critical to an assessment of environmental impacts, with special emphasis should be
placed on resources that are rare or unique to the region.

b) A thorough assessment of rare plants and rare natural communities, following the
Department's Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native
- Plant Populations and Natural Communities (see: http://www.dfg.ca. gov/habcon/plant/)
(hard copy available on request).
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C)

d)

A current inventory of the biological resources associated with each habitat type on site
and within the area of potential effect. The Department’s California Natural Diversity
Data Base in Sacramento should be contacted at (916) 322-2493 or www.dfg.ca.gov
/biogeodata/ to obtain current information on any previously reported sensitive species
and habitat, including Significant Natural Areas identified under Chapter 12 of the Fish
and Game Code.

An inventory of rare, threatened, and endangered, and other sensitive species on site

- and within the area of potential effect. Species to be addressed should include all those

which meet the CEQA definition (see CEQA Guidelines, §15380). This should include
sensitive fish, wildlife, reptile, and amphibian species. Seasonal variations in use of the
project area should also be addressed. Focused species-specific surveys, conducted at
the appropriate time of year and time of day when the sensitive species are active or
otherwise identifiable, are required. Acceptable species-specific survey procedures _
should be developed in consultation with the Department and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service.

Analyses of the Potential Project-Related Impacts on the Biological Resources

5. To provide a thorough discussion of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts expected to
adversely affect biological resources, with specific measures to offset such impacts, the
following should be addressed in the DEIR.

a)

b)

d)

A discussion of potential adverse impacts from lighting, noise, human activity, exotic
species, and drainage should be included. The latter subject should address: project-
related changes on drainage patterns on and downstream of the project site; the volume,
velocity, and frequency of existing and post-project surface flows; polluted runoff; soil
erosion and/or sedimentation in streams and water bodies; and post-project fate of
runoff from the project site. The discussions should also address the proximity of the
extraction activities to the water table, whether dewatering would be necessary, and the
potential resulting impacts on the habitat, if any, supported by the groundwater.
Mitigation measures proposed to alleviate such impacts should be included.

Discussions regarding indirect project impacts on biological resources, including
resources in nearby public lands, open space, adjacent natural habitats, riparian
ecosystems, and any designated and/or proposed or existing reserve lands (e.g.,
preserve lands associated with a NCCP). Impacts on, and maintenance of, wildlife
corridor/movement areas, including access to undisturbed habitats in adjacent areas,
should be fully evaluated in the DEIR.

The zoning of areas for development projects or other uses that are nearby or adjacent
to natural areas may inadvertently contribute to wildlife-human interactions. A
discussion of possible conflicts and mitigation measures to reduce these conflicts should
be included in the environmental document.

A cumulative effects analysis should be developed as described under CEQA
Guidelines, section 15130. General and specific plans, as well as past, present, and
anticipated future projects, should be analyzed relative to their impacts on similar plant
communities and wildlife habitats.
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Mitigation for the Project-related Biological Impacts

6.

10.

11,

The DEIR should include measures to fully avoid and otherwise protect Rare Natural
Communities (Attachment) from project-related impacts. The Department considers these
communities as threatened habitats having both regional and local significance.

The DEIR should include mitigation measures for adverse project-related impacts to
sensitive plants, animals, and habitats. Mitigation measures should emphasize avoidance
and reduction of project impacts. For unavoidable impacts, on-site habitat restoration or
enhancement should be discussed in detail. If on-site mitigation is not feasible or would not
be biologically viable and therefore not adequately mitigate the loss of biological functions
and values, off-site mitigation through habitat creation and/or acquisition and preservation in
perpetuity should be addressed.

For proposed preservation and/or restoration, the DEIR should include measures to
perpetually protect the targeted habitat values from direct and indirect negative impacts.
The objective should be to offset the project-induced qualitative and quantitative losses of
wildlife habitat values. Issues that should be addressed include restrictions on access,
proposed land dedications, monitoring and management programs, control of illegal
dumping, water pollution, increased human intrusion, etc.

In order to avoid impacts to nesting birds, the DEIR should require that clearing of
vegetation, and when biologically warranted construction, occur outside of the peak avian
breeding season which generally runs from February 1 through September 1 (as early as
January for some raptors). If project construction is necessary during the bird breeding
season a qualified biologist with experience in conducting bird breeding surveys should
conduct weekly bird surveys for nesting birds, within three days prior to the work in the area,
and ensure no nesting birds in the project area would be impacted by the project. If an
active nest is identified, a buffer shall be established between the construction activities and
the nest so that nesting activities are not interrupted. The buffer shall be a minimum width
of 300 feet (500 feet for raptors), shall be delineated by temporary fencing, and shall remain
in effect as long as construction is occurring or until the nest is no longer active. No project
construction shall occur within the fenced nest zone until the young have fledged, are no
longer being fed by the parents, have left the nest, and will no longer be impacted by the
project.

The Department generally does not support the use of relocation, salvage, and/or
transplantation as mitigation for impacts to rare, threatened, or endangered species.
Studies have shown that these efforts are experimental in nature and largely unsuccessful.

Plans for restoration and revegetation should be prepared by persons with expertise in ¢
southern California ecosystems and native plant revegetation techniques. Each plan should
include, at a minimum: (a) the location of the mitigation site; (b) the plant species to be used,
container sizes, and seeding rates; (c) a schematic depicting the mitigation area; (d) planting
schedule; (e) a description of the irrigation methodology; (f) measures to control exotic
vegetation on site; (g) specific success criteria; (h) a detailed monitoring program;

(i) contingency measures should the success criteria not be met; and (j) identification of the
party responsible for meeting the success criteria and providing for conservation of the
mitigation site in perpetuity.



Ms. Lisa Coburn-Boyd
August 17, 2012
Page 6 of 6

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the above referenced NOP. Questions regarding
this letter and further coordination on these issues should be directed to Kyle Dutro at
(858) 467-4267 or kdutro@efg.ca:gov.

Environmental Program :.G;r
South Coast Region

Enclosure
Sensitivity of Top Priority Rare Natural Communities in Southern California

cc: State Clearinghouse, Sacramento



Sensitivity of Top Priority Rare Natural
Communities in Southern California

Sensitivity rankings are determined by the Départment of Fish and Game, California Natural Diversity

Data Base and based on either number of kndwn occurrences (locations) and/or amount of habitat

remaining (acreage). The three rankings used for these top priority rare natural communities are as
follows: |

S1.#  Fewer than 6 known locations andj/or on fewer than 2,000 acres of habitat remaining.
S2#  Oceurs in 6-20 known locations and/or 2,000-10,000 acres of habitat remaining.
S3.# Occurs in 21-100- known locatlons and/or 10,000-50,000 acres of habitat remaining.

The number to the right of the decimal point after the ranking refers to the degree of threat posed to that
natural community regardless of the ranking.: For example:

S1.1 = very threatened
S2.2 = threatened
S3.3

= no current threats known

Sensitivity Rankmgs (February 1992)

Rank Comrnunltv Name

S1.1 Mojave Riparian Forest
Sonoranw Cottonwood Willow Rlparlan
Mesqulte Bosque
Elephan"c Tree Woodland
Crucifixion Thorn Woodland
Allthorn Woodland
Arizonan Woodland
Southern California Walnut Forest
Mainland Cherry Forest
Southern Bishop Pine Forest
Torrey Pine Forest
Desert Mountain White Fir Forest
Southern Dune Scrub
Southern Coastal Bluff Scrub
Maritime Succulent Scrub
Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub
Southern Maritime Chaparral
Valley Needlegrass Grassland
Great Basin Grassland
Mojave Desert Grassland
Pebble Plains

- Southern Sedge Bog

Cismontane Alkali Marsh

CDFG Attachment for NOP Comment Letters . ‘ Page 1 of 2
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S1.2

S2.1

S2.2

52.3

Southern Foredunes
Mono Pgmice Flat
Southern Interior Basalt Flow Vernal Pool

Venturan Coastal Sage Scrub

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub

Riversidean Upland Coastal Sage Scrub
Riversidean Desert Sage Scrub
Sagebrush Steppe

Desert Sink Scrub

Mafic Southern Mixed Chaparral

San Diego Mesa Hardpan Vernal Pool
San Diego Mesa Claypan Vernal Pool
Alkali Meadow

Southern Coastal Salt Marsh

Coastal Brackish Marsh

Transmofntane Alkali Marsh

Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh
Southern Arroyo Willow Riparian Forest
Southern Willow Scrub

Modoc-Great Basin Cottonwood Willow Riparian
Modoc-Great Basin Riparian Scrub
Mojave Desert Wash Scrub

Engelmann Oak Woodland

Open Engelmann Oak Woodland
Closed Engelmann Oak Woodland
Island Oak Woodland

California Walnut Woodland

Island Ironwood Forest

Island Cherry Forest

Southern Interior Cypress Forest
Bigcone Spruce-Canyon Oak Forest

Active Coastal Dunes

Active Desert Dunes

Stabilized and Partially Stabilized Desert Dunes
Stabilized and Partially Stabilized Desert Sandfield
Mojave Mixed Steppe

Transmantane Freshwater Marsh

Coulter Pine Forest

Southern California Fellfield

White Mountains Fellfield

Bristlecone Pine Forest
Limber ?ine Forest

CDFG Attachment for NOP Comment Letters

Page 2 of 2



Otay Water District WWMP SPEIR Agency Comments

Agency Date Comment(s) Addressed in EIR Chapter
State Water Resources July 27,2012 | (Potential) Additional Environmental Review for Clean The project does not
Control Board Water State Revolving Fund (CWSRF) = “CEQA Plus,” | anticipate at this time to
Section 7 surveys, and Section 106 Report. use the Clean Water

State Revolving Fund for
the 2012 WRMP Update,
if these funds are needed
for individual projects
additional environmental
review comments will be
implemented as needed.

California Department of August 17, 1. DEIR should address how the WWMP Biological impacts have
Fish and Game 2012 relates to any approved Natural been addressed in
Community Conservation Planning (NCCP) Section 4.2 Biological
Subarea Plans (City of SD, SD County, City Resources

of Chula Vista) and OWD’s draft SAP.

2. Even though this will be a Program EIR,
the Department recommends as much
specificity as possible. Identify and
quantify any direct, indirect, or cumulative
impacts to sensitive species/habitats
associated with each alternative, as well
as identifying mitigation.

3. The Department opposes development or
conversion of wetlands unless project
mitigation assures “no net loss” of
wetlands habitat values or acreage. If
impacts to mature wetlands would occur,
mitigation measures to reduce impacts
must be included in DEIR.

a. Ajurisdictional delineation would
be required if project area




4.,

supports aquatic, riparian, and
wetland habitats.

b. If project will divert or obstruct,
change the bed, channel or bank
of a river or stream, then applicant
must give notice to Department
pursuant to section 1600 et seq.
of Fish and Game Code. This may
require a Lake and Streambed
Alteration Agreement (LSA),
subject to CEQA compliance.

If the project would result in the taking of
a CESA species, then consultation with the
Department is required. Issuance of an
incidental take permit (ITP) may be
required. The CEQA document should
have sufficient and detailed biological
mitigation monitoring and reporting
procedures to satisfy the requirements for
a CESA ITP. *may not apply once OWD’s
NCCP SAP is approve*

The DEIR should include an assessment
and inventory of rare plants and
communities, biological resources, and all
rare, threatened and endangered species
within he project’s area of potential effect.

Focused species-specific surveys would be
required.

Proper analysis of potential project-
related impacts to Bio. Resources (see
letter for specifics).

Proper mitigation for potential project-
related Bio. Impacts (see letter for
specifics).




California Department of
Toxic Substances Control

August 14,
2012

The SPEIR should evaluate whether
conditions within the Project area would
pose a threat to human health or the
environment. A regulatory agency
database list was provided for research.
The SPEIR should address how any site
investigations/remediation would be
initiated if a site was contaminated.

Any site investigations, sampling, or
remediation will be under agency
oversight and then any findings should be
included in the document.

Proper demolition, soil excavation would
be followed with agency oversight.

Impacts associated with

public health and safety

have been addressed in
Section 4.10 Public Safety

California Native
American Heritage
Commission

July 24, 2012

The lead agency is required to assess
whether the project will have an adverse
impact on historical / archeological
resources within the area of potential
effect (APE), and if so, mitigate those
impacts.

The NAHC recommends that the lead
agency request that the NAHC do a Sacred
Lands File search as part of project
planning.

The NAHC urges the lead agency to make
contact with the tribes on the Native
American Contacts list provided.

Impacts associated with
cultural resources have
been addressed in
Section 4.3 Cultural




Otay Water District WWMP SPEIR Non-Agency Comments

Non-Agency

Date

Comment(s)

Addressed in EIR Chapter

Valle de Oro Community
Planning Group

August 2, 2012

1. SANDAG forecasts have been found to

contain significant errors and
unsupportable comments.

Three of the four alternatives involve
possible expansion of the Rancho San
Diego Pump Station with no mention of
growth-induced mitigation required prior
to its construction and operation.
Decommissioning the wastewater
recycling facility may shift significant
wastewater flows to the Rancho San Diego
Pump Station located in a U.S. Wildlife
Refuge and adjacent to a highly sensitive
riparian-woodland habitat.

Possible doubling of the wastewater
recycling facility capacity located in a
highly sensitive habitat area of the U.S.
Wildlife Refuge could result in significant
impacts to sensitive biological resources.
In addition, the handling/treating of solid
waste onsite probably requires further
expansion of the facility footprint and
worsens the direct impacts to sensitive
biological resources. Impacts to humans
and wildlife may also occur due to noxious
odors inherent in processing such solid
waste and possible contamination of the
Sweetwater riparian floodplain or upland
habitat areas.

Possible tripling of the wastewater
recycling facility capacity located in a

1. The OWD falls entirely
within the local
regulatory jurisdiction of
SANDAG. Local
Regulatory Framework is
addressed in Section 4.0

2. Impacts associated
with construction have
been addressed in
Section 4.8 Land Use and
Planning

3. Biological impacts have
been addressed in
Section 4.2 Biological
Resources

4. Biological impacts have
been addressed in
Section 4.2 Biological
Resources. Water
Quality impacts have
been addressed in
Section 4.6 Hydrology
and Water Quality.
Public Safety impacts
have been addressed in
Section 4.10 Public
Safety.




highly sensitive habitat area of the U.S.
Wildlife Refuge could result in significant
impacts to sensitive biological resources.
In addition, the handling/treating of solid
waste onsite probably requires further
expansion of the facility footprint and
worsens the direct impacts to sensitive
biological resources. Impacts to humans
and wildlife may also occur due to noxious
odors inherent in processing such solid
waste and possible contamination of the
Sweetwater riparian floodplain or upland
habitat areas. Expansion to accept
wastewater from other service areas
coupled with use of the Rancho San Diego
Pump Station for added capacity would
project growth-induced urban sewer
infrastructure into the County’s rural land-
use areas.

5. Biological impacts have
been addressed in
Section 4.2 Biological
Resources. Water
Quality impacts have
been addressed in
Section 4.6 Hydrology
and Water Quality. Land
use and construction
impacts have been
addressed in Section 4.8
Land Use and Planning.
Public Safety impacts
have been addressed in
Section 4.10 Public
Safety.
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INTRODUCTION

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that public agencies adopting EIRs (“Lead
Agencies”) take affirmative steps to determine that project design features (PDFs), standard construction
practices (SCPs) and approved mitigation/performance measures are implemented subsequent to project
approval. The Lead Agency must adopt a reporting and monitoring program for the PDFs, SCPs and
mitigation/performance measures incorporated into a project or included as conditions of approval. The
program must be designed to ensure compliance with the EIR during project implementation (Public
Resources Code 820181.6; CEQA Guidelines 8§15074(d)).

This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) will be used by the Otay Water District
(OWD) as Lead Agency to ensure compliance with the PDFs, SCPs and mitigation/performance measures
identified in the Final Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the 2009 Water Resources
Master Plan (WRMP) Update and incorporated by reference in the Supplemental Program Environmental
Impact Report (SPEIR) for the 2013 Wastewater Management Plan. Implementation of these PDFs,
SCPs and mitigation/performance measures will reduce significant impacts to air quality and global
climate change; biological resources; cultural resources; geology, soils, and paleontology; hydrology and
water quality; landform alteration and visual aesthetics; land use and planning; noise; and public safety.

This MMRP consists of a checklist (Table 1) that identifies the PDFs, SCPs and mitigation/performance
measures by resource; the person(s) responsible for verifying implementation; the timing of verification
(prior to, during or after construction); and the parties responsible for implementation. Space is provided
for sign-off following completion/implementation of the PDFs, SCPs and mitigation/performance
measures.

1 Otay Water District
Wastewater Management Plan SPEIR
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Table 1. 2013 Wastewater Management Plan Supplemental PEIR
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Timing of Verification Completed Spec Verified
Design Resp. Section in

Feature or Person(s) to Pre |During | Post Team or Dwg | Contract

Mitigation No| Design Feature or Mitigation Measure Verify Const | Const | Const Responsible Party Initials | Date | Comments | Member No. by Comments

Air Quality and Global Climate Change

Air-SCP-1  |During grading and site preparation activities, the On- |On-site X Contractor
site Construction Supervisor will supervise the Construction
following activities to reduce fugitive dust emissions: |Supervisor

Exposed soil areas will be watered as necessary
(at least twice per day) to prevent dust emissions.
During windy days or when fugitive dust can be
observed leaving construction sites, additional
applications of water will be required. Under windy
conditions where wind velocities are forecast to
exceed 25 miles per hour, all ground disturbing
activities will be halted until the winds are forecast
to be less than 25 miles per hour.

- Where visible soil material is carried onto adjacent
public paved roads, the paved roads will be swept
at the end of the day to avoid vehicles from
pulverizing the dirt into fine particles.

Trucks transporting materials to and from the site
will have at least two feet of freeboard (i.e.,
minimum vertical distance between the top of the
load and the top of the trailer). Alternatively, trucks
transporting materials will be covered.

Air-SCP-2  |All equipment utilized for the construction of CIP On-site X X Contractor
projects will be maintained, tuned, and operated in Construction
accordance with all relevant standards. Supervisor

Mitigation An air quality technical study shall be prepared for OWD X Engineering Design
Measure each CIP project once the project reaches the design
Air-1 stage to determine whether potential air pollutant
emissions associated with construction activities are
within the screening thresholds established by the
San Diego Air Pollution Control District. All
recommendations and measures identified in the air
quality technical study to ensure that air pollutant
emissions remain within established thresholds shall
be incorporated into project design prior to any
groundbreaking activities.

3 Otay Water District
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Timing of Verification Completed Spec Verified
Design Resp. Section in
Feature or Person(s) to Pre |During | Post Team or Dwg | Contract
Mitigation No| Design Feature or Mitigation Measure Verify Const | Const | Const Responsible Party Initials | Date | Comments | Member No. by Comments
Air-SCP-3  |During project construction activities, the On-site On-site X Contractor
Construction Supervisor will supervise the following  |Construction
Best Management Practices (BMPs) to reduce Supervisor

emissions associated with diesel equipment:

Properly operate and maintain all diesel-
powered vehicles and equipment.

Retrofit diesel-powered equipment with
“after-treatment” products (e.g., diesel
oxidation catalysts, diesel particulate filters).
Use electric or natural gas-powered
construction equipment in lieu of gasoline or
diesel-powered engines.

Turn off all diesel-powered vehicles and
gasoline-powered equipment when not in
use for more than five minutes.

Support and encourage ridesharing and
transit incentives for the construction crew.
Encourage the use of locally-available
building materials, such as concrete,
stucco, and interior finishes.

Use light-colored or a high-albedo
(reflectivity) concrete and asphalt paving
materials with a Solar Reflectance Index of
29 or higher.

Establish a construction management plan
with the local waste hauler that diverts a
minimum of 50% of construction,
demolition, and site clearing waste.

Otay Water District
Wastewater Management Plan SPEIR
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Design
Feature or
Mitigation No|

Design Feature or Mitigation Measure

Person(s) to
Verify

Timing of Verification

Pre
Const

During
Const

Post
Const

Responsible Party

Completed

Initials | Date

Comments

Resp.
Team
Member

Spec
Section
or Dwg

No.

Verified
in
Contract
by

Comments

Biological Resources

Bio-SCP-1

After completion of final grading for CIP projects
located adjacent to native vegetation, the construction
documents will require that all graded areas within
100 feet of native vegetation are hydroseeded and/or
planted with native plant species similar in
composition to the adjacent undisturbed vegetation
communities. OWD or the construction contractor will
retain a qualified biologist to monitor these activities to
ensure nonnative or invasive plant species are not
used in the hydroseed mix or planting palettes. The
hydroseeded/planted areas will be watered via a
temporary drip irrigation system or watering truck.
Irrigation will cease at some time after successful
plant establishment and growth, to be determined by
the biologist. No fertilizers or pesticides will be used in
the hydroseeded/planted areas. Any irrigation runoff
from hydroseeded/planted areas will be directed away
from adjacent native vegetation communities, and
contained and/or treated within the development
footprint of individual projects. All planting stock will be
inspected for exotic invertebrate pests (e.g., argentine
ants) and any stock found to be infested with such
pests will not be allowed to be used in the
hydroseeded/planted areas.

Biologist

Landscape Contractor

Performance
Measure
Bio-1A

During the design phase of CIP projects, OWD shall
retain a qualified biologist to conduct biological
surveys as part of the “tiered” CEQA documentation
for these projects.

OWD

Biologist

Performance
Measure
Bio-1B

If the biological surveys identified in performance
measure Bio-1A determine the presence of special-
status species and/or sensitive or critical habitats on
or adjacent to the CIP project site, then OWD shall
map and quantify the impacts in a Biological Technical
Report as part of the “tiered” CEQA documentation
referenced in Bio-1A. Detailed project-specific
avoidance and mitigation measures for significant
impacts to biological resources shall be negotiated
between OWD and the regulatory agencies, as part of
the approval and certification process for the
subsequent CEQA documentation. In addition, the
following measures shall be implemented, as
applicable:

owbD

Biologist

Otay Water District
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Timing of Verification Completed Spec Verified
Design Resp. Section in

Feature or Person(s) to Pre |During | Post Team or Dwg | Contract

Mitigation No| Design Feature or Mitigation Measure Verify Const | Const | Const Responsible Party Initials | Date | Comments | Member No. by Comments

Six (6) weeks prior to vegetation clearing, grading
and/or construction activities that are scheduled to
occur between February 15 and August 30, a qualified
biologist shall commence focused surveys in
accordance with U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
(USFWS) protocols to determine the presence or
absence of the California gnatcatcher. Documentation
of the survey results shall be provided to OWD and
USFWS within 45 days of completing the final survey,
as required pursuant to Federal Endangered Species
Act (FESA) Section 10(a)(1)(A). If the survey results
are negative, then no further mitigation for California
gnatcatcher is necessary and vegetation clearing can
occur at any time in the year following the survey; only
mitigation for the habitat loss shall be required (refer
to Bio-1B(iv) below). If surveyed habitat is determined
to be occupied by California gnatcatcher, then the
following measures shall be implemented:

Performance|Coastal sage scrub/gnatcatcher habitat shall notbe  |OWD X Biologist
Measure removed during the gnatcatcher breeding season
Bio-1B (February 15 through August 30). Work that has
commenced prior to the breeding season shall be
allowed to continue without interruption. If
gnatcatchers move into an area within 500 feet of
ongoing construction noise levels and attempt to nest,
then it can be deduced that the noise is not great
enough to discourage gnatcatcher nesting activities. If
work begins prior to the breeding season, the
contractor(s) should maintain continuous construction
activities adjacent to coastal sage scrub that falls
within 500 feet, until the work is completed. However,
if clearing, grading and/or construction activities are
scheduled to begin during the gnatcatcher breeding
season, then updated pre-construction surveys are
necessary as defined above. In addition, if these
activities are initiated prior to, and extend into, the
breeding season, but they cease for any period of
time and the contractor wishes to restart work within
the breeding season window, then updated pre-
construction surveys are also necessary. If these
surveys indicate no nesting birds occur within the
coastal sage scrub that falls within 500 feet of the
proposed work, then the adjacent construction
activities shall be allowed to commence. However, if
the birds are observed nesting within these areas,
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Design
Feature or
Mitigation No|

Design Feature or Mitigation Measure

Person(s) to
Verify

Timing of Verification

Pre
Const

During
Const

Post
Const

Responsible Party

Completed

Initials | Date

Comments

Resp.
Team
Member

Spec
Section
or Dwg

No.

Verified
in
Contract
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then the adjacent construction activities shall be
postponed until all nesting has ceased.

Mitigation
Measure
Bio-1B

Noise monitoring shall be conducted if construction
activities are scheduled during the gnatcatcher
breeding season; if the construction-related noise
levels would exceed 60 dB Leq (i.€., the noise
threshold suggested by the USFWS for indirect
impacts to gnatcatcher); and if gnatcatchers are found
within 500 feet of the noise source. Noise monitoring
shall be conducted by a biologist experienced in both
the vocalization and appearance of California
gnatcatcher, and in the use of noise meters.
Construction activities that generate noise levels over
60 dB Leq may be permitted within 300 feet of
occupied habitat if methods are employed that reduce
the noise levels to below 60 dB L¢q at the boundary of
occupied habitat (e.g., temporary noise attenuation
barriers or use of alternative equipment).

During construction activities, daily testing of noise
levels shall be conducted by a noise monitor with the
help of the biologist to ensure that a noise level of 60
dB L¢q at the boundary of occupied habitat is not
exceeded. Documentation of the noise monitoring
results shall be provided to OWD and USFWS within
45 days of completing the final noise monitoring
event.

OWD, USFWS

Biologist,
Noise monitor

Mitigation
Measure
Bio-1B

If the biological surveys identified in performance
measure Bio-1A determine the presence of special-
status species and/or sensitive or critical habitats on
or adjacent to the CIP project site, then the following
measures shall be implemented, as applicable:

Ten (10) days prior to vegetation clearing, grading
and/or construction activities that are scheduled to
occur between February 1 and August 15, surveys for
nesting bird species other than the California
gnatcatcher, including those protected by the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), shall be conducted
by a qualified biologist following applicable USFWS
and/or California Department of Fish & Game (CDFG)
guidelines. If no active avian nests are identified within
the disturbance limits, then no further mitigation is
necessary. However, if active nests for avian species
of concern are found within the disturbance limits,

OwD, USFWS

Biologist
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then species-specific measures prescribed by the
MBTA shall be implemented by a qualified biologist.
Documentation of the mitigation measures shall be
provided to OWD and USFWS within ten (10) days
after implementation.

Mitigation
Measure
Bio-1B

If the biological surveys identified in performance
measure Bio-1A determine the presence of special-
status species and/or sensitive or critical habitats on
or adjacent to the CIP project site, then the following
measures shall be implemented, as applicable:

Ten (10) days prior to vegetation clearing, grading
and/or construction activities that are scheduled to
occur during the raptor nesting season (generally
January 15 through July 31), and where suitable trees
(such as Eucalyptus spp.) for raptor nesting occur
within 500 feet of such activities, pre-construction
surveys for raptor nests shall be performed by a
qualified biologist. If no occupied raptor nests are
identified in suitable trees on or within 500 feet of the
construction site, then no further mitigation is
necessary. Construction activities within 500 feet of
occupied nests shall not be allowed during the raptor
breeding season until a qualified biologist determines
that the nests are no longer active. Documentation of
the raptor surveys and any follow-up monitoring, as
necessary, shall be provided to OWD and USFWS
within ten (10) days of completing the final survey or
monitoring event.

OWD, USFWS,
CDFG

Biologist

Performance
Measure
Bio-1B

If the biological surveys identified in performance
measure Bio-1A determine the presence of special-
status species and/or sensitive or critical habitats on
or adjacent to the CIP project site, then the following
measures shall be implemented, as applicable:

For CIP projects that would affect non-listed sensitive
species and sensitive vegetation communities, the
measures listed below shall be implemented prior to
vegetation clearing, grading and/or construction
activities. In addition, applicable regulatory agency
permits and/or authorizations shall be obtained for
CIP projects that would affect federal and State-listed
species, and the conditions of such permits and/or
authorizations shall be implemented prior to
vegetation clearing, grading and/or construction

OWD, USFWS,
CDFG

Biologist
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activities.

Mitigation Special-status species (and any corresponding OWD X Engineering Design
Measure USFWS-designated critical habitats), sensitive

Bio-1B vegetation communities and MSCP resources shall be
avoided through project design or site selection, to the
extent practicable.

Mitigation For unavoidable impacts to special-status species OWD, USFWS, X X X |Biologist, Landscape
Measure (and any corresponding USFWS-designated critical |[CDFG Architect/Restoration
Bio-1B habitats), sensitive vegetation communities and Ecologist, Landscape
MSCP resources, off-site mitigation shall be provided Contractor

by one, or a combination of, the following measures,
in consultation with the USFWS and CDFG: 1) Debit
credits from the San Miguel Habitat Management
Area upon approval of the OWD Multiple Species
Conservation Program Subarea Plan; 2) Contribute to
the preserve system of other agency MSCPs through
land acquisition or purchase of mitigation banking
credits; and 3) Enhance, restore, create, and preserve
in perpetuity off-site habitat areas at locations and
mitigation ratios to be approved by the appropriate
regulatory agencies and in compliance with the
mitigation ratios, guidelines, and standards required
by the applicable MSCP subarea plans. Typical
mitigation ratios for direct impacts to sensitive
vegetation types include 2:1 for coastal sage scrub;
3:1 for maritime succulent scrub; 3:1 for native
grassland; 2:1 for oak woodlands; 3:1 for southern
interior cypress forest; 3:1 for riparian
woodlands/forests; 3:1 for coastal freshwater marsh;
2:1 for riparian scrubs (absent threatened or
endangered species); 5:1 for San Diego mesa
claypan vernal pools; 3:1 for Gabbroic chaparrals; and
0.5:1 for non-native grassland (absent threatened or
endangered species). These ratios will be decreased
or increased depending on whether the impacts and
mitigation would occur inside or outside an MSCP
preserve area. For example, these ratios are typically
doubled if impacts occur within previously conserved
lands. Plans for habitat enhancement, restoration and
creation shall be prepared by persons with expertise
in southern California ecosystems and native plant
revegetation techniques. Such plans shall include, at
a minimum: a) location of the mitigation site(s); b)
plant species to be used, container sizes, and seeding
rates; c) schematic depicting the mitigation area(s); d)
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planting schedule; e) description of the irrigation
methodology; f) measures to control exotic vegetation
at the mitigation site(s); g) specific success criteria
(e.g., percent cover of native and non-native species,
species richness); h) detailed monitoring program; i)
contingency measures should the success criteria not
be met; and j) identification of the party responsible for
meeting the success criteria and preserving the
mitigation site(s) in perpetuity (including conservation
easements and management funding). In addition,
OWD shall negotiate and implement long-term
maintenance requirements to ensure the success of
the mitigation site(s).

Mitigation
Measure
Bio-1B

If federal permits or funding are required for any CIP
projects (and listed species) that occur within
USFWS-designated critical habitat, then Section 7
Consultations with the USFWS shall be initiated by
the appropriate federal permitting agency. Conditions
outlined in the Biological Opinion (BO) resulting from
the Section 7 Consultations shall be implemented
according to the responsible parties and the timing
identified in the BO. In the absence of federal permits
or funding, a Section 10(a)(1)(B) permit shall be
obtained for the above-listed projects.

OWD, USFWS

Biologist

Mitigation
Measure
Bio-1C

Prior to vegetation clearing, grading, and/or
construction activities for CIP projects, a qualified
biologist shall attend a pre-construction meeting to
inform construction crews of the sensitive species and
habitats within and/or adjacent to project sites.

OWD, On-site
Construction
Supervisor

Biologist

Mitigation
Measure
Bio-1D

Prior to vegetation clearing, grading, and/or
construction activities for CIP projects, a qualified
biologist shall oversee installation of appropriate
temporary fencing and/or flagging to delineate the
limits of construction and the approved construction
staging areas for protection of identified sensitive
resources outside the approved construction/staging
zones. All construction access and circulation shall
be limited to designated construction/staging zones.
The fencing shall be checked weekly to ensure that
fenced construction limits are not exceeded. This
fencing shall be removed upon completion of
construction activities. Construction staging areas
shall be located a minimum of 100 feet from
drainages, wetlands and areas supporting sensitive

On-site
Construction
Supervisor,
Biologist

Construction
Contractor
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habitats or species. Fueling of equipment shall occur
in designated fueling zones within the construction
staging areas. All equipment used within the approved
construction limits shall be maintained to minimize
and control fluid and grease leaks. Provisions to
contain and clean up unintentional fuel, oil, fluid and
grease leaks/spills shall be in place prior to
construction.

Mitigation
Measure
Bio-1E

During vegetation clearing, grading, and/or
construction for CIP projects, a qualified biologist shall
monitor these activities. If sensitive species and/or
habitats adjacent to these project sites are
inadvertently impacted by these activities, then the
biologist shall immediately inform the on-site
construction supervisor who shall temporarily halt or
redirect work away from the area of impact. OWD
shall immediately be notified of the impact and shall
consult with the appropriate regulatory agencies to
determine the required mitigation, according to Bio-
1B(iv)(b) and (c) above. The biologist shall also
ensure that all construction night lighting adjacent to
sensitive habitat areas is of low illumination, shielded,
and directed downwards and away from these areas.

Biologist,
On-site
Construction
Supervisor,
OWD, USFWS,
CDFG

Construction
Contractor

Cultural Res

ources

Cul-PDF-1

Approximately six months prior to demolition of any
building with potential historical significance, OWD wiill
retain a qualified architectural historian to conduct a
historical building assessment. The architectural
historian will record, on a California Department of
Parks and Recreation (DPR) 523 form, or equivalent
documentation, the potential historical resources, if
any, that would be affected by this CIP project. The
forms will be filed with the South Coastal Information
Center (SCIC) to receive Primary numbers and
Trinomials. Should the analysis involved in completing
the DPR 523 form indicate that a particular structure
does not meet the eligibility criteria for listing on the
California Register of Historic Places, then no further
research and documentation is necessary (a 6-week
to 2-month process). If, however, the structure is
determined to be a historical resource, then measure
Cul-PDF-2 will be implemented. OWD will provide a
copy of the historical building assessment and DPR
523 form to the San Diego County Archaeological

owbD

Architectural Historian
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Cul-PDF-2

For each structure determined to be a historical
resource according to measure Cul-PDF-1, the
architectural historian will oversee the following
documentation and treatment program:

Prior to alteration, remodeling, renovation,
relocation, and/or demolition of the historical
resource, the architectural historian will document
the structure, and associated landscaping and
setting, via still and video photography (to be
provided on a CD-ROM) and will prepare a written
record in accordance with the standards of the
Historic American Building Survey (HABS) or
Historic American Engineering Record (HAER),
including accurate scaled mapping, architectural
descriptions, and scaled architectural plans (if
available). The record will be accompanied by a
report containing site-specific history and
appropriate contextual information. This
information will be gathered through site-specific
and comparative archival research, and oral
history collection as appropriate.

For historical resources that will be demolished,
additional mitigation beyond HABS/HAER
documentation may be necessary. The extent of
mitigation will depend upon the importance of the
historical resources to be demolished and will be
determined in consultation with the State Office of
Historic Preservation. Mitigation may include, but
not be limited to, the preparation/dissemination of
an informational brochure, interpretive displays
about the history of the area, and website
development and links to other historical
buildings.

Within three months after completion of
documentation and treatment of the affected
historical resources, a copy of the photographic
and written record and HABS/HAER report will be
submitted to SCIC.

owbD

X

X

X

Architectural Historian
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Performance
Measure
Cul-2A

During the design phase for all CIP pipeline projects
within the 2013 WWMP, available data shall be
reviewed by a qualified archaeologist on the depth of
fill below existing roads in which pipelines would be
installed. If such review indicates that native soils
would not be disturbed by pipeline trenching activities,
then cultural resources monitoring will not be required
for those CIP projects, and this determination by a
qualified archaeologist shall be documented by OWD
in accordance with CEQA requirements. OWD will
provide a copy of this CEQA documentation to the
SDCAS. If it is determined that native soils would be
disturbed by pipeline trenching activities, then a
cultural resources monitoring program shall be
implemented in accordance with measures Cul-2B
through Cul-2C.

owbD

X

X

Archaeologist

Mitigation
Measure
Cul-2B

Prior to grading for CIP projects, the OWD shall retain
a qualified archaeologist to monitor all ground-
disturbing activities in coordination with a Native
American monitor (as applicable). Prior to beginning
any work that requires cultural resources monitoring:

A pre-construction meeting shall be held that
includes the archaeologist, on-site construction
supervisor and/or grading contractor, and other
appropriate personnel to go over the cultural
resources monitoring program.

The archaeologist shall (at that meeting or
subsequently) submit to the OWD a copy of the
site/grading plan that identifies areas to be
monitored.

The archaeologist shall coordinate with the on-site
construction supervisor and OWD on the
construction schedule to identify when and where
monitoring is to begin, including the start date for
monitoring.

The archaeologist shall be present during
grading/excavation and shall document such
activity on a standardized form. A record of
monitoring activity shall be submitted to OWD
each month and at the end of monitoring.

OWD, On-site
Construction
Supervisor

Archaeologist, Native
American Monitor

Performance
Measure
Cul-2C

In the event archaeological resources are discovered
during ground-disturbing activities, the on-site
construction supervisor shall be notified and shall
redirect work away from the location of the discovery

OWD, On-site
Construction
Supervisor

Archaeologist, Native
American Monitor
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to allow for preliminary evaluation of potentially
significant archaeological resources. The OWD shall
consult with the archaeologist to consider means of
avoiding or reducing ground disturbance within the
archaeological site boundaries, including minor
modifications of project footprints, placement of
protective fill, establishment of a preservation
easement, or other means. If development cannot
avoid ground disturbance within the archaeological
site boundaries, then OWD shall implement the
measures listed below. The on-site construction
supervisor shall be notified by the archaeologist when
the discovered resources have been collected and
removed from the site for evaluation, at which time the
on-site construction supervisor shall direct work to
continue in the location of the discovery.

Prepare a research design and archaeological
data recovery plan that will capture those
categories of data for which the site is significant,
and implement the data recovery plan. The
significance of the discovered resources shall be
determined in consultation with the Native
American representative, as appropriate.

If, in the opinion of the qualified archaeologist and

in light of the data available, the significance of

the site is such that data recovery cannot capture
the values that qualify the site for inclusion in the

California Register of Historic Places, then OWD

shall reconsider project plans in light of the high

value of the resource, and implement more
substantial project modifications that would allow
the site to be preserved intact, such as redesign,
placement of fill, or relocation or abandonment.

Perform appropriate technical analyses, prepare a

report and file it with the SCIC, and provide for the

permanent curation of recovered resources, as
follows:

0 The archaeologist shall ensure that all
significant cultural resources collected are
cleaned, catalogued, and analyzed to identify
function and chronology as they relate to the
history of the area; that faunal material is
identified as to species; that specialty studies
are completed, as appropriate; and that a
letter of acceptance from the curation
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institution has been submitted to OWD.

o0  Curation of artifacts shall be completed in
consultation with the Native American
representative, as applicable.

Cul-SCP-1

The OWD will implement the provisions of California
Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and Public
Resources Code Section 5097.98 which establish
procedures to be followed if Native American or other
skeletal remains are discovered during construction of
a project, including the treatment of remains prior to,
during, and after evaluation, and reburial procedures.

OWD, On-site
Construction
Supervisor

Archaeologist, Native
American Monitor

Energy

Ene-PDF-1

CIP projects featuring electric pumps and motors
would use high efficiency pumps and motors.

owbD

Engineering Design

Ene-PDF-2

All outdoor (security) lighting installed at any above-
ground CIP facilities (i.e. pump stations, treatment
plant structures) under the 2013 WWMP will use
energy-efficient light emitting diodes, with motion
sensor lighting controls to limit usage. Lighting
adjacent to native vegetation communities will be of
low illuminations, shielded, and directed downwards
and away from these areas to avoid potential impacts
to nocturnal wildlife from increased predation that
would occur from “spill-over” of nighttime light levels
into the adjacent habitats.

On-site
Construction
Supervisor

Construction
Contractor

Ene-PDF-3

OWD would conduct annual pump efficiency tests at
each CIP project featuring a pump and correct any
decreases in efficiency through the repair or
replacement of appropriate pump components.

OWD

OWD Maintenance
Personnel

Ene-PDF-4

OWD would employ soft starts and stops to all CIP
project pumps and motors to reduce total electricity
consumption during operation of pumps and motors.

owbD

Engineering Design

Geology and Soils

Geo-PDF-1

At the time of CIP project design, the OWD will
implement the relevant requirements of the 2006
Uniform Building Code (UBC) and 2007 California
Building Code (CBC), as updated or amended, and
California Division of Mines & Geology (CDMG)
Special Publications 117.

OWD

Engineering Design

Geo-SCP-1

Prior to construction of CIP projects, areas of
liquefaction and/or landslides will be identified as part
of site-specific geotechnical investigations. The

OWD

Geologist

16

Otay Water District

Wastewater Management Plan SPEIR

June, 2013



Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Design
Feature or
Mitigation No|

Design Feature or Mitigation Measure

Person(s) to
Verify

Timing of Verification

Pre
Const

During
Const

Post
Const

Responsible Party

Completed

Initials | Date

Comments

Resp.
Team
Member

Spec
Section
or Dwg

No.

Verified
in
Contract
by

Comments

investigations will specifically address foundation and
slope stability in liquefiable and landslide areas
proposed for construction.

Geo-SCP-1

Recommendations made in conjunction with the
geotechnical investigations will be implemented during
construction, including but not limited to the following
actions:

Over-excavate unsuitable materials and replace
them with engineered fill.

For thinner deposits, remove loose,
unconsolidated soils and replace with properly
compacted fill soils, or apply other design
stabilization features (i.e., excavation of
overburden).

For thicker deposits, implement applicable
techniques such as dynamic compaction (i.e.,
dropping heavy weights on the land surface),
vibro-compaction (i.e., inserting a vibratory device
into the liquefiable sand), vibro-replacement (i.e.,
replacing sand by drilling and then vibro-
compacting backfill in the bore hole), or
compaction piles (i.e., driving piles and densifying
surrounding soil).

Lower the groundwater table to below the level of
liquefiable soils.

Perform in-situ densification of soils or other
alterations to the ground characteristics.

For landslides, implement applicable techniques
such as stabilization (i.e., construction of buttress
fills, retaining walls, or other structural support to
remediate the potential for instability of cut slopes
composed of landslide debris); remedial grading
and removal of landslide debris (e.g., over-
excavation and recompaction); or avoidance (e.g.,
structural setbacks).

On-site
Construction
Supervisor

Grading Contractor

Geo-SCP-2

Prior to construction of CIP projects, areas of severely
erodable soils will be identified as part of site-specific
geotechnical investigations. The investigations will
specifically address foundation and slope stability in
erodable soils proposed for construction.

owbD

Geologist

Geo-SCP-2

Recommendations made in conjunction with the
geotechnical investigations will be implemented during
construction, including but not limited to the following

On-site
Construction
Supervisor

Grading, Construction,
Landscape
Contractors
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actions:

Minimize disturbance to existing vegetation and
slopes.

Construct drainage control devices (e.g., storm
drains, brow ditches, subdrains, etc.) to direct
surface water runoff away from slopes and other
graded areas.

Provide temporary hydroseeding of cleared
vegetation and graded slopes as soon as possible
following grading activities for areas that will
remain in disturbed condition (but will not be
subject to further construction activities) for a
period greater than two weeks during the
construction phase.

Geo-SCP-3

The construction bid documents for each CIP project
will include either a 90 percent Erosion Control Plan
(for projects that would result in less than one acre of
land disturbance) or a 90 percent Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) (for projects that
would result in one acre or greater of land
disturbance). The Erosion Control Plan will comply
with the storm water regulations or ordinances of the
local agency jurisdiction within which the CIP project
occurs, while the SWPPP will comply with the NPDES
General Construction Permit. These plans will be
based on site-specific hydraulic and hydrologic
characteristics, and identify a range of BMPs to
reduce impacts related to storm water runoff, including
sedimentation BMPs to control soil erosion. The
construction contractor will identify the specific storm
water BMPs to be implemented during the
construction phase of a given CIP project, and will
prepare and implement the final Erosion Control Plan
or SWPPP for that project. Typical BMPs to be
implemented as part of the Erosion Control Plan or
SWPPP may include, but may not be limited to, the
actions listed below. For protection of finished graded
areas and manufactured slopes, the construction
contractor will implement the OWD Standard
Specifications for Slope Protection and Erosion
Control (Section 02202).

On-site
Construction
Supervisor

Construction
Contractor

Geo-SCP-3

Implement a “weather triggered” action plan during the
rainy season involving installation of enhanced

erosion and sediment control measures prior to

On-site
Construction

Supervisor

Construction
Contractor
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predicted storm events (i.e., 40 percent or greater
chance of rain).
Geo-SCP-3 |[Use erosion control/stabilizing measures in cleared On-site X Construction
areas and on graded slopes of 3:1 (horizontal to Construction Contractor
vertical) gradient or steeper, such as geotextiles, Supervisor
mats, fiber rolls, soil binders, or temporary
hydroseeding.
Geo-SCP-3 |Use sediment controls to protect the site perimeter On-site X Construction
and prevent off-site sediment transport, such as Construction Contractor
filtration devices (e.g., temporary inlet filters), silt Supervisor
fences, fiber rolls, gravel bags, temporary sediment
basins, check dams, street sweeping, energy
dissipaters, stabilized construction access points (e.g.,
temporary gravel or pavement) and sediment
stockpiles (e.g., silt fences and tarps), and properly
fitted covers for sediment transport vehicles.
Geo-SCP-3 |[Divert runoff from uphill areas around disturbed areas |On-site X Construction
of the construction site. Construction Contractor
Supervisor
Geo-SCP-3 |[Protect storm drain inlets on-site or downstream of the |On-site X Construction
construction site to eliminate entry of sediment. Construction Contractor
Supervisor
Geo-SCP-3 [Store BMP materials in on-site areas to provide On-site X Construction
“standby” capacity adequate to provide complete Construction Contractor
protection of exposed areas and prevent off-site Supervisor
sediment transport.
Geo-SCP-3 |Train personnel responsible for BMP installation and |On-site X Construction
maintenance. Construction Contractor
Supervisor
Geo-SCP-3 |Implement solid waste management efforts such as  |On-site X Construction
proper containment and disposal of construction Construction Contractor
debris. Supervisor
Geo-SCP-3 |Install permanent landscaping (or native vegetation in |On-site X |Landscape
areas adjacent to natural habitats) and irrigation as Construction Contractor/Restoration
soon as feasible after final grading or construction. Supervisor Ecologist
Geo-SCP-3 [Implement appropriate monitoring and maintenance |On-site X Construction
efforts (e.g., prior to and after storm events) to ensure |Construction Contractor
proper BMP function and efficiency. Supervisor
Geo-SCP-3 [Implement sampling/analysis, monitoring/reporting On-site X Construction
and post-construction management programs per Construction Contractor
NPDES requirements. Supervisor
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Geo-SCP-3

Implement additional BMPs as necessary (and as
required by appropriate regulatory agencies) to
ensure adequate erosion and sediment control.

On-site
Construction
Supervisor

X

Construction
Contractor

Geo-SCP-4

Prior to construction of CIP projects, areas of
geologic/soil instability will be identified as part of site-
specific geotechnical investigations. The
investigations will specifically address foundation and
slope stability within unstable geologic units/soils
proposed for construction.

owbD

Geologist

Geo-SCP-4

Recommendations made in conjunction with the
geotechnical investigations will be implemented during
construction, including but not limited to the following
actions:

Perform site-specific settlement analyses in areas
deemed appropriate by the geotechnical engineer
and evaluate the potential for groundwater-related
subsidence.

Over-excavate unsuitable materials and replace
them with engineered fill.

To minimize or avoid lateral spreading of on-site
soils, remove compressible soils and replace
them with properly compacted fill, perform
compaction grouting or deep dynamic
compaction, or use stiffened conventional
foundation systems.

To minimize or avoid differential compression or
settlement of on-site soils, manage oversized
material (i.e., rocks greater than 12 inches) via off-
site disposal, placement in non-structural fill, or
crushing or pre-blasting to generate material less
than 12 inches. Oversized material greater than 4
feet will not be used in fills, and will not be placed
within 10 feet of finished grade, within 10 feet of
manufactured slope faces (measured horizontally
from the slope face), or within 3 feet of the
deepest pipeline or other utilities.

To minimize or avoid shrinking/swelling of on-site
expansive soils, over-excavate for deeper fills (at
least five feet below finished grade).

Locate foundations and larger pipelines outside of
cut/fill transition zones and landscaped irrigation
zones.

On-site
Construction
Supervisor

Construction
Contractor

Performance

During the design phase for all CIP pipeline projects

OWD, On-site

Contractor
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Measure
Geo-5A

within the 2013 WWMP, available data shall be
reviewed on the depth of fill below existing roads in
which pipelines would be installed. If such review
indicates that native soils would not be disturbed by
pipeline trenching activities, then paleontological
monitoring will not be required for those CIP projects,
and this determination shall be documented by OWD
in accordance with CEQA requirements. If itis
determined that native soils would be disturbed by
pipeline trenching activities, then a paleontological
monitoring program shall be implemented in
accordance with measures Geo-5B through Geo-5D.

Construction
Supervisor

Mitigation
Measure
Geo-5B

Prior to grading for CIP projects, the OWD shall retain
a qualified paleontologist to monitor all ground-
disturbing activities. A record of monitoring activity
shall be submitted to OWD each month and at the end
of monitoring.

owbD

Paleontologist

Mitigation
Measure
Geo-5C

In the event fossils are discovered during ground-
disturbing activities, the on-site construction
supervisor shall be notified and shall redirect work
away from the location of the discovery, so that the
fossils can be removed by the paleontologist for
significance evaluations. The on-site construction
supervisor shall be notified by the paleontologist when
the fossils have been removed, at which time the on-
site construction supervisor shall direct work to
continue in the location of the fossil discovery.

On-site
Construction
Supervisor

Paleontologist

Mitigation
Measure
Geo-5D

For fossils removed from the construction site in
accordance with measure Geo-5C that are
determined to be significant, the following measures
shall be implemented:

The paleontologist shall ensure that all significant
fossils collected are cleaned, identified,
catalogued, and permanently curated with an
appropriate institution with a research interest in
the materials;

The paleontologist shall ensure that specialty
studies are completed, as appropriate, for any
significant fossil collected; and

The paleontologist shall ensure that curation of
fossils are completed in consultation with OWD.
A letter of acceptance from the curation institution
shall be submitted to OWD.

owbD

Paleontologist
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Water Resources
Hyd-SCP-1 |In accordance with the Water Agencies’ Standards OWD, On-site X Construction

(WAS), the construction contractor is required to Construction Contractor

implement a Safety Plan at each CIP construction site |Supervisor

that would involve the transport, storage, use, and

disposal of hazardous materials. Such plans will also

specify storm water BMPs, to be consistent with those

identified in Geo-SCP-3, to minimize downstream

water quality degradation from runoff pollution

associated with CIP construction activities.
Hyd-PDF-1 |For each CIP facility that would involve the transport, |OWD, On-site X X |Construction

storage, use, and disposal of hazardous materials Construction Contractor, OWD

during project operation, OWD will implement a site- [Supervisor, Maintenance

specific Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP), |County DEH Personnel (long-term

including BMPs to prevent downstream water quality operations)

degradation from runoff pollution associated with CIP

post-construction operations. In addition, OWD is

required to obtain a permit from the County of San

Diego Department of Environmental Health (DEH)

allowing for the use of specified hazardous

substances during the CIP post-construction operation

of these sites. Typical BMPs to be implemented as

part of the HMBP may include, but are not limited to,

the actions listed below.
Hyd-PDF-1 |Minor chemical spills will be contained by absorbent, |OWD, On-site X X |Construction

using trained employees in proper protective Construction Contractor, OWD

equipment, and waste will be placed in a properly Supervisor, Maintenance

labeled container for disposal. County DEH Personnel (long-term

operations)

Hyd-PDF-1 |For major chemical spills, employees will notify the OWD, On-site X X |Construction

local fire department. Prior to arrival by emergency |Construction Contractor, OWD

responders, trained employees using proper Supervisor, Maintenance

protective equipment will attempt to contain the spill  {County DEH, Personnel (long-term

using absorbent, physical barriers, or other methods |Local Fire operations)

as specified in the HMBP, and prevent it from entering |Department

the storm drain and from discharging off-site as runoff.
Hyd-PDF-2 |At the time of CIP project design, OWD will implement |OWD X Engineering Design

the relevant requirements of the 2006 UBC and 2007

CBC for all above-ground CIP projects (reservoirs,

pump stations, and facilities for groundwater

production wells), including the design of appropriately

sized drainage facilities, where necessary, to capture

runoff from each project site to reduce the risk of
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flooding.

Landform Al

teration and Visual Aesthetics

Aes-PDF-1

In accordance with WAS and standard operating
procedures, the following design, landscaping and
irrigation measures will be implemented for CIP
projects:

Treatment Plant buildings and pump station buildings
will use appropriate building materials and color
palettes that visually blend the structures in with their
surroundings (natural and urban).

owbD

Engineering Design

Aes-PDF-1

Treatment plant buildings, and pump station buildings
will use low-reflective paint and glass.

owbD

Engineering Design

Aes-PDF-1

For portions of pipeline projects installed in naturally
vegetated areas, the disturbance footprints for the
pipeline corridor and associated staging areas will be
hydroseeded, following backfilling and recontouring,
using a non-irrigated native plant mix consistent with
original site conditions and surrounding vegetation.

On-site
Construction
Supervisor

Landscape Contractor

Aes-PDF-1

For pump stations and treatment plant structures in
naturally vegetated settings, any disturbed unpaved
areas following construction will be revegetated
(hydroseeding and/or plantings) using native plant
materials consistent with original site conditions and
surrounding vegetation. A temporary irrigation system
will be installed and maintained by OWD, or watering
trucks will be used at a frequency to be determined by
OWD to maintain successful plant growth. Temporary
irrigation will be discontinued upon OWD'’s
determination that the landscaping has permanently
established, without the need for supplemental
watering.

On-site
Construction
Supervisor

Landscape Contractor

Aes-PDF-1

For CIP projects in urban settings, any disturbed
unpaved areas following construction will be
landscaped using plant materials consistent with
original site conditions and/or surrounding ornamental
vegetation. A permanent irrigation system will be
installed and maintained by OWD.

On-site
Construction
Supervisor

Landscape Contractor

Land Use an

d Planning

LU-PDF-1

The design of CIP projects located within and
adjacent to the “100% Preserve” areas under the
County of San Diego MSCP (refer to Figure 4.2-1 of

On-site
Construction
Supervisor

Landscape Contractor
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the Final PEIR) will incorporate the following
guidelines:
Plant materials used for landscaping will consist of
native species similar to/compatible with the adjacent
habitat, and those species should be based on plants
with genetic materials of the area.
LU-PDF-1  |Fencing will be installed along the MSCP reserve On-site X Grading/Construction
boundary to prevent uncontrolled human access. Construction Contractor
Supervisor
LU-PDF-2 |The design of CIP projects located within and OWD, On-site X X Engineering Design,
adjacent to the “Hardline Preserve” and “Pre- Construction Construction
Approved Mitigation” areas under the City of San Supervisor Contractor
Diego MSCP will incorporate the following guidelines:
Drainage will be directed away from the reserves so
as to avoid the release of toxins, chemicals, and
petroleum products in storm water runoff that might
degrade or harm the natural environment or
ecosystem processes.
LU-PDF-2  |Barriers (e.g., non-invasive vegetation, On-site X Grading/Construction
rocks/boulders, fences, walls, and/or signage) will be |Construction Contractor
installed along the MSCP reserve boundary to prevent |Supervisor
uncontrolled human access.
LU-PDF-2  |Plant materials used for landscaping will consist of On-site X |Landscape Contractor
native species similar to/compatible with the adjacent |Construction
habitat, and those species should be based on plants |Supervisor
with genetic materials of the area.
LU-PDF-3  |The design of CIP projects located within and OWD, On-site X X Engineering Design,
adjacent to the “100% Preserve” areas under the City [Construction Construction
of Chula Vista MSCP (refer to Figure 4.2-1 of the Final|Supervisor Contractor
PEIR) will incorporate the following guidelines:
Through the use of detention basins, drainage will not
be discharged directly into the reserves so as to avoid
the release of toxins, chemicals, and petroleum
products in storm water runoff that might degrade or
harm the natural environment or ecosystem
processes.
LU-PDF-3  |Plant materials used for landscaping will consist of On-site X |Landscape Contractor
native species that reflect the adjacent native habitat, |Construction
and non-native plant species will not be introduced Supervisor
into landscaped areas adjacent to the reserves.
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Noise

Noi-PDF-1

CIP projects located adjacent to residential land uses
will place pumps, emergency generators, and any
other motorized equipment within a masonry
enclosure that minimizes interior noise. For any vents
included in the enclosure, the construction contractor
will use materials specified within the OWD Standard
Specifications for Louvers and Vents (Section 10200).
Prior to operation, the noise levels from stationary
motorized equipment (including emergency
generators) will be measured to ensure that the
following standards are not exceeded:

CIP Projects located within the County of San
Diego will not exceed a one-hour exterior noise
limit of 50 dBA at the property line during daytime
hours (7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) and 45 dBA during
nighttime hours (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.).

OWD, On-site
Construction
Supervisor

Engineering Design,
Construction
Contractor, Noise
Monitor

Noi-SCP-1

Construction activities will comply with applicable local
noise ordinances and regulations specifying sound
control, including the County of San Diego. Measures
to reduce construction/ demolition noise to the
maximum extent feasible will be included in contractor
specifications and will include, but not be limited to,
the following:

Construction activity will be restricted to the hours
specified within each respective Municipal Code,
depending on the location of the specific CIP
project, as follows:

o Construction activity for CIP projects located
within San Diego County will occur between
hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., Monday
through Saturday; construction shall be
prohibited on Sundays and holidays.

o0 and Sunday.

Construction noise for projects located within San

Diego County will not exceed an average sound

level of 75 dBA for an eight-hour period at the

project’s property boundary.

All construction equipment will be properly

outfitted and maintained with manufacturer-

recommended noise-reduction devices.

On-site
Construction
Supervisor

Construction
Contractor

Noi-SCP-2

For any construction activities which include blasting,
the construction contractor will implement the OWD

OWD, On-site
Construction

Construction
Contractor,
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Standard Specifications for Explosives and Blasting
(Section 02200). Subject to these standard
specifications, a qualified blasting consultant and
geotechnical consultant will prepare all required
blasting plans and monitor all blasting activities. Prior
to blasting, the contractor will secure all permits
required by law for blasting operations and provide
notification at least five working days in advance of
blasting activities within 300 feet of a residence or
commercial building. Monitoring of all blasting
activities will be in conformance with the CDMG
standards and in no case will blasting intensities
exceed the safety standards established by the U.S.
Department of Mines.

Supervisor

Blasting/Geotechnical
Consultants/Monitors

Public Safety

Haz-SCP-1

Prior to construction of CIP projects, the construction
contractor will prepare and submit a HMBP to OWD.
The procedures in the HMBP will comply with U.S.
Department of Transportation (USDOT, Office of
Hazardous Materials Safety) as it pertains to the
transportation, storage, use, and disposal of
hazardous materials and California Highway Patrol
(CHP) regulations for the transportation of hazardous
materials along state highways.

OWD, On-site
Construction
Supervisor

Construction
Contractor

Haz-PDF-1

OWD will continue to prepare and implement a post-
construction HMBP for long-term operations at CIP
projects involving the transportation, storage, use, and
disposal of hazardous materials. The procedures in
the HMBP will comply with USDOT (Office of
Hazardous Materials Safety) and CHP regulations for
the transportation of hazardous materials along State
highways.

owbD

OWD Maintenance
Personnel

Mitigation
Measure
Haz-2A

As part of geotechnical investigations conducted prior
to ground-disturbing activities for CIP projects, a
database search of hazardous materials sites shall be
performed within a one-mile radius surrounding the
CIP site pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5. In the event such sites are identified within
the search parameters, OWD shall retain a registered
environmental assessor to prepare a Remediation
Plan for any contaminated soils or groundwater
encountered within the construction area. The
Remediation Plan shall be incorporated into the
construction documents. If contamination is

OWD, On-site
Construction
Supervisor,
County DEH,
RWQCB

Construction
Contractor, Registered
Environmental
Assessor
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encountered during ground-disturbing activities, the
on-site construction supervisor shall redirect work
away from the location of the contamination and shall
notify OWD, County DEH and Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB). The contamination
remediation and removal activities shall be conducted
in accordance with the Remediation Plan and
pertinent regulatory guidelines, under the oversight of
the appropriate regulatory agency.

Haz-SCP-2

In the event that CIP construction activities would
require a lane or roadway closure, or could otherwise
substantially interfere with traffic circulation, the
contractor will obtain a Traffic Control Permit from the
local land use agency and/or state agencies such as
the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans), prior to construction as necessary, and
implement a traffic control plan to ensure that
adequate emergency access and egress is
maintained and that traffic will move efficiently and
safely in and around the construction site. The traffic
control plan may include, but not be limited to, the
following measures:

Install traffic control signs, cones, flags, flares,
lights, and temporary traffic signals in compliance
with the requirements of local jurisdictions, and
relocate them as the work progresses to maintain
effective traffic control.

Provide trained and equipped flag persons to
regulate traffic flow when construction activities
encroach onto traffic lanes.

Control parking for construction equipment and
worker vehicles to prevent interference with public
and private parking spaces, access by emergency
vehicles, and owner’s operations.

Traffic control equipment, devices, and post
settings will be removed when no longer required.
Any damage caused by equipment installation will
be repaired.

OWD, On-site
Construction
Supervisor,
Local Agency,
Caltrans

Construction
Contractor

Haz-SCP-2

For CIP construction activities near schools, the
contractor will coordinate with schools prior to
commencement of construction activity to minimize
potential disruption of traffic flows during school day
peak traffic periods.

OWD, On-site
Construction
Supervisor,
Local School
District

Construction
Contractor
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Bureau
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Association for the of Advancement of Cost Engineering
International

acre-foot

acre-foot per year

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

Capital improvement program

County of San Diego

Otay Water District

Engineering News Record Construction Cost Index
Environmental Protection Agency

Fiscal Year

gallons per capita per day

gallons per minute

International Boundary and Water Commission
Indirect potable reuse

Kilowatt-hour

Membrane bioreactor

City of San Diego Metropolitan Wastewater System
million gallons per day

Master geographic reference area

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
operations and maintenance

Program Environmental Impact Report

Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant

Polyvinyl chloride

Recycled water

Rainfall derived infiltration and inflow

Rancho San Diego Pump Station

Rancho San Diego Outfall Facilities

Ralph W. Chapman Water Recycling Facility
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Background and Purpose

The Otay Water District (District), located in the southern portion of San Diego County,
provides wastewater service to a portion of the land area within the Jamacha Basin,
which is located within its North District. The County of San Diego also provides
wastewater service in a portion of the Jamacha Basin. Wastewater flows from each
agency’s customers are conveyed in joint collection and pumping systems.

Wastewater generated in the Jamacha Basin can be discharged into the City of San
Diego Metropolitan Wastewater System (Metro System). The District owns and
operates the Ralph W. Chapman Water Reclamation Facility (RWCWRF) within the
Jamacha Basin, which is operated as a skimming facility. Wastewater flows generated
within the Jamacha Basin are pumped to the RWCWRF and treated to produce
recycled water, which is used to meet a portion of the District’s existing recycled water
demand. All remaining wastewater flows are discharged into the Metro System via the
County’s Rancho San Diego Outfall Facilities (RSDOF) and the downstream Spring
Valley Outfall (SVO). The 2010 wastewater collection rates within the Jamacha Basin
for connected sewer customers only were about 1.3 MGD for the District and about
0.65 MGD for the County. Wastewater collection, pumping, and treatment costs are
shared between the District and the County as provided in the 1998 agreement
between the Spring Valley Sanitation District (now San Diego County) and the Otay
Water District.

There are currently two sources of recycled water supply to the District. The
RWCWREF can treat up to 1.3 MGD. The District also entered into an agreement with
the City of San Diego that allows the District to purchase up to 6.0 MGD of recycled
water generated by the City’s South Bay Water Reclamation Plant (SBWRP).

Previous planning studies have evaluated various wastewater treatment and disposal
options available to the District and the County. These studies have indicated that
local treatment and marketing of recycled water are economical and preferable under
certain conditions, and Metro System wastewater disposal is superior under other
conditions. The primary factors affecting the comparison of the options available are
total wastewater collected for disposal, total costs of local and Metro System service,
revenues from the sale of recycled water, and risk exposure to future costs in the Metro
System.
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The purpose of this project is to prepare a comprehensive Wastewater Management
Plan that considers required improvements to the District's wastewater collection
system and identifies a preferred strategy for future wastewater management and
recycled water generation and purchase. The scope of services for the project
generally includes the following:

e Update of the wastewater flow projections for the Jamacha Basin.

e Identification of wastewater collection system improvements and costs that
will accommodate projected wastewater flows.

e Determination of additional recycled water supplies needed through 2030.

e Review of potential sources and costs of additional recycled water supplies.

e Identification and analysis of local and regional options available to the
District for future wastewater management and recycled water supply to
identify a preferred strategy.

e Development of recommended wastewater system improvements and costs
for consideration in the District's wastewater capital improvement program.

Summary of Conclusions

The work conducted in this Wastewater Management Plan yields the following
conclusions:

Wastewater Flow Projections

e The total Jamacha Basin wastewater generation, including connected and
unconnected properties are projected to increase from 2.48 MGD in 2010 to
2.96 MGD in 2030.

e Wastewater generation in the District's service area within the Jamacha
Basin, from connected and unconnected properties, is projected to increase
from 1.84 MGD in 2010 to 2.15 MGD in 2030

e Wastewater generation in the County’'s service area within the Jamacha
Basin, including connected and unconnected properties, is projected to
increase from 0.64 MGD in 2010 to 0.81 MGD in 2030.

Wastewater Collection System

e The existing collection system has three problem areas that do not meet
system performance criteria under peak flow conditions. These problem
areas can be corrected by replacing the existing undersized sewer pipes.

e One of the existing problem areas is along Campo Road in a section of 10-
inch pipe that has been converted from a forcemain to a gravity pipe, and is
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undersized to act adequately as a gravity pipe. The District wants the entire
length of this pipe replaced with a 15-inch gravity pipe.

e The existing collection system has two additional areas that do not meet
system performance criteria under 2030 peak flow conditions. The
undersized sewer pipes in these areas should also be replaced as funds
become available.

Recycled Water Supply and Demand

e The District's existing recycled water supply consists of an average of 1.0
MGD from the RWCWRF and up to 6 MGD annually from the SBWRP. Due
to problems with wastewater supply to SBWRP, other large demands taking
priority, etc., the actual peak availability of recycled water from the SBWRP
has recently been only 5.3 MGD. These problems are anticipated to be
corrected by 2015.

e The District projects that its recycled water volumetric demand will increase
from 4,074 AFY in 2010 to 8,000 AFY in 2035.

e The District will begin seeing deficits in monthly recycled water supply by
2020 during the peak demand months. The deficits during the two peak
demand months are projected to grow from approximately 670 AF in 2020 to
1,100 AF in 2035. The deficits are also expected to occur for over half the
year. These deficits are not annual and can be mitigated if the
District/SBWRP agreement can be amended to allow the District to take its
contracted amount at up to two times its annual average rate during peak
demand months.

e The District is already seeing supply deficits in meeting peak day recycled
water demands and has had to occasionally supplement with potable water.
The peak day supply deficit is projected to grow from approximately 1.0
MGD in 2010 to 7.3 MGD in 2035. The deficits can be managed with
appropriate recycled water system storage and a maodification to the
District/SBWRP agreement, as described above.

e Potential additional supplies of recycled water include the following sources:

o0 Expansion of the RWCWRF

0 Additional purchases from the City of San Diego SBWRP

o Purchase of recycled water from a potential new City of Chula Vista
regional WRF

0 A potential new joint WRF with San Diego County

0 A new joint WRF with the International Boundary and Water
Commission at the South Bay International Wastewater Treatment
Plant.
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Future Wastewater and Recycled Water Management Options

e Future wastewater treatment options include the RWCWRF, discharge to the
Metro System, and potential partnership with the County in a new 10 MGD
water reclamation plant.

e Five overall future wastewater management and recycled water options were
selected for economic evaluations:

O O o0 oo

Option A — maintain RWCWRF at 1.3 MGD

Option B — expand RWCWRF to 2.6 MGD

Option C — expand RWCWRF to 3.9 MGD

Option D — decommission RWCWRF and send all flow to Metro
Option E — decommission RWCWRF and build joint plant with County

e The evaluation of RWCWRF options considered onsite solids handling and
no onsite solids handling. The joint District/County plant options considered
only onsite solids handling consistent will all previous planning efforts. All
options involving discharge of flows to Metro included consideration of the
Point Loma WWTP remaining a primary treatment plant and potential
upgrade to a secondary treatment plant.

e A detailed present worth cost evaluation of the five primary management
options through 2030 lead to the following conclusions:

(0]
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Option A has the lowest present worth cost, followed by Option B
(expand RWCWRF to 2.6 MGD), then Option C. This is due to the
existing investment in RWCWRF and the avoidance of Metro costs and
additional recycled water purchases.

Option D has the highest present worth due to the existing cost structure,
potential for Point Loma WWTP upgrade, and need to purchase
additional Metro and County system capacity.

The lowest cost options involve onsite solids handling, purchase of
recycled water from a Chula Vista WRF, and avoidance of costs for a
Point Loma WWTP upgrade.

For all RWCWRF expansion options (Options A, B, and C), construction
and operation of onsite solids handling is more cost-effective due to the
potential to reduce Metro discharges and costs.

Abandoning the RWCWRF and relying on Metro or a new joint
District/County WREF is significantly more costly than retaining RWCWRF
at any of the three capacities evaluated. This reinforces the value of the
existing plant and the District’s Metro/County system capacity ownership.
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o Purchase of recycled water from a new Chula Vista WRF appears to be

more cost-effective than purchase from the SBWRP due to the current

“take or pay” provision in the SBWRP agreement.

Wastewater Collection System Recommendations
Hydraulic Model

The existing hydraulic model was last calibrated in 2006 and should be recalibrated in
the next planning effort. Typically, a hydraulic model is calibrated every 5 years as
changes in development occur or modeled system components (pump stations and
pipelines) are updated. The District should also consider calibrating the model using
predictive hydrologic methods in the next model update. In terms of versatility and
range of applications, the predictive hydrologic method far exceeds the capabilities of
the peaking factor methodology which is currently utilized.

Recommended Wastewater System Improvements

Table ES-1 summarizes the schedule and capital cost opinions for the recommended
wastewater collection system improvements. Figures ES-1 and ES-2 illustrate the
recommended improvements.

Table ES-1. Recommended Wastewater Collection System Improvements

Wastewater
Management

Plan

. Conceptual Cost
_ Unit Opinion ($)
Project Cost
No. Description Location ($/ILF)* Existing 2030

Collection System Pipes
CIP#1 | 12-inch 36 LF Near Fury Ln and Jamacha Rd 1,020 $37,000 -
CIP #2 | 24-inch 91 LF Near Hillsdale Rd and Jamacha Rd 2,040 $190,000 -
CIP#3 | 15-inch | 9,225LF Along Campo Road from Avocado Rd to Singer Lane 900 $8,300,000 -
CIP #4 | 15-inch 900 LF Near Jamacha Rd and Donahue Dr 1,275 - $1,150,000
CIP#5 | 154nch | 1,235LF Along Ivanhoe Ranch RdSut[;fitgﬁam of Cottonwood Pump 1,275 _ $1,570,000

Total $8,527,000 | $2,720,000
Note:

1. January 2012 Costs (ENR CCI = 9176). Includes 30% for engineering and administration, 10% for contractor bonding and insurance,

and 30% for project contingencies.

CIP #3 involves replacement of the former 10-inch forcemain in Campo Road that
currently acts as a gravity pipe. The entire stretch of this pipe should be replaced with
a new 15-inch gravity sewer pipe.
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Figure ES-1 Existing System Improvements
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Figure ES-2Future System Improvements
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Recommended Wastewater Management and Recycled Water Strategies

The recommended wastewater and recycled water management strategies for
consideration by the District are as follows.

e Retain and maintain the RWCWRF at its current capacity. This
recommendation, however, does not preclude a future expansion of
RWCWRF capacity if additional reclaimed water for the District cannot be
obtained from a new assumed Chula Vista WRF or from the SBWRP.

e If regulatory restrictions prohibit the use of the existing reclaimed water
pipeline to achieve required chlorine contact times before expansion of the
RWCWRP, then plan, design, and construct a chlorine contact chamber. The
estimated capital costs for the chlorine contact chamber is $3,420,000
(includes 30 percent for engineering and administration, 10 percent for
contractor bonding and insurance, and 30 percent for project contingencies).

e Plan, design, and construct on-site solids handling facilities on the RWCWRF
site for a capacity of 1.3 MGD expandable to 2.6 MGD. The estimated
capital cost for the on-site solids handling facilities is $5,690,000
(includes 30 percent for engineering and administration, 10 percent for
contractor bonding and insurance, and 30 percent for project contingencies).

e Target the start-up date for RWCWRF on-site solids handling as early as
possible, but no later than 2015, to avoid potential Point Loma WWTP
upgrade costs.

e Confirm that construction and operation of RWCWRF on-site solids handling
facilities will preclude significant discharge to the Metro System, except on
plant maintenance or emergency events.

e Upon construction of RWCWRF on-site solids handling, re-determine new
quality and resulting unit costs for Metro discharge.

e Renegotiate the SBWRP recycled water purchase agreement to allow short-
term, peak month and peak-day purchases of recycled water from the 6
MGD limit stated in the contract to a new limit of 12 MGD. Also, renegotiate
the agreement to remove the “take or pay” provision.

o If the take or pay provision of the SBWRP agreement cannot be negotiated
out, support the construction of a Chula Vista WRF and negotiate a contract
to take all recycled water produced by that plant.

e Perform a District recycled water storage evaluation to assess daily and
peak month water balances to assure that projected peak period recycled
water demands can be achieved by the combination of RWCWRF,
SBWRP/Chula Vista WRP recycled water purchases with no or little
supplementation by other water sources, such as SDCWA water.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background

The Otay Water District (District) is located in the southern portion of San Diego
County. The District provides wastewater service to a portion of the land area within
the Jamacha Basin, which is located within its North District. The County of San Diego
also provides wastewater service in a portion of Jamacha Basin. Wastewater flows
from each agency customers are conveyed in joint collection and pumping systems.

Wastewater generated in Jamacha Basin can be discharged into the City of San Diego
Metropolitan Wastewater System (Metro System) up to the District and County contract
capacity rights in the system. The District owns and operates the Ralph W. Chapman
Water Reclamation Facility (RWCWRF) within the Jamacha Basin. The RWCWREF is
operated as a skimming or stripping facility, whereby wastewater flows generated
within Jamacha Basin are pumped to the RWCWRF and treated to produce recycled
water, which is used to meet a portion of the District’s existing recycled water irrigation
demand. All of the remaining wastewater flows are discharged into the Metro System
via the County’s Rancho San Diego Outfall Facilities (RSDOF) and the downstream
Spring Valley Outfall (SVO). The District has capacity rights within the RSDOF and the
SVO of 1.2 MGD, and slightly more in the Metro System. The design capacity of the
RSDOF is 4.5 MGD. The 2010 wastewater collection rates within the Jamacha Basin
from connected sewer customers was about 1.3 MGD for the District and about 0.65
MGD for the County.

There are currently two sources of recycled water supply to the District. The
RWCWREF can treat up to 1.3 MGD of wastewater to produce recycled water to meet a
portion of the District's demands. The District also entered into an agreement with the
City of San Diego in 2003 that provides for recycled water supply from the City’'s South
Bay Water Reclamation Plant (SBWRP). The agreement allows the District to
purchase up to 6.0 MGD of recycled water generated by the SBWRP.

Previous planning studies have evaluated various wastewater treatment and disposal
options available to the District and the County. These studies have indicated that
local treatment and marketing of recycled water are the economical and preferable
outcome under certain conditions, and Metro System wastewater disposal is superior
under other conditions. The primary factors affecting the comparison of the options
available are total wastewater collected for disposal, total costs of local and Metro
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System service, revenues from the sale of recycled water, and risk exposure to future
costs in the Metro System.

1.2 Project Purpose and Scope

The purpose of this project is to prepare a comprehensive wastewater management
plan that considers required improvements to the District's wastewater collection
system and identifies a preferred strategy for future wastewater management and
recycled water generation and purchase. The project also includes assistance in the
preparation of a State of California Program Environmental Impact Report, which
encompasses the recommendations of the Wastewater Management Plan. The scope
of services for the project generally includes the following:

e Update of the wastewater flow projections for the Jamacha Basin.

e Analysis of the wastewater collection system using the District's existing
wastewater system hydraulic model to identify existing system deficiencies
and to identify system improvements and costs that will correct deficiencies
and accommodate projected wastewater flows.

e Analysis of existing and projected recycled water demands to determine
additional recycled water supplies that are needed currently and through
2030.

e Review of potential sources and costs of additional recycled water supplies.

e Identification and analysis of local and regional options available to the
District for future wastewater management and recycled water generation
and purchase to identify a preferred strategy or strategies.

e Development of a capital improvement program for the recommended
collection system and wastewater facility improvements.

e Assistance in the preparation, public noticing, and regulatory approval of the
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) that encompasses the
Wastewater Management Plan recommendations.

This Wastewater Management Plan contains the findings and results of the first six
bullet items above. The PEIR assistance and documentation is provided separately.
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2.0 WASTEWATER FLOW PROJECTIONS

This chapter presents updated wastewater flow projections through 2030, including
flows from San Diego County and Otay Water District collection service areas.

2.1 Study Area

The study area for this Wastewater Management Plan is the watershed drainage basin
known as the Jamacha Basin, which is located in the northern portion of the District's
water service area. Figure 2-1 shows the Jamacha Basin and the boundaries of the
District’'s water service area in relation to the wastewater collection area. As shown on
Figure 2-1, the Jamacha Basin includes a portion of San Diego County’s wastewater
service area in addition to the District’s service area. The 16,820-acre Jamacha Basin
drains to the Rancho San Diego Pump Station (RSDPS) that is owned and operated
by the County and is located on Singer Lane just off of Campo Road. The RSDPS
pumps wastewater collected from the Jamacha Basin to the County SVO facilities. Just
upstream of the RSDPS, the District’'s Steele Bridge Pump Station (SBPS) diverts up
to 1.3 MGD of wastewater to the District’'s RWCWRF. The RWCWREF treats up to 1.3
MGD of wastewater and has recently produced an average of 1.0 MGD of recycled
water. Treatment solids and sludge are pumped back to the RSDPS. The remaining
flows from the District and County service areas and RWCWRF solids and sludge are
pumped to the SVO, and the flow continues to the Metro System and ultimately to the
Metro System Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) for treatment and
disposal.

The District currently provides sewer service to over 4,000 customers within the
Jamacha Basin, and has the latent powers to provide sewer service to potential future
sewer customers in the study area. Most current District wastewater customers are in
areas west of the County of San Diego Policy I-107 Urban Limit Line as shown on
Figure 2-1.
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2.2 Previous Wastewater Flow Projections

In April, 2010, the County completed the most recent wastewater flow projections for
the Jamacha Basin as part of its RSDPS Sewer Flow Projection Study. The study was
a precursor to the preliminary design phase for upgrading pumping and wet well
capacity at the RSDPS. The County based this effort on the San Diego Association of
Governments (SANDAG) 2030 Regional Growth Forecast population projections.
Specifically, the population projections of the Series 11 — 2030 San Diego Regional
Growth Forecast Update, completed in April 2008, were utilized.

Unit per capita wastewater generation rates were developed and calibrated to
wastewater flows monitored by the County. The calibrated unit flow factors were 80
gallons per capita per day (80 gpcd) for residential populations and 25 gpcd for
employment populations. Typical design and planning standards for agencies in San
Diego County assume per capita wastewater generation rates between 60 to 100 gpcd
for residential and 15 to 35 gpcd for employment populations. Therefore, the calibrated
unit generation rates fall within industry standards.

The County cross-referenced populations with permitted parcel data to determine
existing and projected population for properties with existing sewer permits from either
agency. The balance of the population projections were attributed to vacant parcels
and parcels that were occupied but did not have a sewer permit.

The methodology for developing parcel-based wastewater flow projections in the 2010
County study is used in this Wastewater Management Plan. Updated (2012)
population projections from SANDAG were utilized, and unit wastewater flow factors
are calibrated to recent District wastewater metering data.

2.3 Population Projections

Population projections of the Series 12 — 2030 San Diego Regional Growth Forecast
Update, completed in May 2012, were obtained from SANDAG. SANDAG provided
the projections for Master Geographic Reference Areas (MGRAS), which are similar in
size to census blocks in urban areas and census block groups in suburban and rural
areas. Property parcel data in GIS was then overlaid on the MRGA data to develop
population data at the parcel level. The data included residential population estimates
for 2008 through 2030 and employment estimates for 2015 through 2030. SANDAG
indicated that employment population estimates for 2008 and 2010 were not available
due to confidentiality concerns. Table 2-1 summarizes the population projections
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provided by SANDAG. The SANDAG data was cross-referenced with parcels that had
wastewater permits from either agency to identify permitted parcels which are
connected to the wastewater system. Unpermitted (unconnected) parcels were either
designated as vacant or on individual septic systems (occupied parcels that were
categorized as unpermitted were assumed to be on septic). Figure 2-2 shows the
parcels within the District service area that are assumed to be on septic.
Table 2-1. Existing and Projected Populations within the Jamacha Basin'

Permitted/Connected Unconnected*
Total
Year County District Vacant Septic®
Res Emp® Res Emp® Res Emp® Res Emp® Res Emp®

2008 | 8,956 - 16,390 - 2,176 - 3,635 - 31,157 -
2010 | 7,351 - 15,790 - 2,156 - 3,641 - 28,938 -
2015 | 9,101 2,011 | 16,817 | 2,768 2,207 731 3,691 1,087 | 31,816 | 6,597
2020 | 9,136 2,020 | 16,931 | 2,806 2,591 735 3,697 1,107 | 32,355 | 6,668
2025 | 9,262 2,020 | 17,1479 | 2,807 2,907 737 4,633 1,116 | 33,981 | 6,680
2030 | 9,288 2,018 | 17,532 | 2,817 3,099 741 4,722 1,137 | 34,641 | 6,713

Notes:
1. SANDAG Series 12 Forecast. Res — Residential, Emp — Employment.
2. Occupied but unpermitted parcels assumed to be on septic.
3. Employment population not available from SANDAG.
4. Includes unconnected parcels in both County and District service areas.

2.4 Calibration of Unit Wastewater Flow Factors

A calibration check was made of the unit wastewater generation factors used by the
County in its 2010 study. The calculated 2008 and 2010 wastewater flows using the
unit factors were compared against the District's wastewater flow monitoring data.
Table 2-2 summarizes the calibration check. The County is currently updating its
wastewater master plan for the portion of its service area that includes the Jamacha
Basin. The County provided its most recent population projections, which had been
updated since its 2010 RSDPS study (although the updates were also based on the
Series 11 data). The employment population estimates for 2008 and 2010 provided by
the County were used to calibrate unit wastewater flow factors.
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Table 2-2. Calibration Summary of Unit Wastewater Generation Factors
Total County and District Total District
Permitted/Connected Total County and District Metered
Populations Calculated Wastewater Flows? Flows
Percent
Year Residential | Employment” (MGD) (MGD) Difference
2008 25,346 5,592 217 2.06 - 5%
2010 23,141 5,335 1.98 1.97 -1%

Notes:
1. From County-provided (January 2012) most recent updates of SANDAG
Series 11 data.
2. Based on 80 gpcd for Residential and 25 gpcd for Employment populations.

The calibration check of the unit wastewater factors indicate a maximum difference
between calculated and metered wastewater flows of 5 percent. This is considered
acceptable for master planning purposes. Thus, the unit factors of 80 gpcd for
residential and 25 gpcd for employment populations were used in updating the
wastewater flow projections.

2.5 Wastewater Flow Projections

Table 2-3 summarizes the updated wastewater flow projections for the Jamacha Basin.
The table includes estimated flows from the Sycuan Indian Reservation as
documented in the Final Environmental Assessment, Sycuan Band of the Kumeyaay
Nation Fee-to-Trust (August 2011). The environmental assessment covers, among
other activities, construction of economic developments on the Reservation, including
an Outdoor Events Center with limited parking for recreational vehicles (RVs) operated
in conjunction with the existing Sycuan Resort; relocation of the Tribe's Equestrian
Center to maximize use of existing trails near the Sycuan Property; creation of
additional Tribal housing to accommodate Tribal growth; and, construction of
permanent facilities for the Tribe’s annual Pow Wow event. Figure 2-2 also shows the
location of the planned Sycuan developments. The Sycuan development will become
part of the District’s service area, and it is assumed that all facilities will be in place and
operating by 2020.
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Table 2-3. Updated Wastewater Flow Projections for the Jamacha Basin
District County
0 a 0 a Basin
Permitted/ nconnecte Sycuan District | Permitted/ nconnecte County| Total
vear | Connected Mvzcant Septic Total Connected ["vzcant Septic Total
2010 1.35 0.18 0.32 0 1.84 0.64 0 0 0.64 2.48
2015 141 0.18 0.32 0 1.92 0.78 0 0 0.78 2.70
2020 1.42 0.20 0.32 0.02 1.97 0.78 0.03 0 0.81 2.78
2025 1.44 0.23 0.40 0.02 2.09 0.79 0.02 0 0.81 291
2030 1.47 0.25 0.41 0.02 2.15 0.79 0.02 0 0.81 2.96

Most current District and County wastewater customers are in areas west of the
County of San Diego Policy I-107 Urban Limit Line as shown on Figure 2-2. This line
reflects a regional planning policy that has generally restricted urban development in

the area to the east of the line.

future of this policy. The disposition of the policy is currently unknown.

Discussions are currently underway regarding the

Table 2-4 summarizes the wastewater flow projections for the District's wastewater
service area only and delineates the portion of wastewater flows that are generated
west and east of the County of San Diego Policy I-107 Urban Limit Line.

Table 2-4. Updated Wastewater Flow Projections for District Service Area

West of 1-107 Urban Limit Line East of 1-107
Permitted/ Urban Limit
Connected | Unconnected' | Subtotal Line® Total
Year (MGD) (MGD) (MGD) (MGD) (MGD)
2010 1.23 0.23 1.46 0.38 1.84
2015 1.30 0.26 1.56 0.38 1.93
2020 1.31 0.28 1.59 0.39 1.97
2025 1.33 0.31 1.64 0.46 2.09
2030 1.35 0.33 1.68 0.47 2.15
Note:

1. Includes unconnected parcels within the District service area only.
2. Includes Sycuan flows.
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3.0 WASTEWATER COLLECTION SYSTEM ANALYSIS

This chapter summarizes the hydraulic modeling of the District's wastewater collection
system for existing and projected future wastewater flow conditions. The modeling
results are used to: 1) identify existing system deficiencies, develop recommendations
to correct the deficiencies, 3) and determine system improvements to accommodate
future growth, and 4) develop estimated improvement costs.

3.1 Existing Wastewater Collection System

The 16,820-acre Jamacha Basin drains to the RSDPS that is owned and operated by
the County and is located on Singer Lane just off of Campo Road. The RSDPS pumps
wastewater collected from the Jamacha Basin to the SVO facilities. Just upstream of
the RSDPS, the District's SBPS diverts up to 1.3 MGD of wastewater to the RWCWRF.
The RWCWREF treats up to 1.3 MGD of wastewater and has recently produced an
average of 1.0 MGD of recycled water, and returned an average of 0.3 MGD of solids
and sludge to the RSDPS. The remaining flows from the District and County service
areas are pumped to the SVO, and the wastewater continues to flow to the Metro
System and, ultimately, to the Point Loma WWTP for treatment and disposal.

The District’s existing wastewater system that was evaluated includes the RWCWRF,
pump stations, and collection system pipes. Figure 3-1 illustrates the existing
wastewater collection system within the Jamacha Basin.

3.1.1 Ralph W. Chapman Water Reclamation Facility

The District owns and operates the RWCWRF. The existing capacity of the RWCWRF

is 1.3 MGD, and the facility is located on a site master-planned for an ultimate build-out
capacity of 3.9 MGD.
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Influent flows to the RWCWRF are conveyed through a 12-inch forcemain from the
SBPS. The RWCWRF is a scalping plant, and not all flows from the District
wastewater service area are conveyed to the facility. A concrete weir structure near
the SBPS diverts flow to the SBPS, and the remaining flow continues to the RSDPS.
The RWCWRF employs a series of physical, biological, and chemical processes for
advanced treatment of wastewater to yield Title 22 reclaimed water. The plant does
not have solids handling facilities. Solids are pumped back to the RSDPS, which, in
turn, pumps the wastewater to the SVO.
3.1.2 Pump Stations
The wastewater system has 6 pump stations, as shown on Figure 3-1. Information on
the pump station equipment was originally obtained from the District's existing
wastewater system hydraulic model (described in Section 3.2) and updated based on
information provided by District staff. Table 3-1 summarizes the characteristics of the
wastewater pump stations.
Table 3-1. Summary of Wastewater Pump Stations
Total Wet Well
Design Firm .
Number : . Year Built or Invert
of Capacity | Capacity Last Cross Elevation Depth Diameter
Pump Station Pumps (gpm) (gpm) Refurbished Section (feet) (feet) (feet)

Calavo 2 700* 350* 2008 Circular 504.15 20.13 9
Cottonwood 2 510 510 1996 Circular 323 22 8
Hidden 2 100* 100* 1978 Circular | 70115 | 14.85 5
Mountain
Russell Square 2 20* 20* 1984 Circular 783 10 5
Steel Bridge " " .
(SBPS) 2 2,400 1,200 2008 Circular 2994 9 9.292
Rancho San " " . .
Diego (RSDPS) 3 4,500 3,500 -- Variable 295.3 19.7 Variable

* Information in the hydraulic model was updated based on information provided by the District.

The Cottonwood, Hidden Mountain and Russell Square Pump Stations convey
wastewater from within the collection system, where conveyance via gravity is not
feasible due to topography. The Calavo Pump Station does not operate continuously
and is used to divert flow from the Calavo drainage basin to the SVO facilities when the
RWCWREF is not operating at full capacity or is offine. The SBPS pumps the diverted
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flow from the weir structure to the RWCWRF, and the RSDPS pumps the remaining
flow from the weir structure to the Spring Valley outfall facilities.

The pump station wet well characteristics derived from the District's existing hydraulic
model are also summarized in Table 3-1.

3.1.3 Collection System Pipes

The wastewater system includes approximately 95 miles of collection system pipelines,
of which 92 miles are gravity sewers and 3 miles are force mains. The District owns
approximately 78 miles of the gravity sewers, and the rest is owned by the County, as
shown previously on Figure 2-1.

The gravity sewers range in diameter from 4 inches to 27 inches, with the vast majority
(84 percent) of the collection system being comprised of 8-inch diameter pipes. The
force mains range in diameter from 4 inches to 24 inches. The 4-inch and 6-inch force
mains are associated with the Hidden Mountain, Russell Square and Cottonwood
stations, while the 12-inch and 24-inch force mains are associated with the SBPS and
RSDPS, respectively.

Table 3-2 provides a summary of the collection system pipelines based on the
diameters and type of pipe.
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Table 3-2. Summary of Collection System Pipes

Gravity Sewers Force Mains
Diameter Length Length

(Inch) (feet) % of Total (feet) % of Total
4 811 0.2 1,568 9.3
6 835 0.2 3,773 22.3
8 410,955 84.4 -- --
10 25,870 5.3 -- -
12 8,190 1.7 3,400 20.1
15 21,646 4.4 -- --
18 10,226 21 -- -
21 2,678 0.5 -- -
24 603 0.1 8,188 48.3
27 5,303 11 - -

Total 487,117 100 16,929 100

3.2 Wastewater System Hydraulic Model

The District provided its existing wastewater system hydraulic model and supporting
planning documentation for use in this Wastewater Management Plan. The details of
the model development, model calibration, and planning analysis are documented in
the 2006 Sewer Model Calibration, Capacity Analysis, and System Assessment (2006
Study), which was a part of the District's Sewer System Management Plan (SSMP,
completed in 2009).

3.2.1 Model Software and Modeled System

The District's wastewater system hydraulic model was developed in H2OMAP Sewer,
Version 7.0 software. The model is an all-pipes model. The entire infrastructure
described in the previous section has been included in the model. The RWCWRF is
modeled as an outfall, and the return solids line from the RWCWRF to the RSDPS is
not included in the model. The concrete diversion structure splitting flow between the
SBPS and the RSDPS is modeled as a manhole.
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H20MAP Sewer can run both steady state and extended period analyses. The
District’s hydraulic model was calibrated under extended period analysis for the dry
weather flow condition, and steady state analysis was performed using the peaking
factor methodology for the peak flow condition.

The average daily flow in the model's “existing system scenario” is 2.1 MGD (the last
model runs were completed in 2006). Of this total flow, 1.9 MGD came from residential
sources, and 0.2 MGD came from commercial sources. Separate diurnal patterns
were assigned to each load type — residential and commercial.

3.2.2 Model Calibration

The District last calibrated the hydraulic model in 2006 based on data collected from 11
open channel flow meters in 2005. The flow monitoring was performed between
January 25, 2005 and March 25, 2005. The model was calibrated for flow on February
8" and February 9™ 2005, which was the driest 2-day period during these two months.
Figure 3-2 shows the meter locations and the associated upstream pipes associated
with the monitored basins. After model calibration, the collection system was modeled
using the peaking factor method. The peaking factors used in the 2006 Study were
applied to the updated wastewater flow projections to determine updated peak flow
loading conditions. Table 3-3 summarizes the peaking factors developed and used in
the 2006 Study. The peak wet weather to average dry weather factor (last column in
Table 3-3) was applied to the updated wastewater loadings for each monitored basin.

Table 3-3: Peaking Factors

Wastewater
Management
Plan

Flow Meter | Peak Dry Weather to Average Peak Wet Weather to Peak Peak Wet Weather to Average
Basin Dry Weather Factor Dry Weather Factor Dry Weather Factor
OT01 1.36 1.70 2.32
0oT02 1.78 1.60 2.85
OT03 2.85 1.40 3.98
OT04 1.46 1.50 2.19
OT05 1.53 2.70 4.13
OT06 2.84 1.70 4.82
oT07 1.89 1.60 3.02
OT08 1.95 2.10 4.10
OT09 2.13 3.00 6.38
OT10 1.67 2.50 4.16
OT11 1.40 1.80 2.53
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3.2.3 Assessment of Existing Hydraulic Model

A cursory review was conducted on the District’s existing hydraulic model to determine
functionality and suitability for use in the Wastewater Management Plan. The model
was found to be complete and suitable for master planning purposes. However, the
following minor limitations should be considered in the next major update of the model
(addressing the limitations was not within the scope of services for this Wastewater
Management Plan).

The model was last calibrated in 2006. Typically, a hydraulic model is calibrated every
5 years, since during this time period new development (or population decline) within
the system can cause changes in the system flows, and, as the existing pipes age,
rainfall derived infiltration and inflow (RDII) responses may change. The model should
also be calibrated when changes are made to the modeled systems. For example, the
pump station modifications previously presented in Section 3.1.2 and other model
updates described later in Section 3.2.5 could significantly affect model calibration.

The calibration was also performed using a peaking factor methodology. The peaking
factor methodology entails the application of a factor to convert average dry weather
flow into peak wet weather flow. This methodology does not provide any information on
the type of storm which causes the peak flows. This does not mean that the
methodology is flawed, just that the model will only predict the exceedance in the
infrastructure and not the frequency of exceedance.

The District should consider calibrating the model using predictive hydrologic methods
in the next model update. In terms of versatility and range of applications, it far
exceeds the capabilities of the peaking factor methodology. The hydrologic method
uses traditional surface hydrology methods to mimic the RDII response and provides a
flexible model capable of representing the desired wide range of wet weather
conditions. The hydrologic method will predict not only the peak flow but the entire RDII
hydrograph. It also allows for a calibrated model to be used as a planning tool by
applying a storm that was not part of the calibration period (either a synthetic design
storm or an actual historic storm event of record) to the system for planning level
evaluation and for conceptual sizing of improvements. This could be important since
the District could develop an understanding of the level of control that system
improvements might provide (e.g., the frequency, typically in terms of a design storm,
beyond which capacity could be exceeded or during which proposed facilities will be
expected to perform).
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3.2.4 Model Use in the Wastewater Management Plan

The District’s existing hydraulic model, with the minor updates to the modeled system,
was utilized similar to the modeling last conducted in 2006. The model was further
updated with current base wastewater loads from updated wastewater flow projections.
Updated wastewater flow projections were described and presented in Chapter 2.
Peak flows were determined by applying the previously determined peaking factors to
the projected dry weather flows. As indicated in Chapter 2.0, most current District and
County wastewater customers are in areas west of the 1-107 Urban Limit Line. Since
the disposition of the policy behind the line is currently unknown, the wastewater
system evaluations focus only on the existing system, and projected wastewater flows
are added at the closest model node (manhole) within the specific wastewater
drainage basin to assess impacts to the existing system due to future flows.

3.2.5 Hydraulic Model Updates

In addition to the updates made to the pump stations noted in Table 3-1 previously, the
model was reviewed and compared to recent information to determine if any additional
model elements needed to be updated. There were some locations where the attribute
information stored within the modeling database appeared to be incorrect. These were
limited to mostly invert elevations that caused significant adversely sloped sewer
pipelines that often resulted in surcharged condition in the immediate upstream
sewers. The attribute information was corrected, as summarized below in Table 3-4.

Table 3-4. Hydraulic Model Invert Elevation Updates
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Model Pipe

Link ID (Inch)

Diameter Location Comments

SM1369 8 Sundale Road Upstream Invert Changed

SM1034 10 Near Jamacha Road and Hillsdale Road Upstream Invert Changed

SM1524 12 Near Lasven Ct and lvanhoe Ranch Road Upstream Invert Changed

SM1525 12 Near Lasven Ct and Ivanhoe Ranch Road Upstream Invert Changed

SM1566 8 Near Stonefield Dr and Tamara Ct Upstream Invert Changed

SM1720 8 Near Cuyamaca College Dr and Jamacha Rd Upstream Invert Changed

A comparison was also made of the District's modeled system and a modeled system
database obtained from San Diego County, which is currently conducting a wastewater
master planning effort for its service area, which includes the Jamacha Basin. Several
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differences were noted and provided to the District, which had the differences field
verified. After field verification, the updates noted in Table 3-5 were made to the
hydraulic model.

Table 3-5. Hydraulic Model Pipe Size Updates

Pipe Size in Pipe Size in

District Model | County Model Length

Location (inch) (inch) Update Made (feet)
Vista Rodeo Dr 10 8 10-inch to 8-inch 278
Pine Glen Ln 15 8 15-inch to 8-inch 1,062
Willow Glen Ln 15 8 15-inch to 8-inch 227
Rancho San Diego 15 21 15-inch to 21-inch 346
Brabham St 8 10 8-inch to 10-inch 400

Lastly, several capital improvement program (CIP) projects have been completed since
2005 or are in progress. These CIP projects listed in Table 3-6 below were added to
the model and were modeled as existing system elements.

Table 3-6. CIP Projects Added to the Hydraulic Model

Length
Location Update Made (feet) Source
Avacado Blvd New 15-inch PVC 1601 CIP S2019, S2020
Pipe ' and S2022
Hidden Mesa Rd New 8-inch PVC 313 CIP S2019, S2020
Pipe and S2023
Louisa Dr New 8-inch PVC 085 CIP S2019, S2020
Pipe and S2024
Calavo Dr and New 8-inch PVC 431 CIP S2019, S2020
Challenge Bivd Pipe and S2025

3.3 Analysis of Existing System

The updated wastewater flow estimates for 2010 were used to simulate existing flow
conditions within the wastewater system. The existing flows and peaking factors were
used to develop updated peak loading conditions, which were then imported into the
hydraulic model.
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3.3.1 Evaluation Criteria

Table 3-7 summarizes the wastewater system performance criteria that the District and

other surrounding jurisdictions use to size and evaluate collection systems.

Table 3-7. Wastewater System Performance Criteria

Parameter Criteria*
. Dry Weather Peaking Factors developed from 2006 Sewer
P;;thlgrg Eﬁ;{f Model Calibration, Capacity Analysis, and System
Wet Weather Assessment Report
Design Criteria Peak Wet Weather Flow
I - 0.01 - Old Pipes
Manning’s Coefficient 0.011 or 0.013 depending on material - New Pipes
Gravity Minimum Velocit <=12 inch - 2 ft/s under peak hour flow
y >15 inch - 2 ft/s under peak hour flow
Collection* . . <=12inch - 10 ft/s under peak hour flow
System Maximum Velocity >15 inch - 10 ft/s under peak hour flow
Pipes Minimum Pipe Size 8inch
Design Criteria Peak Wet Weather Flow
- . 100 - Old Pipes
Force Hazen Williams Coefficient 120 or 140 depending on material - New Pipes
Main
I Minimum Velocity 3.5ft/s
Maximum Velocity 8 ft/s
. Design <12inch - 0.5
Peak
Dry Future pipes >12inch - 0.75
Depth | Weather Existing pipes Trigger: For all sizes - 1.0°
Ratio* . Design < 12inch- 0.5
Peak 9 :
Wot Future pipes >12inch - 0.75
Weather Existing pipes Trigger: For all sizes - 1.0°
Pump . Firm Capacity Largest pump out of service
Stations Design Criteria Peak Hour Flow
Notes:
1. Source: Water Agencies' Standards (WAS): Design Guidelines for Water and Sewer Facilities
2. Criteria used in District's 2006 SSMP.
3. Criteria added to assess existing pipes.

Sewer system capacity was determined based on surcharging conditions using the
peak water depth to diameter ratio (d/D). For all sewer pipelines less than 12 inches in
diameter, any d/D greater than 0.5 is assumed to have a capacity constraint. A d/D
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ratio of 0.75 was used as a trigger for all sewers with a diameter of 12 inches or
greater. Pump stations were evaluated if the firm capacity (station capacity with the
largest pump out of service) was exceeded by the peak wet weather flow. Forcemain
velocities were used to determine the cause of the pump station’s firm capacity being
exceeded. If high forcemain velocities were noted at a station whose firm capacity was
exceeded, this would indicate that the capacity constraint is associated with the
forcemain. If a station’s firm capacity is exceeded but forcemain velocities are low, the
capacity constraint is typically associated with the station’s pumps being undersized.

3.3.2 Existing System Assessment

To analyze the existing system, loadings from all permitted/connected parcels were
assigned and imported to the hydraulic model. The existing average dry weather load
of 1.98 MGD was applied to the system. Using the evaluation criteria and peaking
factors described above, the existing collection was assessed to determine capacity
deficiencies during the peak wet weather loading conditions.

Figure 3-3 shows the results of the system assessment. Overall, the system
performed quite well under the peak loading conditions. None of the pump stations
had capacity concerns. There were some areas, however, where the system
performance exceeded the evaluation criteria for gravity sewers as summarized on
Table 3-8.

Table 3-8. Existing System Deficiencies

Name Location Criteria Violated
Area 1 Near Fury Ln and Jamacha Rd Manhole surcharging and d/D > 0.75
Area 2 Near Hillsdale Rd and Jamacha Rd | Manhole surcharging and d/D > 0.75

Along Campo Road from Avocado Manhole surcharging and d/D > 0.75

Area3 Rd to Singer Lane
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3.3.3 Existing System Improvements

Each of the areas described above was reviewed to identify improvements to address
system deficiencies. The water level in manholes and depth to diameter ratios in pipes
were studied to assess if the criteria were only moderately violated, or if there was a
significant violation. If a manhole was flooded or the sewer was completely surcharged
(d/D > 1), then an improvement would be recommended. Areas that violated the
evaluation criteria, but had a d/D ratio less than 1, were considered not to be as critical
for improvements. It is recommended that the District observe these areas during high
flow conditions to verify if unacceptable surcharging does occur.

Based on the hydraulic modeling analysis, the recommended existing system
improvements are listed on Table 3-9 and shown on Figure 3-4. The areas that the
District should observe for unacceptable surcharging are also shown on Figure 3-4. It
should be noted that one of the improvements along Campo Road (Area 3) was
specifically requested by the District to convert a forcemain (currently operated as a
gravity sewer) to a traditional gravity sewer.

Table 3-9. Recommended Existing System Improvements

Wastewater

Management

Plan

Existing New Pipe

Pipe Size Size Length
Area CIP (inch) Recommendation (inch) (feet) Slope
Area 1 #1 10 Replacement Pipe 12 36 0.002
Area 2 #2 15 Replacement Pipe 24 91 0.002
Area 3 #3 10 Replacement Pipe 15 9225 0.032

3.4 Analysis of Future Conditions
The updated wastewater flow projections and peaking factors were used to develop

future peak loading conditions, which were then imported into the hydraulic model to
assess future system conditions.
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3.4.1 Future System Assessment

Initially, the flow projections for 2030 were modeled to determine future system
improvements. The hydraulic network, including the improvements recommended in
Section 3.3, was used as a basis for assessing how the system will perform for the
projected 2030 loading conditions. The average 2030 wastewater loading from the
entire service area (2.94 MGD) was applied to the system along with the peaking
factors to assess the system under peak wet weather conditions. The future loading of
0.02 MGD from the Sycuan reservation was allocated at the upstream-most manhole
on Dehesa Road. The total average wastewater loading for this scenario was
therefore, 2.96 MGD. The same system performance criteria that were used for the
existing system assessment were used for the future system assessment.

Figure 3-5 shows the results of the future system assessment. Table 3-10 summarizes
the areas where violations of the system performance criteria were noted.

Table 3-10. Future System Deficiencies

Name Location Criteria Violated
Manhole surcharging and d/D >
1.0

Along Ivanhoe Ranch Rd upstream Manhole flooding and d/D > 1.0
of Cottonwood Pump Station

Area 4 | Near Fury Ln and Jamacha Rd

Area 5

3.4.2 Future System Improvements

Each of the areas described above was reviewed to recommend improvements to
address system deficiencies. Similar to the existing system improvements, areas
where the d/D ratios were greater than 1.0 and observed flooded manholes were given
priority for improvements. None of the pump stations had capacity concerns under
2030 loading conditions. Table 3-11 summarizes the resulting system improvements
recommended for the 2030 flow conditions, the improvements are also shown on
Figure 3-6. Figure 3-6 also shows areas that the District should observe for any future
unacceptable surcharging conditions.
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Table 3-11. Recommended System Improvements for 2030 Flow Conditions

Existing
Pipe New
Size Pipe Size | Length
Area | CIP (inch) Recommendation (inch) (feet) Slope
Aread | #4 10 Replacement Pipe 15 900 0.004
Area5 | #5 8 Replacement Pipe 15 1235 0.004 - 0.015

3.5 Summary of Recommended System Improvements & Conceptual Cost
Opinions

Conceptual capital cost opinions were developed for the recommended system
improvements described in the previous sections. The cost opinions are based on
available recent projects with similar components, manufacturer’'s budget estimates,
standard construction cost estimating manuals, and engineering judgment. The level of
accuracy for the cost estimates corresponds to the Class 4 estimate as defined by the
Assaociation for the Advancement of Cost Engineering (AACE) International. This level
of engineering cost estimating is approximate and generally made without detailed
engineering data and site layouts, but is appropriate for preliminary budget-level
estimating. The accuracy range of a Class 4 estimate is minus 15 percent to plus 20
percent in the best case and minus 30 percent to plus 50 percent in the worst case.

All cost opinions also include a 30 percent factor for engineering and construction
administration, 10 percent for Contractor bonding and insurance, and 30 percent for
project contingencies. All costs are in January 2012 dollars referenced to an
Engineering News Record Construction Cost Index (ENR CCI) of 9,176.

Table 3-12 summarizes the schedule and capital cost opinions for the recommended
system improvements. The estimated total capital cost for the recommended
infrastructure to correct existing deficiencies is $8.53 million. To accommodate 2030
wastewater flows, the additional capital cost is approximately $2.72 million.
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Table 3-12. Summary of Recommended System Improvements
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Unit

Conceptual Cost

_ Opinion ($)
Project Cost
No. Description Location ($/LF)* Existing 2030

Collection System Pipes

CIP#1 | 12-inch 36 LF Near Fury Ln and Jamacha Rd 1,020 $37,000 -

CIP #2 | 24-inch 91 LF Near Hillsdale Rd and Jamacha Rd 2,040 $190,000 -

CIP#3 | 15-inch | 9,225LF Along Campo Road from Avocado Rd to Singer Lane 900 $8,300,000 -

CIP #4 | 15-inch 900 LF Near Jamacha Rd and Donahue Dr 1,275 - $1,150,000

CIP#5 | 15-inch | 1,235LF Along lvanhoe Ranch Rd U?S of Cottonwood Pump Station 1,275 - $1,570,000
Total $8,527,000 | $2,720,000

Note:

1. January 2012 Costs (ENR CCI = 9176). Includes 30% for engineering and administration, 10% for contractor bonding and insurance,

and 30% for project contingencies.
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40 RECYCLED WATER SUPPLY ANALYSIS

For over 30 years, the District's Board has pursued a recycled water program based on
the fundamental belief that, by developing and utilizing recycled water, the need for
imported water use within the District can be reduced. Section 26 of the District's Code
of Ordinances states that “reclaimed water shall be used within the jurisdiction
wherever its use is financially and technically feasible, and consistent with legal
requirements, preservation of public health, safety and welfare, and the environment.”
This policy provides the District the opportunity to plan, fund, and construct facilities to
meet projected recycled water market demands. The uncertainty of water supply in
San Diego County and the recent drought conditions make recycled water a viable and
critical reliable supply to meet future growth needs. This chapter presents an analysis
of projected recycled water demands and recycled water supplies.

4.1 Recycled Water Distribution Facilities

The District operates and maintains over 77 miles of recycled water transmission and
distribution pipelines, pump stations, and reservoirs and currently serves recycled
water customers primarily within its Central Area System, south of the Sweetwater
Reservoir and west of the Otay Lakes Reservoirs.

The District's Central Area continues to grow and is characterized by large master-
planned developments. The District will continue to require developers to connect to
the recycled water system to serve irrigation demands. Otay Mesa is also a growing
part of the District with significant planned industrial development. Anticipating that a
recycled water supply will become available, developers in Otay Mesa have also been
constructing dual distribution pipelines for over twenty years. The District will continue
to construct reservoirs, pump stations, and transmission mains that will incorporate
these distribution pipelines into a complete delivery system.

4.2 Existing Recycled Water Supplies
The District currently has two sources of recycled water supply: recycled water

produced locally at the RWCWRF and, through an agreement with the City of San
Diego, recycled water produced at the City of San Diego’s SBWRP.
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4.2.1 Recycled Water from the RWCWRF

The RWCWRF was originally constructed in 1979 and was upgraded in 1990 to its
current rated design capacity of 1.3 MGD. At the design flow, the RWCWRF has
recently produced an average of 1.0 MGD of recycled water. However, on a peak
demand day, the RWCWRF has been operated to produce a supply of 1.2 MGD. In
2011, the RWCWREF provided a recycled water supply of 1,077 acre-feet (AF) to the
District.

The RWCWREF provides tertiary treatment that meets the State of California’s Title 22
requirements for reuse. The recycled water is pumped to two lined and covered
reservoirs 3.4 miles south of the RWCWRF. The recycled water pump station at the
RWCWREF consists of 5 pumps with a total capacity of 3,500 gpm (5 MGD) and a firm
capacity (with the largest pump out of service) of 2,600 gpm (3.7 MGD). The 14-inch
diameter force main to the reservoirs serves as a vessel to fulfill the Title 22
requirement of 450 milligram-minutes per liter of chlorine contact time before the
recycled water can be used.

4.2.2 Recycled Water from the SBWRP

In order to serve existing demand for recycled water without supplementing with
potable water, the District entered into an agreement to purchase recycled water from
the City of San Diego’s SBWRP in October, 2003. The SBWRP has a rated capacity
of 15 MGD and is located at Monument and Dairy Mart Roads near the international
border with Mexico. The SBWRP receives wastewater from a pump station that scalps
flow from the Metro System interceptor that conveys flow northward to the Point Loma
WWTP for treatment and ocean outfall disposal. The agreement entitles the District to
purchase up to a maximum amount of 6 MGD of recycled water at any time. The term
of the agreement is 20 years from January 1, 2007. The agreement establishes
annual contract amounts that the District must pay for, even if it cannot take all the
recycled water. In 2011, the District purchased 2,803 AF of recycled water from the
SBWRP compared to that year's annual required take amount of 4,044 AF. The
District pays a commodity rate of $350 per AF for the recycled water supply. The
commodity rate is subject to escalation at the same rate adopted by the City Council
for its other reclaimed water customers. In 2011, the commodity rate remained at $350
per AF.

The agreement stipulates that the City will meet all applicable federal, state and local
health and water quality requirements for recycled water produced at the SBWRP to
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the point of delivery. Also, as part of the agreement, in 2007 the District completed
construction of a 30-inch transmission main to deliver the recycled water from the point
of delivery to the District service area. The City retains 1 MGD of capacity in this
transmission pipeline that runs through the City’s system. The recycled water pump
station at the SBWRP has two 3,500 gpm pumps with a total capacity of 7,000 gpm (10
MGD).

The actual availability of recycled water from the SBWRP has recently been about 5.3
MGD due to wastewater availability, other large demands taking priority, etc. The
District and other water agencies are pushing the City of San Diego to complete
projects that will direct more wastewater flows to the SBWRP and increase supply
reliability. The City has a new capital improvement program that will start addressing
these issues over the next couple of years. Thus, the supply from the SBWRP will be
about 5.3 MGD until 2015 whereby it will increase to the agreement’s 6 MGD.

4.3 Existing and Projected Recycled Water Usage

The District currently provides recycled water service to 684 customers who used
approximately 3,880 AF of recycled water in 2011. Current recycled water uses
include commercial landscape irrigation, golf course irrigation, and irrigation of public
areas such as parks, streetscapes, schools, highway medians, and open space areas.
The Olympic Training Center facility in Chula Vista also uses recycled water to irrigate
practice fields and common areas.

The District is committed to expanding the recycled water system in order to further
reduce future dependence on imported water. Areas with the greatest potential for
expansion include the existing Central and Otay Mesa areas, discussed previously,
and the North District area. The District plans to maximize the use of recycled water in
these areas by converting large potable irrigation users to recycled water and
continuing to require new developments within the District to use recycled water,
wherever feasible. The District estimated future recycled water demands based on
known sub-area master plan and general plan land uses and applying irrigated area
percentages and recycled water irrigation duty factors. Table 4-1 provides a summary
of the District's actual 2010 recycled water usage and projected recycled water
demands through 2035.
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Table 4-1. Projected Recycled Water Demands’

Year
2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035
Demand
(AFY)? 4,074 4,400 5,000 5,800 6,800 8,000
Notes:
1. Source, Otay Water District 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (adopted June
1, 2011).

2. Acre-feet per year (AFY)

4.4 Comparison of Recycled Water Demands and Existing Supplies

The current effective capacity of the RWCWRF is 1.0 MGD, or 1,120 AFY. The
maximum supply from the SBWRP is currently 5.3 MGD (5,940 AFY) and will increase
to 6 MGD, or 6,720 AFY in 2015. Thus, the two existing recycled supply sources could
provide up to 7,060 AFY currently and up to 7,840 AFY after 2015. These supplies
could meet the projected annual average demand through 2030. However, because
the supply from the SBWRP is limited to the agreement amounts at any time, there
may be supply deficits on a monthly basis and almost certainly on peak demand days.
Table 4-2 provides a summary of projected monthly recycled water demands based on
historical District seasonal and peak recycled water demand patterns reported in the
Otay Water District Water Resources Master Plan Update (revised November 2010).
The existing combined monthly recycled water supply from the RWCWRF and the
SBWRP is 588 AF (7,060 AF/12 months). This amount will increase to 653 AF (7,840
AF / 12 months) after 2015. Thus, on a monthly basis, the District will begin seeing
deficits by 2020 during the peak demand months. The peak month deficits are
projected to grow from approximately 670 AF in 2020 during the two peak demand
months, to 1,100 AF during the two peak demand months in 2035. In addition, the
deficits are expected to occur for over half the year by 2035.
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Table 4-2. Projected Monthly Recycled Water Demands
Demand Projected Recycled Water Demand (AF)
Month (% of Ann. Ave.)! 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035
Jan 3.50% 143 154 175 203 238 280
Feb 3.50% 143 154 175 203 238 280
Mar 2.33% 95 103 117 135 159 187
Apr 4.92% 200 216 246 285 334 393
May 7.67% 312 337 383 445 521 613
Jun 11.17% 455 491 558 648 759 893
Jul 12.00% 489 528 600 696 816 960
Aug 13.17% 536 579 658° 764 895 1,053
Sep 13.42% 547 590 671 778 912 1,073
Oct 10.75% 438 473 538 624 731 860
Nov 9.25% 377 407 463 537 629 740
Dec 8.33% 340 367 417 483 567 667
Ann. Ave.” 100.00% 4,074 | 4,400 | 5,000 | 5800 | 6,800 | 8,000
Notes:

1. Source: 2010 Water Resources Master Plan Update (revised November 2010).
2. Source: 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (adopted June 1, 2011).

3. Highlighted numbers indicate months where demand will exceed the available

supply of 668 AF.

Table 4-3 summarizes the projected peak day recycled water demand versus existing
supply, based also on peak day demand usage reported in the 2010 Water Resources

Master Plan Update.

The District is already seeing deficits in meeting peak day

recycled water demands and has had to supplement with potable water. The 2010
peak day deficit of 1.0 MGD is projected to increase to 7.3 MGD in 2035. The
projected monthly and peak day recycled water supply deficits would have to be
Potential additional recycled water supplies are

supplied from alternative sources.

discussed in the next section.
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Table 4-3. Projected Peak Day Recycled Water Demands vs. Existing Supply
Projected Recycled Water Demand

Demand/Supply 2010 2015 | 2020 2025 2030 2035

Ann. Ave. Demand (AFY)* 4,074 4,400 | 5,000 | 5,800 6,800 8,000
Ann. Ave. Demand (MGD) 3.64 3.93 4.46 5.18 6.07 7.14
Peak Day Demand (MGD)® 7.3 7.9 8.9 104 12.1 14.3
RCWRF Supply (MGD)® 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
SBWRP Maximum Supply (MGD) 5.3 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Total Existing Supply (MGD) 6.3 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
Surplus/(Deficit) (MGD) (1.0) (0.9) (1.9) (3.4 (5.2) (7.3)

Notes:

1. Source: 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (adopted June 1, 2011).

2. Source: 2010 Water Resources Master Plan Update (revised November 2010).
Peak day to annual average demand factor = 2.0.

3. Effective treatment capacity.

4.5 Potential Additional Recycled Water Supply Options

Previous planning efforts have identified additional recycled water supplies that may be
available to supplement existing and future District supplies. A brief summary of these
potential sources is presented below based on details provided in the Otay Water
District Integrated Water Resources Plan (March 2, 2007), the Otay Water District
2010 Urban Water Management Plan (adopted June 1, 2011), and the Otay Water
District Water Resources Master Plan Update (revised November 2010). The potential
additional supplies could come from the following sources:

e Expansion of the RWCWRF

e Additional purchases from the City of San Diego SBWRP
e Partnership with the City of Chula Vista on a regional WRF
e A new joint WRF with San Diego County

An additional option was identified early in the project that involved a new supply from
the International Boundary and Water Commission (IBWC) South Bay International
Wastewater Treatment Plant. This option would involve providing additional advanced
treatment facilities at the international plant as well as multiple international treaties and
agreements that would have to be implemented. It was determined that this option had
too many uncertainties compared to the other options and was not included in this
Wastewater Management Plan. Appendix A provides a planning level study of
additional advanced treatment at the IBWC plant.
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4.5.1 Expansion of the RWCWRF

This option involves an expansion of the production capacity of the RWCWREF in order
to produce additional recycled water. The District indicated that this option could
include expanding the RWCWRF in 1.3 MGD increments up to an ultimate capacity of
3.9 MGD. The wastewater flow projections presented in Chapter 2.0 indicated that the
current wastewater flows from the District's service area are approximately 1.84 MGD,
which would increase to approximately 2.15 MGD by 2030. Flow from the entire
Jamacha Basin is currently approximately 2.48 MGD, including customers not currently
connected to the sewer system, and is projected to increase to approximately 2.96
MGD in 2030. Thus, an expansion to 3.9 MGD would be a long-term option unless
additional wastewater flows could be transferred into the Jamacha Basin. Evaluation
of transferring such wastewater flows is not within the scope of this project. However,
the evaluations will consider an expansion of the RWCWRF to an ultimate capacity of
3.9 MGD. The costs for transferring wastewater into the Jamacha Basin are not
included in the evaluations, nor are the potential increased flow impacts on the existing
wastewater collection system. There exists a cost-sharing agreement from 1998 that
allocates capital and operating costs between the District and San Diego County.
Allocated costs are typically based on proportionate flow discharged by the two service
areas.

The total recycled water supply under the RWCWRF expansion options would be up to
2,600 AFY for an expansion to 2.6 MGD and 3,900 AFY for an expansion to 3.9 MGD,
based on a 90 percent production efficiency. Any additional sewer flows beyond the
RWCWREF treatment capacities would be bypassed to the Metro System facilities.

The infrastructure required for this option would include expansion of plant facilities,
including addition of a dedicated chlorine contact basin to achieve the Title 22 contact
time requirements before reuse that is currently provided in the 14-inch recycled water
pipeline. The flow velocity in a 14-inch steel pipeline flowing at 3,500 gpm (the current
capacity of the recycled water pump station) is approximately 7.5 feet per second (fps).
The flow velocity at the RWCWRF capacity of 3.9 MGD (2,730 gpm) is approximately
5.5 fps. Assuming continued structural integrity of the 14-inch pipeline over an
assumed pipeline life of 50 years, the range of velocities at the proposed RWCWRF
expansions of 2.6 and 3.9 MGD should be acceptable operationally. New
infrastructure could also include sludge treatment and disposal facilities located at the
plant. The total cost for this option would include capital costs for all new infrastructure
and the additional operations and maintenance (O&M) costs associated with the
additional yield of recycled water supply.
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4.5.2 Additional Purchases from the SBWRP

Under this option, the District could currently acquire an additional supply of up to 4
mgd (4,500 AFY) of SBWRP recycled water (for a total of 10 MGD). The City of San
Diego is providing the District with transmission capacity in a 30-inch transmission
system to deliver recycled water from the point of delivery to the District service area
which is 4,100 feet from the SBWRP. The capacity of this transmission system to
accept the additional flows would have to be verified. The District is responsible for the
construction of conveyance infrastructure from the City’s pipeline to the District’'s 450
Zone Reservoirs. The capacity of this conveyance structure to accept the additional
flows would also have to be verified. No other infrastructure would be required for the
additional purchase of recycled water from SBWRP. Annual purchase and operation
costs would also exist, which would most likely be equivalent to costs incurred for the
existing agreement on a per unit basis.

This option would require coordination with the City of San Diego to amend the current
agreement allowing the additional purchases.

4.5.3 Partnership with City Of Chula Vista

This option involves a partnership whereby a new proposed WRF would be owned by
the City of Chula Vista, and the District would only purchase recycled water but not be
responsible for the construction or operation of the treatment plant. Recycled water
from this plant would be delivered to serve the District's Central Area System recycled
water demands.

The City of Chula Vista and the District completed a study in 2012 (Acquisition of
Additional Wastewater Capacity Project, Final Report, April 2012) that, in addition to
comparing the purchase of additional wastewater treatment capacity in the Metro
System for Chula Vista purposes, investigated the potential partnership to provide an
additional supply of Title 22 recycled water to the District. The City of San Diego
received its third modified permit, or waiver, for the Point Loma WWTP in June 2010
from the California Coastal Commission for meeting federal standards for secondary
treatment of sewage, extending the permit for ocean disposal of advanced primary
treated wastewater until 2015. The permit will be reevaluated in 2015 by the Coastal
Commission, and it is uncertain whether an upgrade to secondary treatment will be
required at that time. The costs of purchasing capacity in the Metro System will
substantially increase should an upgrade to full secondary treatment at the Point Loma
WWTP be required.
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The basic concepts for the potential District/Chula Vista partnership included the
following:

e The majority of recycled water produced by the Chula Vista plant can be
used by the District; however, the District would have to make the Chula
Vista recycled water a second priority behind RWCWRF recycled water and
before recycled water purchased from the SBWRP. It is anticipated that the
District could take most of the recycled water produced during the peak
summer demand months but would take essentially no water during low
demand months. Thus, Chula Vista would have to make arrangements for
disposal of unused recycled water, most likely through an agreement with
the IBWC, to use their ocean outfall for the South Bay International
Wastewater Treatment Plant.

e The RWCWRF would continue to produce recycled water at current levels a
minimum of 8 months of the year for the duration of the study period (i.e., no
expansions).

e Recycled water would be sold to the District at a rate of $350 per AF.

e The Chula Vista plant would be built in three phases of 2 MGD increments:
2 MGD, 4 MGD, and 6 MGD to match Chula Vista population and growth.

e The plant would utilize modern technologies, such as a membrane bioreactor
(MBR), to provide a high level of treatment efficiency on a small site.

e The preferred site for the MBR plant is near the Salt Creek Interceptor
between 1-805 and I-5 in the southwestern portion of the District's water
service area, about 3 miles north of the SBWRP.

Infrastructure required for this option would include a pump station and a transmission
pipeline to convey recycled water from the Chula Vista plant to the District's Central
Area System. This option would also require coordination with the City of Chula Vista,
the City of San Diego, and the County of San Diego.

The decision to build a new regional plant versus continuing to discharge wastewater
to the Metro System will depend on whether the Metro System Point Loma WWTP will
need to be upgraded to secondary treatment, a decision that will be reevaluated in
2015. Chula Vista anticipates needing additional wastewater treatment capacity within
the next 14 to 19 years, but with the looming Point Loma WWTP decision and with
permitting, design and construction anticipated to take 5 to 10 years, the City will have
to make a decision regarding project implementation soon.
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4.5.4 Joint WRF with San Diego County

The District and County have conducted previous studies related to joint water
reclamation facilities (Metcalf & Eddy, 1997). The efforts have identified a preferred
location near the 1-805 and the Sweetwater River. This location is downstream of the
RWCWREF, which would allow collection of additional wastewater flows. The proposed
capacity of the joint District/County facility is 10 MGD. There are many uncertainties
and concerns associated with the preferred location, such as the ability to obtain a
discharge permit to the Sweetwater River. This option has not been studied further,
thus, at the direction of the District, the evaluations herein, including treatment facility
concepts and costs, are assumed to be similar to the Chula Vista option.

May 2013

Wastewater
Management
Plan

47



5.0 ANALYSIS OF WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT OPTIONS

This chapter summarizes the analysis of potential future wastewater treatment,
disposal, and reuse options for the District by comparing capital and operational costs
over the 20-year planning horizon to 2030. The objective of the comparison is to
recommend a wastewater treatment, disposal, and recycling plan to the District based
on updated planning and cost estimates for local and regional wastewater
management elements potentially affecting future costs to the District wastewater and
recycled water customers. Appendix D provides detailed discussion and cost
estimates for the wastewater management options.

5.1 Identification of Wastewater Management Options

Wastewater management options were identified, reviewed and discussed in multiple
workshops with District staff. From these discussions, wastewater management
options were defined and synthesized into five major feasible alternatives involving
wastewater treatment, disposal, and reclamation. The five wastewater management
options selected for evaluation are listed below:

e Option A: Maintain RWCWRF at 1.3 MGD

e Option B: Expand RWCWRF to 2.6 MGD

e Option C: Expand RWCWRF to 3.9 MGD

e Option D: Abandon RWCWRF and Utilize Metro

e Option E: Abandon RWCWRF and Utilize New Joint District/County WRF

All options presume continued ownership, operation, maintenance, and required
expansion of the District's existing wastewater collection system consistent with the
wastewater flow projections, hydraulic modeling analyses, and capital improvement
projects discussed in Chapter 3 of this report. All options also assume that the required
improvements to the Rancho San Diego Pump Station will be implemented. Finally, all
options assume that the disinfection facilities at the RWCWRF will be upgraded such
that all disinfection contact time and dosage required are achieved at the plant.

Within the wastewater management options, there are also alternatives for wastewater
sludge handling (onsite and continued discharge to Metro), sources of reclaimed water
(described in Chapter 4), and future Metro wastewater treatment. The Metro
wastewater treatment alternatives include 1) continued advanced primary treatment at
the Point Loma WWTP and assumed continuance of an existing waiver from the
Environmental Protection Agency, and 2) upgrade of the Point Loma WWTP to
secondary treatment with attendant costs and allocation of the District's fair share of
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the future capital and operating costs. In a recent Recycled Water Study performed for
the City of San Diego and released on May 10, 2012, alternatives to the Point Loma
Upgrade were evaluated. Alternatives include diversion of wastewater from Point
Loma, increased recycled water use, and Indirect Potable Reuse (IPR) using the San
Vicente reservoir and Otay Lakes. Multiple alternatives are presented with projected
capital and operating costs. The selected IPR alternative could result in a reduction in
costs from the secondary upgrade costs allocated to the District for those wastewater
management options which include continued discharge to the Metro System.
Although it is presumed that San Diego and its participating agencies will select the
most cost-effective long-term wastewater and recycled water management solution
approvable by EPA, this Wastewater Management Plan uses the assumption of
upgrade to secondary treatment for Point Loma.

5.1.1 Option A: Maintain RWCWRF at 1.3 MGD

This wastewater management option maintains the status quo at the RWCWRF, with
the exception of water quality enhancements and potential solids handling facilities at
the treatment plant location. The capacity of the RWCWRF will remain at the existing
1.3 MGD. All flows conveyed via the District's wastewater collection system in excess
of 1.3 MGD will be discharged to the San Diego Metro wastewater collection and
treatment system with the associated institutional and financial impacts. The evaluation
of Option A includes the following sub-options:

Wastewater Solids Handling

¢ Onsite treatment at RWCWRF
e Continued discharge to the Metro system

Future San Diego Metro Treatment

e Continued primary treatment
e Upgrade to secondary treatment

Recycled Water Sources

e RWCWRF
e SBWRP
e Chula Vista WRF
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Figure 5.1 below depicts the conceptual flow, treatment, wastewater discharge, and
recycled water use schematic for Option A. Note that the options for recycled water
sources are not indicated on the diagram, but are included in the evaluations.

To Reuse System

0
| Solids Options
1 *Onsite
*No Onsite
— RWCWRF
1.3 mgd
San Diego County

Metro Options
*Primary
=Secondary

Figure 5.1 Option A: Maintain RWCWRF at 1.3 MGD

5.1.2 Option B: Expand RWCWRF to 2.6 MGD

Option B includes the expansion of the RWCWRF from 1.3 MGD to 2.6 MGD
consistent with the flow projections discussed in Chapter 2. Flows in excess of 2.6
MGD will be conveyed to the Metro system. The evaluation of Option B includes the
following sub-options:

Wastewater Solids Handling

e Onsite treatment at RWCWRF
e Continued discharge to the Metro system

Future San Diego Metro Treatment

e Continued primary treatment
e Upgrade to secondary treatment
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Recycled Water Sources

e RWCWRF
e SBWRP

Purchase of recycled water from a future Chula Vista MBR water reclamation plant is
not included in Option B since the engineering feasibility studies for the Chula Vista
facility were based on the RWCWRP remaining at its current 1.3 MGD capacity. Figure
5.2 below shows the conceptual wastewater flow and discharge diagram for Option B.
Note that the recycled water purchase from SBWRP is not shown, but is included in
the evaluations.

To Reuse System

0
| Solids Options
1 *Onsite
*No Onsite
—> RWCWRF
2.6 mgd
San Diego County
System
| === 1
h 4 1 1

Figure 5.2 Option B: Expand RWCWRF to 2.6 MGD

5.1.3 Option C: Expand RWCWRF to 3.9 MGD

Option C includes the expansion of the RWCWRF from 1.3 MGD to 3.9 MGD. It is
recognized that the Jamacha Basin wastewater flow projections developed in Chapter
2 do not indicate the need for a 3.9 MGD treatment capacity at the RWCWRF.
However, the District decided to maintain the incremental modularity of the treatment
plant capacity and assume an expansion module of 2.6 MGD consistent with Option B.
Flows in excess of those treated by RWCWRF will be conveyed to the Metro System.
Flows anticipated to be treated by Metro are anticipated to be minimal only, conveyed
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at times of RWCWRF plant maintenance or emergency interruptions. The evaluation of
Option C includes the following sub-options:

Wastewater Solids Handling

e Onsite treatment at RWCWRF
e Continued discharge to the Metro system

Future San Diego Metro Treatment

e Continued primary treatment
e Upgrade to secondary treatment

Recycled Water Sources

e RWCWRF
e SBWRP

For the same reason as Option B, purchase of recycled water from a future Chula
Vista MBR water reclamation plant is not included in Option C. Figure 5.3 below shows
the conceptual wastewater flow and discharge diagram for Option C. Note that the
recycled water purchase from SBWRP is not shown, but is included in the evaluations.

To Reuse System

0
| Solids Options
1 *Onsite
*No Onsite
> RWCWRF
3.9 mgd
San Diego County
System
|- ———————=—=-=-=-- 1
h 4 1 1

Metro Options
*Primary
*Secondary

Figure 5.3 Option C: Expand RWCWRF to 3.9 MGD
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5.1.4 Option D: Abandon RWCWRF and Utilize Metro

Option D includes the decommissioning and demolition of the RWCWRF. All
wastewater collected in the Jamacha Basin will be sent to the Point Loma WWTP
through the Rancho San Diego Pump Station. The evaluation of Option D includes the
following sub-options:

Future San Diego Metro Treatment

e Continued primary treatment
e Upgrade to secondary treatment

Recycled Water Sources

e SBWRP
e Chula Vista WRF

Figure 5.4 below shows the conceptual wastewater flow and discharge diagram for
Option D. Note that the recycled water purchases from the SBWRP and Chula Vista
WREF are not shown, but are included in the evaluations.

San Diego County

System
- === - 1
: : > Metro
e e e e e e e - ——— — 1
Metro Options

*Primary
*Secondary

Figure 5.4 Option D: Abandon RWCWRF and Utilize Metro

5.1.5 Option E: Abandon RWCWRF and Utilize New Joint District/County WRF

Option E includes the decommissioning and demolition of the RWCWRF. Wastewater
collected in the Jamacha Basin will be sent to a new proposed joint wastewater
treatment and recycling facility with San Diego County or the Point Loma WWTP
through the Rancho San Diego Pump Station. Collection system modifications and
extensions will be required to convey existing flow to the new joint WWTP and to by-
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pass to the Metro System, as required. Solids treatment at the new joint plant is
assumed, since the plant process is assumed to be the same as the Chula Vista MBR
plant. The conceptual joint new WWTP has been described in the 1997 report by
Metcalf and Eddy for San Diego County entitled “Water Reclamation Facility Project
Feasibility Report”. The concept included a 10 MGD plant located near 1-805 and the
Sweetwater River, using an activated sludge aeration process. This Wastewater
Management Plan assumes an MBR plant similar to the Chula Vista proposal with cost
estimates the same as the Chula Vista plant for equivalent capacity. The evaluation of
Option E includes the following sub-options:

Future San Diego Metro Treatment

e Continued primary treatment
e Upgrade to secondary treatment

Recycled Water Sources

e Joint District/County WRF
e SBWRP

Purchase of recycled water from the Chula Vista WRF is not included in this option,
because it is assumed that the new joint WRF will be sized to provide as much
recycled water as the Chula Vista WRF would. Figure 5.5 below shows the conceptual
wastewater flow and discharge diagram for Option E. Note that the recycled water
purchases from the SBWRP and Chula Vista WRF are not shown, but are included in
the evaluations.
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Figure 5.5 Option E: Abandon RWCWRF and Utilize New Joint District/County

WRF

5.2 Summary of Cost Components for Wastewater Management Options

The cost components applicable to each wastewater management option included
wastewater treatment components and recycled water components. Table 5-1
summarizes the wastewater treatment cost elements applicable to each option.

Table 5-1. Wastewater Treatment Cost Components

Option

Cost Component A| B | C|D]|E
RWCWRF

Expansion ° °

On-Site Solids Handling o | o | o

Decommissioning ° °
Metro System Capacity

Existing Charge (w/o on-site solids handling) o | o | o | o

New Capacity Charge (w/o on-site solids handling) o | o | o

Point Loma WWTP Upgrade (w/o on-site solids handling) | e ° ° °
New County/Otay WWTP °
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Table 5-2 indicates the recycled water sources which exist for each of the wastewater
management options. For facilities other than the RWCWREF, cost elements allocated
for recycled water include costs to purchase each unit of recycled water and costs for
new booster stations and pipelines to deliver water from the facilities to the District's
recycled water distribution system.

Table 5-2. Recycled Water Sources for Wastewater Management Options

Option
Recycled Water Source A B C D E
RWCWRF ° ° °
SBWRP ° ° ° ° °
New Chula Vista WRF ° °
New County/District WWTP °

In consideration of the key variables for evaluating capital and annual O&M costs for
the wastewater management options, sub-options have been identified to compare
present worth costs. Sub-options are combinations of wastewater treatment, disposal,
and recycled water purchase variables. Table 5-3 presents the matrix of options and
sub-options that are evaluated.

Wastewater
Management
Plan

Table 5-3. Matrix of Wastewater Management Sub-Options Evaluated
Recycled Water from SBWRP No SBWRP Purchases, Recycled
Only, No Chula Vista Purchases | Water from Chula Vista WRF Only
No Point Loma Point Loma No Point Loma Point Loma
Wastewater WWTP WWTP WWTP WWTP
Management Option Upgrade Upgrade Upgrade Upgrade
A Onsite sludge A-2 - A-1 -
No onsite sludge A-6 A-4 A-5 A-3
B Onsite sludge B-1 - - -
No onsite sludge B-3 B-2 - -
c Onsite sludge C-1 - - -
No onsite sludge C-3 C-2 - -
D D-4 D-3 D-2 D-1
E (onsite sludge) E-2 E-1
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5.3 Cost Estimates for Expansion and Demolition of the RWCWRF

The wastewater management options include expansion or decommissioning of the
RWCWREF. Detailed construction cost estimates have been prepared associated with
upgrading, expanding, and decommissioning the RWCWRF. Appendix B provides a
site map of the RWCWRF with suggested locations for new processes and expansions
for Options A, B and C. Appendix C provides a report detailing cost estimates for the
RWCWREF expansions and demolition alternatives.

In addition to the assumed expansions, Options B and C include addition of a larger
chlorine contact chamber to achieve CA Title 22 requirements for contact time at the
plant site. Options A through C also consider potential addition of solids handling
facilities. Options D and E include decommissioning of the RWCWRF and restoring
the site.

5.3.1 Estimated Construction Costs for RWCWRF Options

A summary of opinions of capital costs for the three options that involve continued use
and/or expansion of the RWCWREF is presented in Table 5-4. Table 5-4 includes onsite
solids handling costs which are removed when evaluating wastewater management
options that do not include onsite solids handling.

5.3.2 Estimated Additional O&M Costs for RWCWRF Options

In addition to capital cost estimates for the RWCWRF components of Options A
through C, specific elements of annual O&M costs have been estimated for the three
options. Key elements of the operational costs include additional power and chemical
costs. Additional power costs were based on a blended rate of $0.12 per KWH. Table
5-5 summarizes the estimated additional O&M costs.

Similar to estimated construction costs, Table 5-5 includes onsite solids handling O&M

costs which are removed when evaluating wastewater management options that do
not include onsite solids handling.
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Table 5-4. Opinions of Construction Costs for RWCWRF Options
Estimated Construction Costs ($)
Option A: Option B: Option C:
Treatment Process Maintain Expand Expand
RWCWRF at RWCWRF to RWCWRF to
1.3 MGD 2.6 MGD 3.9 MGD
Influent Pump Station 0 1,130,000 1,290,000
Headworks & Grit Removal 0 2,040,000 2,200,000
Aeration Basins 0 3,330,000 5,900,000
Secondary Clarifiers 0 1,960,000 3,580,000
RAS/WAS Pump Station 0 820,000 1,490,000
Scum Pump Station 0 173,000 173,000
Effluent Pump Station 0 788,000 1,540,000
Administration Building 0 0 1,040,000
Blower & Electrical Building 0 2,050,000 2,490,000
Aerobic Digestion 1,460,000 2,760,000 3,940,000
Digested Sludge Pump St. 121,000 229,000 331,000
WAS Thickening 848,000 1,580,000 2,310,000
Sludge Dewatering Centrifuge 915,000 915,000 1,750,000
Tertiary Filters (+Flocculation) 0 648,000 1,300,000
NaOCI Storage, Pumping and
Chlorine Contact Tank 0 2,010,000 2,200,000
Totals $3,350,000 $20,500,000 $31,500,000
Table 5-5. Opinions of Additional O&M Costs for RWCWRF Options
Estimated Additional O&M Costs ($/year)
Option A: Option B: Option C:
Maintain Expand Expand
Annual O&M Component RWCWREF at RWCWREF to RWCWRF to
1.3 MGD 2.6 MGD 3.9 MGD
Additional KWHs 468,000 4,850,000 10,600,000
Additional Power Cost 56,200 581,000 1,280,000
DAF Polymer Cost 10,000 19,900 29,900
Solid Dewatering (Polymer) Cost 32,400 64,800 97,200
Sodium Hypochlorite Cost 0 31,000 77,100
Totals $98,600 $697,000 $1,480,000
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5.3.3 Estimated Decommissioning Costs for RWCWRF Options

The report in Appendix C also includes the estimated costs to decommission the
RWCWREF and the Steel Bridge Pump Station, which pumps raw wastewater to the
RWCWREF. Costs were estimated for decommissioning the plant and pump station,
and for demolition of facilities and restoration of the plant site. These costs are
associated with wastewater management Option D and Option E. The estimated costs
are as follows:

e Decommissioning: $492,000
e Demolition and restoration: $3,460,000
e Total: $3,960,000 (rounded)

5.4 Summary of Wastewater Management Options Cost Evaluations

Based on the wastewater flow projections presented in Chapter 2 and the recycled
water use projections presented in Chapter 4, a major objective of this wastewater
management plan is to compare projected capital and operating costs for the five
wastewater management options to develop a recommended District course of action
for the future. The comparative cost approach was estimates of present worth costs,
using the sum of capital costs in 2012 dollars and today’s value of annual O&M costs
from 2015 through 2030 (16 years).

5.4.1 Common Economic Cost Assumptions

A common set of assumptions was developed for all five options. The assumptions
include considerations for both wastewater discharge and recycled water purchases.
The list of assumptions is presented in Table 5-6. In addition to the assumed cost
factors, the projected value of money was assumed to be increasing at 2 percent per
year for determining the present worth of operating and maintenance expense.
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Table 5-6. Common Economic Cost Assumptions
SBWRF, Chula Vista, Joint Plant Recycled Water Purchase Rate (per AF)* $350
2012 Metro County Wastewater Discharge Rate (per MGD)>° $3,089,634
Additional Metro Capacity Cost (per MGD)® $30,000,000
PLWWTP Upgrade Capital Cost" $1,161,174,957
Otay WD Capital Cost for PLWWTP Upgrade (0.513%)" $5,956,828
PLWWTP Upgrade O&M Cost" $37,497,060
Otay WD Annual O&M Cost for PLWWTP Upgrade (per MGD)” $156,238
MWD/SDCWA Rebate (per AF)° $385

Based on Recycled Purchase Agreement between City of San Diego and Otay WD.
Based on Metro Discharge Agreement between City of San Diego and Otay WD.

PN PR

Master Plan and Recycled Water Study, May 2012
$185/AF is received from MWD; $200/AF comes from the SDCWA.

vt

6.  Lump sum of Metro Cost and County cost based on recent District invoices.

$22 Million paid to Metro, $8 Million paid to the County. A one-time up-front cost for buying capacity in these systems.
Point Loma WWTP Secondary Treatment Upgrade Costs at Different Capacities from The City of San Diego's Wastewater

5.4.2 Summary of Cost Comparisons for Wastewater Management Options

Appendix D provides the details of the cost evaluation for the wastewater management
options. For all options, wastewater discharge costs are based on projected
wastewater discharge rates, facilities used, and facility and contract costs through
2030. For all options, recycled water purchase costs are based on projected recycled
water needs, production sources, production amounts, and facility and contract costs
through 2030. The bases for costs for each of the sub-options summarized in Table 5-
3 are evaluated separately as (1) wastewater discharge amounts and costs and (2)
recycled water use amounts and costs. Wastewater discharge and recycled water use
volumes are indicated for five-year planning horizons from 2010 (actual) through 2030,
consistent with District projections indicated previously.

A summary of estimated present worth costs for the wastewater management options
is presented in Table 5-7.
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Table 5-7. Present Worth Cost Summary for Wastewater Management Options

Estimated Present Worth ($ millions)

SBWRP Purchases
Only, No Chula Vista

No SBWRP
Purchases, Chula

Wastewater Sludge .
Management Handling Purchases Vista Purchases Only
Option Option No Point Point No Point Point
Loma Loma Loma Loma
WWTP WWTP WWTP WWTP
Upgrade Upgrade Upgrade Upgrade
Onsite sludge $37.1 - $34.7 -
A No onsite
sludge $79.3 $87.0 $77.0 $84.6
Onsite sludge $82.7 -- -- -
B No onsite
sludge $86.4 $92.8 - -
Onsite sludge $134.3 -- -- -
C No onsite
sludge $139.8 $146.3 - -
D NA $153.7 $163.0 $156.8 $166.1
E Onsite Sludge $148.0 $154.0 -- -

The cost evaluation of wastewater management options results in the following key

conclusions:

e The present worth costs for Option A are significantly less for on-site solids
handling at RWCWRF due to presumed avoidance of significant discharge to

Metro and future Point Loma upgrade costs, or its Metro alternative.

e For Options A, B and C, the lowest present worth costs are for retaining the

RWCWREF at 1.3 MGD capacity and not expanding.

e Options D and E are significantly more costly due to increased discharge to

Metro, with risks of incurring costs for Point Loma upgrade, and cost of a

new joint WWTP in partnership with the County.
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6.0

6.1

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary of Conclusions

The work conducted in this Wastewater Management Plan yields the following
significant conclusions:

Wastewater Flow Projections

The total Jamacha Basin wastewater flows from connected and unconnected
properties are projected to increase from 2.48 MGD in 2010 to 2.96 MGD in
2030.

Wastewater flows from the District’s service area within the Jamacha Basin,
from connected and unconnected properties, are projected to increase from
1.84 MGD in 2010 to 2.15 MGD in 2030

Wastewater flows from the County’s service area within the Jamacha Basin,
from connected and unconnected properties, are projected to increase from
0.64 MGD in 2010 to 0.81 MGD in 2030.

Wastewater Collection System

The existing wastewater collection system has only three areas that do not
meet system performance criteria under existing peak wastewater flow
conditions. These problem areas should be corrected by replacing the
existing undersized sewer pipes.

One of the existing problem areas is along Campo Road in a section of 10-
inch sewer pipe that was, in the past, converted from a forcemain to a gravity
pipe. The former forcemain pipe is undersized to act adequately as a gravity
pipe. The District would like to replace the entire section of former forcemain
pipe with a 15-inch gravity pipe.

The existing wastewater collection system has only two additional areas that
do not meet system performance criteria under 2030 peak flow conditions.
The undersized sewer pipes in these areas should also be replaced as funds
become available.

Recycled Water Supply and Demand

The District’s existing recycled water supply is an average 1.0 MGD from the
RWCWRF and up to 6 MGD annually from the City of San Diego’s SBWRP.
Due to problems with wastewater supply, other large demands taking
priority, etc., the actual peak availability of recycled water from the SBWRP
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has recently been only 5.3 MGD. The problems with District recycled water
supply are anticipated to be corrected by San Diego by 2015.

e The District projects that its recycled water demand will increase from 4,074
AFY in 2010 to 8,000 AFY in 2035.

e On a monthly basis, the District will begin seeing deficits in recycled water
supply by 2020 during the peak demand months. The peak month deficits
are projected to grow from approximately 670 AF in 2020 during the two
peak demand months, to 1,100 AF during the two peak demand months in
2035. In addition, the deficits are expected to occur for over half the year by
2035. These deficits are not annual and can be mitigated if the
District/SBWRP agreement can be amended to allow the District to take its
contracted amount at up to two times its annual average rate.

e The District is already seeing supply deficits in meeting peak day recycled
water demands and has had to occasionally supplement with potable water.
The peak day supply deficit is projected to grow from approximately 1.0
MGD in 2010 to 7.3 MGD in 2035. The deficits can be managed with
appropriate recycled water system storage and a modification to the
District/SBWRP agreement, as described above.

e Potential additional supplies of recycled water evaluated include the
following sources:

o Expansion of the RWCWRF

o0 Additional purchases from the City of San Diego SBWRP

o Purchase of recycled water from a potential new City of Chula Vista
regional WRF

0 A new joint WRF with San Diego County

Future Wastewater and Recycled Water Management Options

e There exist multiple economic, institutional, regulatory, and environmental
factors which are currently affecting and will affect the District's future
options for treating, reusing, and discharging wastewater generated within
the District’s limited wastewater service area.

e Wastewater treatment options include the RWCWRF, discharge to the Metro
System, and partnership with the County in a conceptual new 10 MGD plant.

e Recycled water supply options include the RWCWRF, the Metro SBWRP, a
potential new 6 MGD WRF in Chula Vista, and a potential new joint
treatment and reclamation plant in partnership with the County.

e The wastewater management and recycled water options were combined
into five overall management options for cost evaluations:

0 Option A — maintain RWCWRF at 1.3 MGD
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Option B — expand RWCWRF to 2.6 MGD

Option C — expand RWCWRF to 3.9 MGD

Option D — decommission RWCWRF and send all flow to Metro
Option E — decommission RWCWRF and build joint plant with County

O O 0O O

The evaluation of RWCWRF options considered onsite solids handling/
sludge management and no onsite sludge management. The joint County
plant options considered only onsite sludge management consistent will all
previous planning efforts. All options that involved discharge of any flows to
the Metro System included consideration of the Metro Point Loma WWTP
remaining a primary treatment plant and upgrade to a secondary treatment
plant with associated capital and O&M cost impacts to the District.

A detailed present worth cost evaluation of the five primary management
options and many sub-options, that included estimates of capital costs,
annual O&M costs, and recycled water purchases through 2030 lead to the
following conclusions:

0 Option A (RWCWREF stays at 1.3 MGD) has the lowest present worth
costs of the five options, followed by Option B (expand RWCWREF to 2.6
MGD), then Option C (expand RWCWRF to 3.9 MGD). This is due to the
existing investment in RWCWRF and the avoidance of Metro discharge
costs and additional recycled water purchase costs.

0 Option D (send all flow to Metro System) has the highest present worth
cost due to the existing cost structure, potential for upgrade costs
associate with Point Loma, and need to purchase additional Metro and
County system capacity.

0 The lowest cost sub-options involve onsite solids handling, purchase of
recycled water from a Chula Vista WRF, and avoidance of payment for a
Metro Point Loma WWTP upgrade.

o For all RWCWRF expansion options (A, B, and C), construction and
operation of onsite solids handling is more cost-effective than no onsite
solids handling due to the reduced Metro discharge volumes and costs.

0 Abandonment of RWCWRF and reliance on Metro or a new joint
District/County WREF is significantly more costly than retaining RWCWRF
at any of the three capacities evaluated. This reinforces the District’s
value in the existing plant and in its Metro and County system capacity
ownership.

o Purchase of recycled water from a new Chula Vista WRF appears to be
more cost-effective than purchase from the SBWRP due to the current
take or pay provision in the SBWRP agreement.
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6.2 Wastewater Collection System Recommendations
6.2.1 Hydraulic Model

The existing hydraulic model was last calibrated in 2006 and should be recalibrated in
the next planning effort. Typically, a hydraulic model is calibrated every 5 years as
changes in development occur, or as happened in the current planning effort, several
of the modeled system components (pump stations and pipelines) were updated. The
District should also consider calibrating the model using predictive hydrologic methods
in the next model update. In terms of versatility and range of applications, it far
exceeds the capabilities of the peaking factor methodology which is currently utilized.

6.2.2 Recommended Wastewater System Improvements

Table 6-1 summarizes the schedule and capital cost opinions for the recommended
wastewater collection system improvements. Figures 3-4 and 3-6 illustrated the
recommended improvements. The estimated total capital cost for the recommended
infrastructure to correct existing system deficiencies is $8.53 million. To accommodate
2030 wastewater flows, the additional capital cost is approximately $2.72 million.

Table 6-1. Recommended Wastewater Collection System Improvements

Wastewater
Management

Plan

. Conceptual Cost
_ Unit Opinion ($)
Project Cost
No. Description Location ($/LF)* Existing 2030
Collection System Pipes
CIP#1 | 12-inch 36 LF Near Fury Ln and Jamacha Rd 1,020 $37,000 -
CIP #2 | 24-inch 91 LF Near Hillsdale Rd and Jamacha Rd 2,040 $190,000 -
CIP#3 | 15-inch | 9,225LF Along Campo Road from Avocado Rd to Singer Lane 900 $8,300,000 -
CIP #4 | 15-inch 900 LF Near Jamacha Rd and Donahue Dr 1,275 - $1,150,000
CIP#5 | 154nch | 1,235LF Along Ivanhoe Ranch Rdsutzfitc:ﬁam of Cottonwood Pump 1,275 _ $1,570,000
Total $8,527,000 | $2,720,000

Note:

1. January 2012 Costs (ENR CCI = 9176). Includes 30% for engineering and administration, 10% for contractor bonding and insurance,

and 30% for project contingencies.

CIP #3 involves replacement of a former 10-inch forcemain that currently acts as a
gravity pipe. Portions of the pipe undersized for gravity flow. The District desires to
replace the entire stretch of this pipe with a new 15-inch gravity sewer pipe. The
alignment is primarily along Campo Road which is a major highway. Figure 6-1 shows
conditions along the pipeline alignment. A cursory site inspection revealed the
following potential problem areas that should be addressed during preliminary design:
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e Intersection of Campo Road and Via Mercado.

e Intersection of Campo Road and Jamacha Boulevard, where Jamacha
Boulevard joins Campo Road from the south.

e Intersection of Campo Road and Jamacha Boulevard, where Campo Road
turns south.
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Figure 6-1. Alignment for CIP #3
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6.3 Recommended Wastewater Management and Recycled Water Strategies

From the economic evaluations of the five wastewater (and recycled water)
management options, the following are recommended strategies for consideration by
the District.

e Retain and maintain the RWCWRF at its current capacity. This
recommendation, however, does not preclude a future expansion of
RWCWRF capacity if additional reclaimed water for the District cannot be
obtained from a new assumed Chula Vista WRF or from the SBWRP.

e If regulatory restrictions prohibit the use of the existing reclaimed water
pipeline to achieve required chlorine contact times before expansion of the
RWCWRP, then plan, design, and construct a chlorine contact chamber. The
estimated capital costs for the chlorine contact chamber is $3,420,000
(includes 30 percent for engineering and administration, 10 percent for
contractor bonding and insurance, and 30 percent for project contingencies).

e Plan, design, and construct on-site solids handling facilities on the RWCWRF
site for a capacity of 1.3 MGD expandable to 2.6 MGD. The estimated capital
costs for the on-site solids handling facilities is $5,690,000 (includes 30
percent for engineering and administration, 10 percent for contractor bonding
and insurance, and 30 percent for project contingencies).

e Target the on-site solids handling start-up date as early as possible, but no
later than 2015, to avoid potential Point Loma WWTP upgrade costs.

e Confirm that construction and operation of on-site solids handling facilities
will preclude significant discharges to the Metro System, except for plant
maintenance or emergency events.

e Upon construction of RWCWRF on-site solids handling, re-determine new
quality and resulting unit costs for Metro discharges.

¢ Renegotiate the SBWRP recycled water purchase agreement to allow short-
term, peak month and peak-day purchases of recycled water in excess of the
6 MGD limit stated in the contract, preferably to achieve 12 MGD. Also,
renegotiate the agreement to remove the take or pay provision.

e If the take or pay provision of the SBWRP agreement cannot be negotiated
out, support the future planning, design, permitting, and construction of the
Chula Vista WRF and negotiate a contract to take all recycled water
produced by the plant.

e Perform a District recycled water storage evaluation to assess daily and
peak month water balances to assure that projected peak period recycled
water demands can be achieved by the combination of RWCWRF,
SBWRP/Chula Vista WRP recycled water purchases with no or little
supplementation by other water sources, such as SDCWA water.
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6.4 Potential Funding Sources for Wastewater Capital Improvements

This Wastewater Management Plan has recommended capital improvement projects
for the District's wastewater collection system and the RWCWREF. There are available
options for funding these improvements through internal and external sources having
benefits and conditions requiring additional assessment by the District related to each
individual project.

6.4.1 Internal Funding Options

Internal funding options include conventional sources familiar to the District. These
include wastewater rates and connection fees that would fund debt service on revenue
bonds that the District would authorize and sell for specific projects. Since the District
typically funds projects in this manner, no more discussion is provided herein.

6.4.2 External Funding Options

External funding for the District's proposed wastewater collection and treatment
projects could come from a number of public sources. The following discussion is a
summary of those potential sources.

Federal Funding

Federal funding for wastewater projects providing for wastewater reuse in lieu of use of
potable supplies has been included in the budget of the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
(Bureau). Title Il of the Senate version of the Fiscal Year 2013 (FY2013) Energy and
Water Development Appropriations Bill calls for $1B in funding for the Bureau, which is
$19.8M less than the FY2012 enacted amount. The House Energy and Water
Development Appropriations Bill recommends $967M for the Bureau, which is
approximately $81M below the House appropriation in FY2012.

The Water and Related Resources account of Title Il supports the development,
construction, management, and restoration of water and related natural resources in
the 17 western states. The account includes funds for operating and maintaining
existing facilities and conducting studies on ways to improve the use of water and
related natural resources. Wastewater reuse projects can be potentially funded under
the TITLE XVI Water Reclamation and Reuse Program. A Title XVI Water Reclamation
and Reuse Program funding opportunity has been previously available through
WaterSMART. The Bureau invites sponsors of congressionally authorized Title XVI
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projects to request cost-shared funding for the planning, design, or construction of
those proposed wastewater reuse projects. This funding opportunity is available by
searching funding opportunity number R13SF80002 on www.grants.gov.

The Bureau anticipates providing no more than $4M per applicant. This is subject to
WaterSMART'’s future FY2014 appropriations, project funding capability, and the
amount remaining under the appropriations ceiling for each authorized project.
Approximately 5 to 10 awards are typically made each year.

Through the Title XVI Water Reclamation and Reuse Program, the Bureau provides
funding for projects that reclaim and reuse municipal, industrial, domestic or
agricultural wastewater and naturally impaired ground or surface waters. Reclaimed
water can be used for a variety of purposes, such as environmental restoration, fish
and wildlife, groundwater recharge, municipal, domestic, industrial, agricultural, power
generation or recreation.

The WaterSMART Program focuses on improving water conservation and
sustainability and helping water resource managers make sound decisions about water
use. It identifies strategies to ensure that this and future generations will have sufficient
supplies of clean water for drinking, economic activities, recreation and ecosystem
health. The program also identifies adaptive measures to address climate change and
its impact on future water demands. Through WaterSMART and other conservation
programs funded over the last three years, more than 580,000 acre-feet of water per
year is estimated to have been saved.

State Funding

The last two decades has seen an unprecedented series of bond measures passed by
the voters of California to fund water resources development throughout the State,
including reclamation projects. Beginning in 1996, voters passed a water-related
proposition roughly every four years as highlighted in the following list:

e Proposition 204 — Safe, Clean, Reliable Water Supply Act. (1996)

e Proposition 13 — Safe Drinking Water, Clean Water, Watershed Protection,
and Flood Protection Bond Act. (2000)

e Proposition 40 — The California Clean Water, Clean Air, Safe Neighborhood
Parks, and Coastal Protection Act of 2002 (2002)

e Proposition 50 — Water Quality, Supply and Safe Drinking Water Projects.
Coastal Wetlands Purchase and Protection. Bonds. (2002)
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e Proposition 84 — Bonds for clean water, flood control, state and local park
improvements, etc. (2006)

The Clean Water State Revolving Loan Fund Program (CWSRF) was established by
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as amended in 1987. The CWSRF offers low
interest financing agreements for water quality improvement projects. Annually, the
program disburses between $200 and $300 M to eligible projects. Eligible projects
include construction of publicly-owned treatment facilities, such as wastewater
treatment, local sewers, sewer interceptors, water reclamation facilities, and storm
water treatment. Eligible applicants include and city, town, district, or other public body
created under state law and any designated and approved management agency under
Section 208 of the Clean Water Act. There exist favorable financing terms, including
low interest rate, 20 year repayment, up to $50M per agency per year, and deferred
repayment until 1 year after construction is completed.
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Technical Memorandum

Date: January 6, 2012
To: Bob Kennedy, Otay Water District

From: Liberato Tortorici, Malcolm Pirnie / ARCADIS
Brent Alspach, Malcolm Pirnie / ARCADIS

Re: Recycled Water Supply Augmentation Planning Level Study

I. Introduction

Malcolm Pirnie / ARCADIS (Malcolm Pirnie) was retained by the Otay Water District
(District) to perform a “high altitude level” planning study to evaluate options for
augmenting the District's recycled water supply from the City of San Diego’s (City) South
Bay Water Reclamation Plant (SBWRP) with effluent from the International Boundary and
Water Commission (IBWC) South Bay International Wastewater Treatment Plant (SBIWTP).
The South Bay recycled water mains, along with the locations of the both the SBWRP and
the SBIWTP, are shown in Figure 1. The District currently purchases an average of
approximately 5.9 MGD of recycled water from the City’'s SBWRP and distributes that
water to recycled water customers within the District's service area. The IBWC's SBIWTP,
which is adjacent to the City’'s SBWRP, was recently upgraded from an advanced primary to
a full secondary treatment facility and discharges an average of 25 MGD of secondary
effluent to the South Bay Land and Ocean Outfall system. The District is interested in
potentially reclaiming secondary effluent from the IBWC's SBIWTP to augment the recycled
water supply from the City's SBWRP as described under Option 7below or to replace the
recycled water supply available from the City's SBWRP as described under Option 2 below.

Il. Focus of Technical Memorandum

The focus of this memorandum is to develop planning level information, including process
requirements and estimates of probable capital and total annual costs, for the following
recycled water supply options:

Option 1 - Deliver SBIWTP Secondary Effluent to the City’s SBWRP
Option 2 - Partial Upgrade of the SBIWTP from Secondary to Tertiary Treatment

This technical memorandum is intended to provide the District with sufficient “high altitude
level” information to determine whether augmenting the District's recycled water supply
with effluent from the SBIWTP might be economically viable and whether either or both of
the above options merit further development in more detailed study, conceptual design,
and/or preliminary design.
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Figure 1
South Bay Recycled Water Mains
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Ill. Definition of Recycled Water Supply Options

The two options for augmenting recycled water supplies are defined below. The
assumptions used for sizing of the required new facilities and for developing estimates of
probable costs are included in Appendix A. It should be noted that these assumptions
represent Malcolm Pirnie's best estimate of existing facilities and recycled water quality
objectives; these assumptions need to be confirmed by the District prior to further
developing the concept in a more detailed planning study. Of particular importance in such
a planning study will be a detailed review and assessment of priority pollutants and
pollutants of concern which might render recycled water from the SBIWTP undesirable for
District recycled water end users.

Option 1 - Deliver SBIWTP Secondary Effluent to the City’'s SBWRP

Under this option the following key project components as identified in Figure 2 would
need to be implemented:

e Construct effluent discharge piping from the IBWC's SBIWTP to the City's SBWRP
tertiary treatment facilities. These will include a 14" CMLDI pipeline and appurtenant
metering and control facilities.

e Utilize the existing tertiary filters, UV disinfection facilities, and recycled pumping
facilities on the City's SBWRP site as shown in Figure 2. Note that California
Department of Public Health (CDPH) disinfection requirements vary depending on the
end use of recycled water; for some uses, disinfection may not be necessary. This
analysis conservatively assumes the use of full disinfection via the existing UV
disinfection system to allow the District the greatest flexibility for the sale of recycled
water to potential customers.

e Construct reverse osmosis (RO) facilities on the City's SBWRP site to reduce the total
dissolved solids (TDS) in the recycled water supply. The TDS concentration in the
secondary effluent from the SBIWTP averages 1,600 mg/L. This dictates that a portion
of the filtered tertiary effluent will be processed through RO, with the desalinated
permeate blended with the remainder of the filtered effluent to produce recycled water
that would meet the District's TDS goal of 1,000 mg/L. The RO concentrate would be
diverted to the existing South Bay Land Outfall and Ocean Outfall for disposal.

e Utilize the existing recycled water conveyance pipeline to deliver recycled water to the
District's point of connection at Dairy Mart Road and Camino De La Plaza. The recycled
water will continue to be delivered to the District's 450' pressure zone.

These project components and facilities would yield a daily average recycled water
production of 12.9 MGD, as limited by the assumed ability of the City's SBWRP tertiary
filters to accommodate 15 MGD of feed water. A recovery of 92% is assumed for the
existing tertiary filters, yielding a filtrate flow of 13.8 MGD, as shown in Figure 2 (i.e., 3.5 to
the RO system and 10.3 MGD directly to UV disinfection).



Figure 2
Option 1 — Deliver SBIWTP Secondary Effluent to the City’s SBWRP
Process Schematic

New Facilities are highlighted in Yellow|

Filter Residuals: 1.2 MGD

IBWC Secondary Effluent: 7 MGD to SBLO
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Option 2 - Partial Upgrade of the SBIWTP from Secondary to Tertiary Treatment

Under this option the following key project components as identified in Figure 3 would
need to be implemented:

e Construct new tertiary treatment facilities (micro-/ultrafiltration (MF/UF), RO, and UV
disinfection) on the SBIWTP site to produce an average recycled water supply of 15
MGD. The TDS concentration in the secondary effluent from the SBIWTP averages
1,600 mg/L. This dictates that a portion of the filtered tertiary effluent will be
processed through RO, with the desalinated permeate blended with the remainder of
the filtered effluent to produce recycled water that would meet the District's TDS goal
of 1,000 mg/L. The RO concentrate would be diverted to the existing South Bay Land
Outfall and Ocean Outfall for disposal. As indicated in conjunction with Option 1, CDPH
disinfection requirements vary depending on the end use of recycled water; for some
uses, disinfection may not be necessary. As with Option 1, this analysis conservatively
assumes the use of full disinfection to allow the District the greatest flexibility for the
sale of recycled water to potential customers. Although both chemical (e.g., chlorine)
or UV disinfection are permitted under CDPH requlations, the use of UV disinfection is
increasingly employed in recycled water treatment applications, including the SBWRP
and the Orange County Water District’'s landmark Groundwater Replenishment System.
In addition to being chemical-free, UV disinfection avoids the need to construct a tank
or basin for chemical disinfectant contact time. As a result, UV disinfection is assumed
in this evaluation.

e Construct a new recycled water pump station on the SBIWTP site.

e Construction effluent discharge piping from the SBIWTP to the deliver recycled water
to the District’s point of connection at Dairy Mart Road and Camino De La Plaza. These
will include a 30" CMLDI pipeline and appurtenant metering and control facilities. The
recycled water will continue to be delivered to the District’'s 450’ pressure zone.

The daily average recycled water production would be 15.0 MGD. Unlike Option 7, the
capacity of Option 2is not limited by the capacity of existing facilities. Sufficient
secondary effluent from the SBIWTP is available to provide the full 15 MGD flow desired by
the District.



Figure 3

Option 2 — Partial Upgrade of the SBIWTP from Secondary to Tertiary Treatment

Process Schematic

New Facilities are highlighted in Yellow|

Filter Residuals: 1.5 MGD

to SBLO

RO Brine: 1.9 MGD

to SBLO
IBWC ) Secondary Effluent:
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450 Zone Water Pump
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IV. Estimates of Probable Costs

Estimates of probable construction and annual total costs presented in Appendix A and
summarized below for this “high altitude level” planning study are consistent with the
Association for Advancement of Cost Engineering (AACE) Class 5 Order of Magnitude
Estimates and are based on October 2011 dollars. However, it should be noted that
estimates of probable costs do not include the costs for potential upsizing of the SDG&E
power supply and/or potential upsizing of in-plant power distribution systems at SBIWTP or
at the SBWRP.

Option 1 - Deliver SBIWTP Secondary Effluent to the City’s SBWRP

Construction costs $4,048,800
Pre-design costs $106,300
Engineering costs $424,900
Post design and CM costs $531,100
District admin/permitting costs $212,500
Project contingencies $318,800
Estimate of probable capital costs** $5,642,400
Estimate of annual capital costs (amortized)** $491,500
Estimate of annual O&M costs** $2,569,400
Estimate of total annual costs** $3,060,900
Estimate of total recycled water cost** $590/acre-foot

** See Appendix A for a detailed breakdown of costs

Option 2 - Partial Upgrade of the SBIWTP from Secondary to Tertiary Treatment

Construction costs $37,623,500
Pre-design costs $940,600
Engineering costs $3,762,400
Post design and CM costs $4,702,900
District admin/permitting costs $1,881,200
Project contingencies $2,821,800
Estimate of probable capital costs** $51,732,400
Estimate of annual capital costs (amortized)** $4,505,900
Estimate of annual O&M costs** $6,177,500
Estimate of total annual costs** $10,683,400
Estimate of total recycled water cost** $670/acre-foot

** See Appendix “A" for detailed breakdown of costs
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The estimate of total recycled water cost for Option 7represents only the costs for
producing an additional 4.9 MGD of recycled water and does not include any associated
amortized capital costs or operating costs for existing SBWRP treatment facilities
upstream of the new facilities identified for Opfion 1. These estimates also do not include
potential upsizing of SDG&E's power supply and/or upsizing of the in-plant power
distribution facilities at the SBWRP. It is Malcolm Pirnie's understanding that the SBWRP is
currently served from the same redundant SDG&E 12 kV feeders identified below. The
discussion below in the context of Option 2 outlines potential costs to upsize SDG&E power
service from 12 kV to 69 kV.

The estimate of total recycled water cost for Option 2 does not include any associated
amortized capital costs or operating costs for existing SBIWTP treatment facilities
upstream of the new facilities identified for Option 2. These estimates also do not include
potential upsizing of SDG&E's power supply and/or upsizing of the in-plant power
distribution facilities at the SBIWTP. SDG&E provides power to the SBIWTP via a
redundant 12 kV service, which is sufficient for the existing power loads for the current
average design flow of 25 MGD. It is Malcolm Pirnie's understanding that this power
service will need to be upsized to 69 kV to augment power loads in conjunction with the
additional treatment. Based on records from Malcolm Pirnie's previous work with the
IBWC, it is believed that a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the IBWC and
SDG&E signed in late 1995 establishes that SDG&E would upgrade to a 69 kV services at its
expense ($5 million in Year 2000 dollars) when the combined City and IBWC plant loads
exceed the capacity of the existing SDG&E 12 kV service. However, Malcolm Pirnie does
not have a copy of the MOU and is unable to confirm this agreement.

V. Recommendations

Should the District decide to pursue either or both of the options identified in this Technical
Memorandum, the following actions are recommended:

1. Option 1 assumes the use of the existing tertiary media filters at the SBWRP
pretreatment prior to the RO system. The use of media filters is not an industry
standard practice for RO system pretreatment and will need to be further evaluated to
determine whether this is feasible or if more standard MF/UF technology is necessary.

2. The RO system is based on lowering TDS concentrations to produce a blended
filtrate/RO permeate with a TDS concentration of 1,000 mg/L. Other constituents such
as chlorides, sulfates, boron, and/or priority pollutants were not considered in this
planning level study. A more detailed review and assessment of these and other
constituents will need to be undertaken.

3. Consult the Regional Water Quality Control Board to obtain its preliminary opinion and
requirements for the District to pursue disposal of RO concentrate to the ocean
through the South Bay Land and Ocean Outfall system.
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4. The SBIWTP only treats flows from Mexico, and on occasion there have been upsets at
the plant. These upsets are thought to be related to constituents in the influent
wastewater flows that are inhibitory to the activated sludge process. Such upsets may
continue in the future and thus may impact the ability to produce an uninterrupted
recycled water supply from the SBIWTP secondary effluent supply. The District should
consider the impact of these potential upsets on the ability to deliver recycle water to
its customers. Accordingly, it is recommended that the District conduct a detailed
review of historical effluent data for the SBIWTP to assess potential constituents of
concern and priority pollutants relative to the District's recycled water quality
objectives.

5. Confirm the assumptions contained herein and in Appendix A.

6. Evaluate the ability of the SBWRP and SBIWTP to accommodate the additional power
loads that will be required to support the new facilities identified for both options. This
will required a detailed review and assessment of the existing motor control centers,
power supply facilities, and power distribution facilities.

7. Request a copy of the Memorandum of Understanding signed by the IBWC and SDG&E in
late 1995, and evaluate the ability of SDG&E to accommodate the additional power
loads that will be required to support the new facilities identified for Option 7and
Option 2. This will require a detailed listing or current and future power loads and
consultation with SDG&E.

8. Consult with the City to obtain its preliminary opinion on both locating additional
facilities on the SBWRP site and operating the additional facilities.

9. It is Malcolm Pirnie's understanding that treated water from the SBIWTP belongs to
Mexico, which may require compensation in either the form of payments and/or
delivery of a portion of the recycled water to Mexico at little or no cost. It is also
Malcolm Pirnie’s understanding that the cost for operation and maintenance of the
existing SBIWTP is shared between the US and Mexico, and that Mexico's contribution
towards O&M consists of both an annual payment to the US Section for volume of
wastewater treated, as well as full responsibility for hauling and disposal of residual
solids generated at the SBIWTP. The District should consult with the IBWC - US Section
to obtain its preliminary thoughts on potentially locating and operating additional
treatment facilities on the SBIWTP site, as well as on potential agreements and financial
arrangements that may be required by the IBWC - US Section and the IBWC - Mexico
Section to reclaim and recycle water from wastewater flows that originate in Mexico.

10. Undertake a detailed study and prepare a focused Facility Plan to address the
recommendations identified above and to further develop and evaluate the options
presented herein.
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A.1: Project Assumptions

EFFLUENT QUALITY

1. IBWC SBIWTP secondary effluent TDS = 1,600 mg/L (average for January 2011 through
July 2011)

2. City's South Bay Plant tertiary effluent TDS = 933 mg/L (average for 2007, 2008, and

2009). This is not to exceed 1,000 mg/I.

Recycled water target TDS = 1,000 mg/L per Bob Kennedy 10/4/11 e-mail

4. Recycled water demand is 15 MGD per 9/22/11 scoping meeting with Bob Kennedy

w

OPTION 1: Deliver SBIWTP Secondary Effluent to City's South Bay Plant
(12.9 MGD Recycled Water Production)

1. Current SBWRP peak reclaimed water production = 8 MGD (peaks for 2007, 2008,
2009)
City's SBWRP tertiary treatment and pumping system has firm feed capacity of 15 MGD
Deliver 7 MGD of SBIWTP secondary effluent to SBWRP
Treat 7 MGD of SBIWTP secondary effluent via SBWRP tertiary filters
Recovery of SBWRP tertiary filters is 92%
Blended effluent without RO will be as follows: [City's effluent: 8 MGD ® 933 mg/L TDS]
+ [SBIWTP filtered effluent: 7 MGD & 1,600 mg/L TDS] =15 MGD @ 1,244 mg/L
RO system: 98% rejection and 75% recovery
8. RO with 98% rejection of TDS and permeate flow of 2.6 MGD yields a blended finished
water of 1,000 mg/L TDS
9. Size RO @ 2.6 MGD permeate
10. Combined tertiary filtrate (10.3 MGD) and RO permeate (2.6 MGD) yields 12.9 MGD
11. Utilize existing SBWRP 15 MGD UV facility
12. Size SBIWTP secondary effluent line to City's South Bay Plant for velocity of 10 fps @
7 MGD.
- Use 14" CMLDI pipe
- Per Google maps install 1,530’ of pipe from the SBIWTP EDS to the City's tertiary
treatment facilities

QU AW
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OPTION 2: Partial Upgrade of the SBIWTP from Secondary to Tertiary Treatment
(15.0 MGD Recycled Water Production)

Treat 18.4 MGD of SBITWP secondary effluent via MF/UF

Target finished recycled water TDS of 1,000 mg/L

RO system: 98% TDS rejection and 75% recovery

MF/UF system: 92% recovery

Blended effluent will be as follows: [SBIWTP MF/UF filtrate: 9.3MGD MF/UF filtrate @

1,600 mg/L TDS] + [5.7 MGD RO permeate @ 25 mg/L TDS] =15 MGD @ 1,000 mg/L

TDS

6. Size MF/UF @ 16.9 MGD filtrate (9.3 MGD directly to UV and 7.6 MGD to RO), requiring
18.4 MGD feed

oA wN e
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7. Size RO @ 5.7 MGD permeate, requiring 7.6 MGD feed

8. Size UV for 15 MGD

9. Size new recycled water pump station for 15 MGD

10. Size SBIWTP recycled water effluent line to District tie-in on Dairy Mart Road and
Camino De La Plaza for velocity of 5 fps @ 15 MGD
- Use 30" CMLDI pipe
- Per Google maps install 5,690’ of pipe from the SBIWTP EDS to the District Tie-in

A.2: Estimates of Probable Construction Costs

CoST ASSUMPTIONS
1. Estimates based on October 2011 dollars

2. Power costs based on $0.135 per kWh per IBWC power bills
3. Costs do not include potential upsizing of SDG&E power supply and/or in-plant power
distribution upsizing

OPTION 1 Deliver SBIWTP Secondary Effluent to City's South Bay Plant
(12.9 MGD Recycled Water Production)

1. SBIWTP Secondary Effluent Pipeline to City's South Bay Plant
- 1,530’ of 14" CMDI pipe
- use $15 per inch-foot installed
- Installed cost:

1,530’ x 14" x $15/inch-foot = $321,300
Corrosion protection @ 7% = $23,000
Traffic control @ 7% = $23,000
Contingencies @ 25% = $80,400
Conveyance costs $447,700

2. Reverse Osmosis (RO) @ 2.6 MGD Capacity
- Assumes 98% TDS rejection and 75% recovery
- Manufacture installed cost @ $0.74/gpd (Includes: skid frame, pressure vessels,
membranes, cartridge filters, valves, pumps, piping, instrumentation, control panel,

cleaning equipment, and other associated appurtenances) = $1,924,000
Contractor P&OH @ 15% = $291,300
Electrical & I&C @ 18% = $346,300
Contingencies @ 25% = $481,000
RO costs $3,042,600
3. Sub - total estimate of probable construction costs $3,490,300
Contractor Division 1 costs @ 10% $349,000
Contractor Bonds & Insurance @ 6% $209,500
Option 1 - total estimate of probable construction costs $4,048,800
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OPTION 2: Partial Upgrade of the SBIWTP from Secondary to Tertiary Treatment
(15.0 MGD Recycled Water Production)

1. SBIWTP Recycled Water Pipeline to District tie-in on Dairy Mart Road and Camino De La
Plaza
- 5,690’ of 30" CMDI pipe
- use $15 per inch-foot installed
- Installed cost:

5,690’ x 30" x $15/inch-foot = $2,560,500
Corrosion protection @ 5% = $128,000
Traffic control @ 5 % = $128,000
Contingencies @ 25% = $640,000
Conveyance costs $3,456,500

2. New 15 MGD Recycled Water Pump Station
- Assume wet well similar to SBIWTP NPW PS (36'L x 18'W x 22'D)
- Concrete quantities

Walls: 2 x (36'L x 22'D x 1.25'T)/27 = 73 cubic yards
Walls: 2 x (18'L x 22'D x 1.25'T)/27 = 37 cubic yards
Slab: 40'L x 22'W x 2'T)/27 = 65 cubic yards
Top: 36'L x 18'W x 1.5'T/27 = 36 cubic yards
Total 211 cubic yards

Construction Costs

Concrete: 211 cubic yards @ $900/cy = $189,900
Contractor P&OH @ 15% = $28,500
Excavation & Backfill @ 8% = $15,200
Supplier services @ 4% = $7,600
Misc metals @ 8% = $15,200
Electrical & I&C @ 20% = $38,000
Coatings @ 7 % = $13,300
Contingencies @ 25% = $47,500
Structure costs $355,200

- Equipment Costs
Need 6 Fairbanks Morse 6 stage vertical turbine pumps (Model 14F)
Capacity of each pump is 2,100 GPM @ 507" TDH (5 operating)
Use 3 VFD driven pumps and 3 “soft start” constant speed pumps
Purchase price:

6 pumps @ $162,000 each = $972,000
3 VDS @ $105,000 each = $315,000
Purchase price $1,287,000
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Tax & Delivery @ 12.5% = $160,900

Contractor P&OH ® 15% = $193,100
Manufacturer services @ 4% = $51,500
Install @ 10% = $128,700
Piping & Valves @15% = $193,000
Surge Protection @ 10% = $128,700
Electrical & I&C @ 18% = $231,700
Metering @ 5% = $64,400
Contingencies @ 25% = $321,800
Pumping/Piping costs $2,760,800

3. Microfiltration / Ultrafiltration System @ 16.9 MGD Filtrate Capacity
- Assumes 92% recovery
Manufacture installed cost @ $0.38/gpd (Includes: pressure vessels, membranes,
strainers, valves, pumps, piping, instrumentation, control panel, cleaning equipment,
integrity testing equipment, and other assoc. appurtenances) = $6,440,000

Contractor P&OH @ 15% = $966,000
Electrical & I&C @ 18% = $1,159,200
Contingencies @ 25% = $1,610,000
MF/UF costs $10,175,200

4. Reverse Osmosis System @ 5.7 MGD Permeate Capacity
- Assumes 98% TDS rejection and 75% recovery
Manufacturer installed cost @ $0.74/gpd Includes: skid frame, pressure vessels,
membranes, cartridge filters, valves, pumps, piping, instrumentation, control panel,

cleaning equipment, and other associated appurtenances = $2,966,000
Contractor P&OH @ 15% = $444,900
Electrical & I&C @ 18% = $533,900
Contingencies @ 25% = $741,500
RO costs $4,686,300

5. UV Disinfection (UV) @ 15 MGD Capacity
- Assumes 80 mJ/cm? dose and 65% UV transmittance
- Based on Indianapolis Belmont UV Disinfection Facility

Total construction cost = $11,000,000
6. Sub - total estimate of probable construction costs = $32,434,000
Contractor Division 1 costs @ 10% $3,243,400
Contractor bonds and insurance @ 6% $1,946,100
Option 2 - total estimate of probable construction costs $37,623,500
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A.3: Estimates of Probable Capital Costs

CoST ASSUMPTIONS
Estimates based on October 2011 dollars

1.
2. Pre-design investigations @ 2.5%

3. Engineering costs based on 10% of construction costs
4. Post design and CM costs based on 12.5%
5
6

. District administration and permitting costs based on 5%
. Project contingencies based on 7.5%

OPTION 1: Deliver SBIWTP Secondary Effluent to City's South Bay Plant
(12.9 MGD Recycled Water Production)

Construction costs $4,048,800
Pre-design costs $106,300
Engineering costs $424,900
Post design and CM costs $531,100
District admin/permitting costs $212,500
Project contingencies $318,800
Option 1 - total capital cost estimate $5,642,400

OPTION 2: Partial Upgrade of the SBIWTP from Secondary to Tertiary Treatment
(15.0 MGD Recycled Water Production)

Construction costs $37,623,500
Pre-design costs $940,600
Engineering costs $3,762,400
Post design and CM costs $4,702,900
District admin/permitting costs $1,881,200
Project contingencies $2,821,800
Option 2 - total capital cost estimate $51,732,400
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A.4: Estimates of Probable Annual Costs

CoSsT ASSUMPTIONS

1.

2.
3.

Estimates based on October 2011 dollars
Power costs based on $0.135 per kWh per IBWC power bills
Annual capital costs based 20 year amortization and 6% interest (CR factor = 0.0871)

OPTION 1: Deliver SBIWTP Secondary Effluent to City's South Bay Plant

1.

2.

d

(12.9 MGD Recycled Water Production)
Annual capital costs $5,642,400 x 0.0871 = $491,500/year
RO operating costs @ $1.47/kgal) = $1,395,000/year
Includes: power, labor, chemicals, membrane replacement, maintenance
Pumping costs for additional 6.9 MGD beyond the current 6 MGD average flow supplied

by the City's SBWRP $852,300/year
(2,100 HP x 24 hrs/day x 365 days/yr x 0.746 kW/HP x $0.135/kWh x 6.9 MGD/15 MGD)
Labor costs $322,100/year

(1.5 operator x 12 hrs/day x $35/hr x 365 days/yr x 1.40 overhead)

Total annual cost estimate = $3,060,900

Cost per acre-foot for 4.9 MGD additional supply = $590/acre-foot

OPTION 2: Partial Upgrade of the SBIWTP from Secondary to Tertiary Treatment

N

(15.0 MGD Recycled Water Production)
Annual capital costs $51,732,400 x 0.0871 = $4,505,900/year
MF/UF operating costs @ $0.12/kgal + $740,000/year
Includes: power, labor, chemicals, membrane replacement, maintenance

RO operating costs @ $1.20/kgal) = $2,597,400 / year
Includes: power, labor, chemicals, membrane replacement, maintenance
Pumping costs $1,852,700/year
(2,100 HP x 24 hrs/day x 365 days/yr x 0.746 kW/HP x $0.135/kWh)
. Labor costs $572,400/year
(2 operator x 16 hrs/day x $35/hr x 365 days/yr x 1.40 overhead)
UV operating costs @ $415,000/year
Total annual cost estimate = $10,683,400/year
. Cost per acre-foot for 15 MGD $670/acre-foot
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Technical Memorandum
Date: October 29, 2012

To: Steve Davis; ARCADIS

CC: Libby Tortorici; ARCADIS

Tim Francis; ARCADIS
Ray Fakhoury; KEH & Associates

From: Ken Hume; KEH & Associates

Subject: Otay Water District RWCWRF Assessment of Capital Cost -
Process Upgrades, Expansions and Estimates of Probable Construction Costs for
Various Treatment Plant Capacity Options

The following final technical memorandum is in response to the scope of work identified in our
subconsultant agreement dated February 21, 2012, which supports the development of the Otay Water
District Wastewater Management Plan. Review comments to the memorandum provided by ARCADIS
on September 12, 2012 are addressed herein. Feedback regarding CT criteria for CA Title 22 disinfection
as received on October 29, 2012 is also incorporated into this final memorandum. The information is
presented in the following three major areas:

e Part A - Estimate Of Conceptual Capital Costs
e Part B - Estimate Of Additional Conceptual Power Consumption Costs
e Part C - Estimate Of Additional Conceptual Chemical Costs

Costs are broken down based on unit processes at the Ralph W. Chapman Water Recycling Facility and
the alternatives identified by ARCADIS, which are summarized as follows:

e Option A — Maintain Wastewater Treatment, do not Expand RWCWRF

e Option B — Maintain Wastewater Treatment, Expand RWCWRF To 2.6 MGD
e Option C — Maintain Wastewater Treatment, Expand RWCWRF To 3.9 MGD
e Option D — Eliminate Wastewater Treatment, Abandon RWCWRF

An executive summary provides a review of the results of the assessment discussed above. A
description of assessment criteria and cost estimate accuracy is presented in the executive summary.

Thank you for the opportunity to work with your team on this important project for the Otay Water
District.
Sincerely,

KEH & Associates, Inc.

Kenneth E. Hume
Principal

KEH & Associates, Inc.

2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008

P: 760-579-7650 F: 760-579-7651
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Executive Summary

The capital costs presented herein are based on the description of WWMP Options prepared by
ARCADIS and titled "Alternatives Fact Sheets". The information presented in this Technical
Memorandum is related to the Ralph W. Chapman Water Recycling Facility (RWCWRF) and Steel Bridge
Pump Station, as identified under Options A through D of the Alternatives Fact Sheets as developed by
ARCADIS. The information presented herein is intended to provide a general basis for management
planning of wastewater infrastructure by the District. The memorandum does not include a detailed
assessment of existing operations or evaluation of unit process alternatives, which would be considered
a pre-design effort and not a part of the scope of this planning level assessment. The unit processes for
secondary and tertiary treatment of wastewater consider expansions of existing processes at the
RWCWREF, and those considered for solids handling were selected as examples of typical treatment
processes employed at municipal wastewater treatment facilities in California.

Capital costs presented are derived according to the methodology presented here. All cost estimates are
conceptual, and are expressed in 2012 dollars (Engineering News Record 20-Cities Average Construction
Cost Index = 10285.30 Los Angeles May 2012) rounded to the nearest thousand dollars, with no
allowance for inflation or financing costs.

Capital cost estimates were prepared to provide comparative order of magnitude costs for new or
expanded construction of unit processes considered necessary for the RWCWRF under the options
identified in the Wastewater Management Plan. These conceptual estimates, summarized in the table
below, were prepared in accordance with the guidelines of the Association for the Advancement of Cost
Engineering International (AACEI). According to AACEI, a Class 3 estimate is defined as follows:

“Class 3 estimates are generally prepared to form the basis for budget authorization, appropriation,
and/or funding. Class 3 estimates are typically prepared to support full project funding requests, and
become the first of the project phase “control estimate” against which all actual costs and resources will
be monitored for variations to the budget. They are used as the project budget until replaced by more
detailed estimates. In many owner organizations, a Class 3 estimate may be the last estimate required
and could well form the only basis for cost/schedule control. Typical level of project definition required:
10% to 40% of full project definition.”

Recognizing the conceptual level of development undertaken to define the alternatives identified
herein, it can reasonably be estimated that a 10% to 20% project definition can be assigned to the
RWCWREF assessment. Given this level of project definition and using a Class 1 (final engineering)
estimate accuracy for municipal wastewater treatment facilities of +5% / -3%, AACEI standards project
that a Class 3 estimate would fall within an accuracy range of approximately +25% / - 15%. General
contingencies were applied to each unit process estimates. It is therefore considered reasonable that
actual capital costs for the unit processes identified may be expected to be between 15% higher to 10%
lower than the conceptual estimates presented herein. These percentages should be viewed as
statistical confidence limits, and not associated with additional project contingencies.

The probable construction cost pricing for each unit process area identified herein includes the following
within the cost line items presented:

General Conditions Subcontracted Specialty Trades

Supervision Freight and delivery charges

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
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Project Management Labor
Bonds Materials
Insurance Equipment
Sales taxes Overhead & Profit

Temporary facilities including utilities (power, water, and communications), field
offices, storage, small tools, safety program and equipment, vehicles, fuel, and other
support items required by the onsite prime/general contractor.

A budget for interconnecting yard piping and yard electrical, miscellaneous site improvements and
restoration of the general work areas (landscaping, irrigation, paving, sidewalks, etc.) is also included.

The cost estimates shown are related only to costs that would be included in a general contractor’s bid

for related construction work and does not include other costs such as District administration,

engineering, third party construction management, environmental documentation, etc. Costs identified
have been prepared for guidance in project evaluation and implementation from the information
available at the time of the estimate. The final costs of the project will depend on the type of project
delivery selected by the District, actual labor and material costs, competitive market conditions, actual
site conditions, final project scope, implementation schedule, and other factors. As a result, the final
project costs will vary from estimates presented here. Because of these factors, funding needs must be
carefully reviewed prior to making specific financial decisions or establishing project budgets to help
ensure project evaluation and adequate funding.

A summary of the conceptual capital costs presented herein is provided in the following table.

Summary of Conceptual Capital Costs for Assessment Options A, B and C

Process

Influent Pump Station
Headworks & Grit Removal
Aeration Basins

Secondary Clarifiers
RAS/WAS Pump Station

Scum Pump Station

Effluent Pump Station
Administration Building
Blower & Electrical Building
Aerobic Digestion

Digested Sludge Pump Station
WAS Thickening

Sludge Dewatering Centrifuge

Tertiary Filters (includes flocculation)
NaOCl Storage, Pumping and
Chlorine Contact Tank

Total

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008

OptionA-1.3MGD OptionB—2.6 MGD Option C—3.9 MGD

S0

O O O O O o o o

1,461,547
121,111
847,504
915,458

0

0

$3,345,620

$1,131,928
2,043,111
3,332,990
1,964,010
820,187
173,323
788,179
0
2,052,257
2,759,576
229,215
1,578,858
915,458
648,138

2,012,465

$20,449,695

$1,293,335
2,195,870
5,897,031
3,581,601
1,490,724
173,323
1,542,203
1,039,893
2,487,873
3,936,060
331,281
2,309,062
1,747,885
1,296,276

2,201,274

$31,523,691
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Option D as identified in the Wastewater Management Plan establishes requirements for estimate of
costs associated with the abandonment, decommissioning, demolition and site restoration of the
RWCWRF and SBPS. The following table presents a summary of costs for Option D.

Summary of Decommissioning and Demolition Costs of RWCWRF and SBPS

Decommissioning $492,000
Demolition/Restoration $3,463,800
Grand Total $3,955,800

Additional annual power costs associated with the options identified by ARCADIS are presented in Part B
of the technical memorandum. The summary of additional power costs above existing operations at 1.3
MGD ADWEF is as follows:

Summary of Additional Annual Power Costs

Option A Solids Handling Facilities @ 1.3 MG ADF $56,168
Option B — Expansion to 2.6 MGD ADF $581,499
Option C — Expansion to 3.9 MGD ADF $1,275,534

Additional annual chemical costs associated with the options identified by ARCADIS are presented in
Part C of the technical memorandum. The summary of additional chemical costs above existing
operations at 1.3 MGD ADWF is as follows:

Summary of Additional Annual Chemical Costs

Option A Solids Handling Facilities @ 1.3 MG ADF $42,359
Option B — Expansion to 2.6 MGD ADF $115,665
Option C— Expansion to 3.9 MGD ADF $204,158

Some of the estimates presented herein for each unit process consider an economy of scale in assessing
unit costs for areas such as equipment, ancillary support facilities, labor, concrete (common wall),
electrical/I&C related systems, common excavation, general conditions, etc.

This technical memorandum identifies basic conceptual flow design assumptions and criteria for sizing
of unit processing and determining scope of improvements associated with the capital improvements
for the options assessed. The assumptions and criteria are not intended to be exhaustive relative to
parameters that would be used to establish detailed design, rather it is meant only to provide a high
level basis for sizing under each option.

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
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Part A — Estimate of Conceptual Capital Costs

1. INFLUENT PUMP STATION SIZING CRITERIA AND ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS FOR
VARIOUS TREATMENT PLANT CAPACITIES

1.1. 1.3 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION A

1.1.1. SIZING CRITERIA - AVERAGE FLOW: 1.3 MGD

No Influent Pump Station improvements are required for Option A. The existing facility remains in
operation in its current size and condition.

1.2. 2.6 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION B
1.2.1. SIZING CRITERIA - AVERAGE FLOW: 2.6 MGD
1.2.2. INFLUENT PUMP STATION PRELIMINARY DESIGN ASSUMPTIONS

e Abandon existing pump station and construct new 2.6 MGD pump station

e Assume 1 reinforced concrete pump station with wetwell inside dimensions of 61’ L x
10'W x 23’ SWD.

e Assume 3 submersible pumps (2 operating, 1 standby) complete with quick-release
coupling and cable rail removal system.

e Assume 8” pump discharge piping into a 12” and 14” discharge manifold complete with
piping, valves, supports and appurtenances.

e Assume electrical & instrumentation systems for power and control.

1.2.3. ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Assumptions:

e Costs based on May 2012 dollars

e Preliminary design and associated cost estimates are based upon the design and
construction of a similar 2.6 MGD (approximate) water reclamation facility within the State
of California.

INFLUENT PUMP STATION — PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Description Dimensions Unit Quantity Unit Price  Total Price
General Conditions Approx.15% of Total LS 1 147,680 147,680
Civil

Earthwork (Excavation, Backfill, & Grading) Est. Labor & Equipment (% 8,600 7 60,200

Site Improvements, Yard Piping &

Restoration Approx. 8% of Total LS 1 77,280 77,280

Structural (Reinforced Concrete)

IPS SOG 15'x70'x1.5' cY 62 597 37,014
IPS Walls (Lower Half) 152'x13'x1.5' cY 116 854 99,064
IPS Walls (Upper Half) 152'x10'x1.5 cY 89 705 62,745
IPS Deck & Beams 66'x12'x1' (&% 32 1,406 44,992
IPS Mechanical Area SOG 9'x68'x1' (&% 24 468 11,232

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
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Misc. - Hydrotest Tanks & Dewater Est. Labor & Equipment LS 1 2,500 2,500

Structural (Misc. Metals)
Est. Labor + Supplier

Aluminum Access Hatches Pricing EA 3 3,390 10,170
Est. Labor + Supplier

Hose Racks Pricing EA 2 200 400

Mechanical

Est. Labor + Supplier

Submersible Pumps, Bases & Guide Rails Pricing EA 3 52,828 158,484
Est. Labor + Supplier

Process Piping, Valves & Supports Pricing LS 1 93,495 93,495

Electrical & Instrumentation
E&I Power & Control Systems Average 17.5% of Total LS 1 160,279 160,279
Testing, Start-Up & Commissioning Average 1.25% of Total LS 1 7,500 7,500

Miscellaneous

Painting & Coatings Est. Subcontractor Pricing LS 1 11,250 11,250
Subtotal 984,285
Contingencies @ 15% 147,643
Total 1,131,928

Total Option B relative estimate of probable construction costs=  $1,131,928
1.3. 3.9 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION C

1.3.1. SIZING CRITERIA - AVERAGE FLOW: 3.9 MGD

1.3.2. INFLUENT PUMP STATION PRELIMINARY DESIGN ASSUMPTIONS

e Abandon existing pump station and construct new 3.9 MGD pump station

e Assume 1 reinforced concrete pump station expansion with wetwell inside dimensions of
61’ Lx 15'W x 23" SWD.

e Assume 3 submersible pumps (2 operating, 1 standby) complete with quick-release
coupling and cable rail removal system.

e Assume 8”-10” pump discharge piping into a 14” and 16" discharge manifold complete
with piping, valves, supports and appurtenances.

e Assume electrical & instrumentation systems for power and control.

1.3.3. ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Assumptions:

e  Costs based on May 2012 dollars

e Preliminary design and associated cost estimates are based upon the design and
construction of a similar 3.9 MGD (approximate) water reclamation facility within the State
of California.

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
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INFLUENT PUMP STATION — PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS
Total

Description Dimensions Unit Quantity Unit Price  Price
General Conditions Approx. 15% of Total LS 1 147,680 147,680
Civil

Earthwork (Excavation, Backfill, & Grading) Est. Labor & Equipment cYy 9,600 7 67,200

Site Improvements, Yard Piping &

Restoration Approx. 8% of Total LS 1 77,280 77,280
Structural (Reinforced Concrete)

IPS SOG 22'x70'x1.5' cY 90 597 53,730

IPS Walls (Lower Half) 162'x13'x1.5' cY 123 854 105,042

IPS Walls (Upper Half) 162'x10'x1.5 cY 96 705 67,680

IPS Deck & Beams 66'x12'x1' cYy 32 1,406 44,992

IPS Mechanical Area SOG 9'x68'x1' cYy 24 468 11,232

Misc. - Hydrotest Tanks & Dewater Est. Labor & Equipment LS 1 2,500 2,500
Structural (Misc. Metals)

Aluminum Access Hatches Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 3 3,390 10,170

Hose Racks Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 2 200 400
Mechanical

Submersible Pumps, Bases & Guide Rails Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 3 72,828 218,484

Process Piping, Valves & Supports Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing LS 1 103,495 103,495
Electrical & Instrumentation

E&I Power & Control Systems Average 17.5% of Total LS 196,004 196,004

Testing, Start-Up & Commissioning Average 1.25% of Total LS 7,500 7,500
Miscellaneous

Painting & Coatings Est. Subcontractor Pricing LS 1 11,250 11,250
Subtotal 1,124,639
Contingencies @ 15% 168,696
Total 1,293,335
Total Option C relative estimate of probable construction costs = $1,293,335
1.4. SUMMARY ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS SUMMARY (BASED ON MAY 2012 DOLLARS) FOR

INFLUENT PUMP STATION

Plant Capacity
1.3 MGD

2.6 MGD
3.9 MGD

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Estimate of Probable Construction Costs

No Improvements Required

$1,131,928
$1,293,335



Final Technical Memorandum -—

Otay Water District RWCWRF Assessment of Capital Cost q —|

Page 9 -

2. HEADWORKS AND GRIT REMOVAL SIZING CRITERIA AND ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS FOR
VARIOUS TREATMENT PLANT CAPACITIES

2.1. 1.3 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION A

2.1.1. SIZING CRITERIA - AVERAGE FLOW: 1.3 MGD

No Headworks and Grit Removal improvements are required for Option A. The existing facility remains
in operation in its current size and condition.

2.2,

2.6 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION B

2.2.1.

SIZING CRITERIA - AVERAGE FLOW:

2.6 MGD

2.2.2.

HEADWORKS AND GRIT REMOVAL PRELIMINARY DESIGN ASSUMPTIONS

2.2.3.

Assume 1 reinforced concrete structure with overall dimensions of 55’-4” L x 18'W x 11’ D
including parallel 4’ channels, two 8 diameter grit collection tanks, and 1 grit dewatering
equipment pad.

Assume 1 mechanical climber screen and 1 manual bar rack screen in parallel channels.
Assume 1 screenings screw conveyor with discharge chute.

Assume 2 grit removal systems including grit pumps and grit dewatering cyclones.
Assume 4 slide gates for parallel channel flow control.

Assume 4”-8" interconnecting piping, valves, supports and appurtenances.

Assume electrical & instrumentation systems for power and control.

ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Assumptions:

Description

General Conditions

Civil

Costs based on May 2012 dollars

Preliminary design and associated cost estimates are based upon the design and
construction of a similar 2.6 MGD (approximate) water reclamation facility within the State
of California.

HEADWORKS & GRIT REMOVAL — PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Site Improvements, Yard Piping &

Restoration

Structural (Reinforced Concrete)

Grit Tank Sump SOG

Grit Tank Sump Walls

Grit Tank Main Body Slab
Grit Tank Main Body Walls
Grit Tank Main Body Deck
Headworks SOG (Section 1)

Total
Dimensions / Notes Unit Quantity Unit Price  Price
Approx. 15% of Total LS 1 276,616 276,616
Earthwork (Excavation, Backfill, & Grading) Est. Labor & Equipment cYy 800 9 7,200
Approx. 8% of Total LS 1 112,250 112,250
14' Diam x 1' (2 Each) cY 18 481 8,658
6' Diam x 6' x 1' (2 Each) cYy 10 1,144 11,440
10' Diam x 1' (2 Each) cY 10 766 7,660
9'Diam x12.5'x1' (2 Each) CY 32 1,280 40,960
12' Diam x 1' (2 Each) cYy 10 1,237 12,370
58'x11'x 8" cYy 18 554 9,972
58'x11'x 8" cYy 18 554 9,972

Headworks SOG (Section 2)

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
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Headworks Walls (Section 1)
Headworks Walls (Section 2)
Headworks Deck (Partial)

Grit Cyclone SOG

Misc. - Hydrotest Tanks & Dewater

Structural (Misc. Metals)
Aluminum Checker Plate
Manual Bar Rack & Supports
Aluminum Access Hatches
Hose Racks

Mechanical
Mechanical Bar/Climber Screen Equipment
Screw Conveyor & Discharge Chute
Grit Pump
Grit Dewatering Cyclone
Aluminum Slide Gates, Frames & Operators
Process Piping, Valves & Supports

Electrical & Instrumentation
E&I Power & Control Systems

Testing, Start-Up & Commissioning

Miscellaneous
Painting & Coatings

Subtotal

Contingencies @ 15%

Total

Total Option B relative estimate of probable construction costs =

92'x11'x 1'
92'x11'x 1'

120 SF x 8"

14'x 28'x 1' (2 Each)

Est.

Est.
Est.
Est.
Est.

Est.
Est.
Est.
Est.
Est.
Est.

Labor & Equipment

Labor + Supplier Pricing
Labor + Supplier Pricing
Labor + Supplier Pricing
Labor + Supplier Pricing

Labor + Supplier Pricing
Labor + Supplier Pricing
Labor + Supplier Pricing
Labor + Supplier Pricing
Labor + Supplier Pricing
Labor + Supplier Pricing

Average 17.5% of Total
Average 1.25% of Total

Est. Subcontractor Pricing

2.3. 3.9 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION C

2.3.1. SIZING CRITERIA - AVERAGE FLOW:

3.9MGD

2.3.2. HEADWORKS AND GRIT REMOVAL PRELIMINARY DESIGN ASSUMPTIONS

cY 40

cY 40

cY 4

cY 30

LS 1

SF 127

EA 1

EA 2

EA

EA 1

EA 1

EA 2

EA 2

EA 4

LS 1

LS

LS

LS 1
$2,043,111

1,115
1,115
1,721
667

3,000

60
32,075
1,365
200

130,605
129,330
77,183
107,468
15,592
78,653

249,900
18,000

27,500

44,600
44,600
6,884

20,010
3,000

7,620
32,075
2,730
400

130,605
129,330
154,366
214,936
62,368
78,653

301,843
18,000
27,500
1,776,618
266,493

2,043,111

e Assume 1 reinforced concrete structure with overall dimensions of 55’-4” Lx 18 W x 11’ D
including parallel 5’ channels, two 10’ diameter grit collection tanks, and 1 grit dewatering

equipment pad.

e Assume 1 mechanical climber screen and 1 manual bar rack screen in parallel channels.

e Assume 1 screenings screw conveyor with discharge chute.

e Assume 2 grit removal systems including grit pumps and grit dewatering cyclones.
e Assume 4 slide gates for parallel channel flow control.
e Assume 4”-8” interconnecting piping, valves, supports and appurtenances.

e Assume electrical & instrumentation systems for power and control.

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
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2.3.3.

ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Assumptions:

e Costs based on May 2012 dollars

e Preliminary design and associated cost estimates are based upon the design and

G

construction of a similar 3.9 MGD (approximate) water reclamation facility within the State

of California.

HEADWORKS & GRIT REMOVAL — PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Description
General Conditions

Civil
Earthwork (Excavation, Backfill, & Grading)
Site Improvements, Yard Piping &
Restoration

Structural (Reinforced Concrete)
Grit Tank Sump SOG
Grit Tank Sump Walls
Grit Tank Main Body Slab

Grit Tank Main Body Walls

Grit Tank Main Body Deck
Headworks SOG (Section 1)
Headworks SOG (Section 2)
Headworks Walls (Section 1)
Headworks Walls (Section 2)
Headworks Deck (Partial)

Grit Cyclone SOG

Misc. - Hydrotest Tanks & Dewater

Structural (Misc. Metals)
Aluminum Checker Plate
Manual Bar Rack & Supports
Aluminum Access Hatches
Hose Racks

Mechanical
Mechanical Bar/Climber Screen Equipment
Screw Conveyor & Discharge Chute
Grit Pump
Grit Dewatering Cyclone
Aluminum Slide Gates, Frames & Operators
Process Piping, Valves & Supports

Electrical & Instrumentation
E&I Power & Control Systems

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Dimensions / Notes
Approx. 15% of Total

Est.

Labor & Equipment

Approx. 8% of Total

16' Diam x 1' (2 Each)
8' Diam x 6' x 1' (2 Each)
12' Diam x 1' (2 Each)
11' Diamx 12.5'x 1' (2
Each)

12' Diam x 1' (2 Each)
58'x 14'x 8"

58'x 14'x 8"
92'x14'x 1'
92'x14'x 1'

120 SF x 8"

14'x 28' x 1' (2 Each)

Est.

Est.
Est.
Est.
Est.

Est.
Est.
Est.
Est.
Est.
Est.

Labor & Equipment

Labor + Supplier Pricing
Labor + Supplier Pricing
Labor + Supplier Pricing
Labor + Supplier Pricing

Labor + Supplier Pricing
Labor + Supplier Pricing
Labor + Supplier Pricing
Labor + Supplier Pricing
Labor + Supplier Pricing
Labor + Supplier Pricing

Average 17.5% of Total

Unit
LS

CY

LS

CY
CY
cY

cy
cy
CY
CY
cY
cY
cy
cy
LS

SF
EA
EA
EA

EA
EA
EA
EA
EA
LS

LS

Quantity
1

1,500

24
14
14

36
14
23
23
45
45

30

160

P B NN R R

Unit Price
276,616

9

112,250

481
1,144
766

1,280
1,237
554
554
1,115
1,115
1,721
667
3,000

60
42,075
2,500
200

175,605
159,330
77,183
107,468
15,592
78,653

343,701

Total
Price

276,616

13,500

112,250

11,544
16,016
10,724

46,080
17,318
12,742
12,742
50,175
50,175
6,884

20,010
3,000

9,600
42,075
5,000
400

175,605
159,330
154,366
214,936
62,368
78,653

301,843
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Testing, Start-Up & Commissioning Average 1.25% of Total LS 1 18,000 18,000

Miscellaneous

Painting & Coatings Est. Subcontractor Pricing LS 1 27,500 27,500
Subtotal 1,909,452
Contingencies @ 15% 286,418
Total 2,195,870
Total Option C relative estimate of probable construction costs=  $2,195,870
2.4. SUMMARY ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS SUMMARY (BASED ON MAY 2012 DOLLARS) FOR

HEADWORKS AND GRIT REMOVAL
Plant Capacity Estimate of Probable Construction Costs
1.3 MGD No Improvements Required
2.6 MGD $2,043,111
3.9 MGD $2,195,870
3. AERATION BASIN SIZING CRITERIA AND ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS FOR VARIOUS

TREATMENT PLANT CAPACITIES

3.1. 1.3 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION A

3.1.1. SIZING CRITERIA - AVERAGE FLOW: 1.3 MGD

No Aeration Basin improvements are required for Option A. The existing facility remains in operation in
its current size and condition.

3.2. 2.6 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION B

3.2.1. SIZING CRITERIA - AVERAGE FLOW: 2.6 MGD

3.2.2. AERATION BASINS PRELIMINARY DESIGN ASSUMPTIONS

e Assume 2 reinforced concrete structures with total overall dimensions of 152’-4” L x 83’-6
W x 18’ D (inside dimensions of 150’ L x 30" W x 18’ D each basin) including interior zone
dividing walls, influent and effluent channels, and access walkways.

e Assume 4 portable submersible mixers for use in the preanoxic and postanoxic zones (16
locations prepared with supports and mounting hardware).

e Assume fine bubble aeration equipment including headers, diffusers and valving in both
basins.

e Assume sluice gates and slide gates for influent and effluent channel flow control.

e Assume 8”-16" interconnecting piping, valves, supports and appurtenances.

e Assume electrical & instrumentation systems for power and control.

3.2.3. ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Assumptions:
e Costs based on May 2012 dollars
KEH & Associates, Inc.

2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
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e Preliminary design and associated cost estimates are based upon the design and

N

construction of a similar 2.6 MGD (approximate) water reclamation facility within the State

of California.

AERATION BASINS — PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Description
General Conditions

Civil
Earthwork (Excavation, Backfill, & Grading)
Site Improvements, Yard Piping &
Restoration

Structural (Reinforced Concrete)
18" Slab On Grade (Center Section 1-4)
18" Slab On Grade (Section 5-6)
18" Slab On Grade (Outer Section 1-8)
18" Slab On Grade (Outer Section 9-12)
Walls - 18' Center Dividing (Section 1-6)
Walls - 18' Exterior (Section 1-8)
Walls - 18' Exterior (Section 9-12)
Walls - 15' Interior Zones (Section 1-4)
Center Walkway (Section 1-6)
Exterior Walkways (Section 1-8)
Infl Inlet Box Ftg & Support Wall
Infl Inlet Box Deck Slab (Section 1)
Infl Inlet Box Walls (Section 1)
Influent Channel Deck Slab
Influent Channel Walls
Misc. - Hydrotest Tanks & Dewater

Structural (Misc. Metals)
Checker Plate
Stairs
Handrails
Precast Vault & Hatch
Hose Racks

Mechanical
Submersible Mixers
MLSS Return Pumps & Piping
Fine Bubble Aeration Equipment
C.1. Sluice Gates, Frames & Operators
Aluminum Slide Gates, Frames & Operators
Process Piping, Valves & Supports

Electrical & Instrumentation
E&I Power & Control Systems
Testing, Start-Up & Commissioning

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Dimensions/Clarifications
Approx. 15% of Total

Est. Labor & Equipment

Approx. 8% of Total

15.5'x 25'x 1.5' (4 Each)
15.5'x 27.17' x 1.5' (2 Each)
25'x 25'x 1.5' (8 Each)
25'x27.17'x 1.5' (4 Each)
181'x 18'x1.17'

300'x 18'x1.17'

110'x 18'x 1.17'
96'x15'x 1'

173'x4'x 6"

250'x 4'x 6"

16.5'x9'x 1"

14'x16'x 1'

36'x9'x1'

64'x5'x 6"

74'x9'x 1'

Est. Labor & Equipment

Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing
Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing
Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing
Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing
Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing

Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing
Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing
Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing
Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing
Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing
Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing

Average 17.5% of Total
Average 1.25% of Total

Unit
LS

SF
EA
LF
EA
EA

EA
EA
EA
EA
EA
LS

LS
LS

Total
Quantity Unit Price  Price
1 455,620 455,620
2,800 9 25,200
1 225,926 225,926
90 551 49,590
50 509 25,450
292 495 144,540
159 449 71,391
152 927 140,904
245 927 227,115
90 920 82,800
56 1,074 60,144
17 2,115 35,955
25 2,175 54,375
6 1,240 7,440
9 1,365 12,285
13 1,053 13,689
13 1,374 17,862
26 1,045 27,170
1 5,000 5,000
380 42 15,960
1 5,940 5,940
1,030 55 56,650
1 6,960 6,960
6 270 1,620
87,130

4 31,448 125,792
2 50,000 100,000
2 81,192 162,384
2 6,990 13,980
2 6,825 13,650
1 170,154 170,154

497,250 497,250

31,500 31,500
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Miscellaneous
Painting & Coatings Est. Subcontractor Pricing LS 1 27,000

Subtotal

Contingencies @ 15%

Total

Total Option B relative estimate of probable construction costs=  $3,332,990
3.3. 3.9 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION C

3.3.1. SIZING CRITERIA - AVERAGE FLOW: 3.9 MGD

3.3.2. AERATION BASINS PRELIMINARY DESIGN ASSUMPTIONS

N

27,000
2,911,296
421,694

3,332,990

e Assume 4 reinforced concrete structures with total overall dimensions of 152’-4” L x 83’-6
W x 18’ D (inside dimensions of 150’ L x 30" W x 18’ D each basin) including interior zone

dividing walls, influent and effluent channels, and access walkways.

e Assume 8 portable submersible mixers for use in the preanoxic and postanoxic zones (32

locations prepared with supports and mounting hardware).
o Assume 4 MLSS Return Pumps, 1 per aeration pass

e Assume fine bubble aeration equipment including headers, diffusers and valving in both

basins.

e Assume sluice gates and slide gates for influent and effluent channel flow control.

e Assume 8”-16" interconnecting piping, valves, supports and appurtenances.
e Assume electrical & instrumentation systems for power and control.

3.3.3. ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Assumptions:

e  Costs based on May 2012 dollars

e Preliminary design and associated cost estimates are based upon the design and

construction of a similar 3.9 MGD (approximate) water reclamation facility within the State

of California.

AERATION BASINS — PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Description Dimensions Unit  Quantity Unit Price
General Conditions Approx. 15% of Total LS 1 455,620
Civil

Earthwork (Excavation, Backfill, & Grading)  Est. Labor & Equipment (% 5,600 9

Site Improvements, Yard Piping &

Restoration Approx. 8% of Total LS 1 305,000

Structural (Reinforced Concrete)

18" Slab On Grade (Center Section 1-4) 15.5'x 25'x 1.5' (8 Each) (&% 180 551
18" Slab On Grade (Section 5-6) 15.5'x27.17' x 1.5' (4 Each) (&% 100 509
18" Slab On Grade (Outer Section 1-8) 25'x 25'x 1.5' (16 Each) cY 584 495

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Total Price
455,620

50,400

305,000

99,180
50,900
289,080
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18" Slab On Grade (Outer Section 9-12) 25'x27.17' x 1.5' (8 Each) (&% 318 449 142,782
Walls - 18' Center Dividing (Section 1-6) 181'x 18'x1.17' (2 Each) cYy 304 927 281,808
Walls - 18' Exterior (Section 1-8) 300'x 18'x1.17' (2 Each) cYy 490 927 454,230
Walls - 18' Exterior (Section 9-12) 110'x 18'x 1.17' (2 Each) (&% 180 920 165,600
Walls - 15' Interior Zones (Section 1-4) 96'x 15'x 1' (2 Each) (&% 112 1,074 120,288
Center Walkway (Section 1-6) 173'x4'x 6" (2 Each) cY 34 2,115 71,910
Exterior Walkways (Section 1-8) 250'x 4' x 6" (2 Each) cY 50 2,175 108,750
Infl Inlet Box Ftg & Support Wall 16.5'x 9'x 1' (2 Each) (&% 12 1,240 14,880
Infl Inlet Box Deck Slab (Section 1) 14'x 16'x 1' (2 Each) (&% 18 1,365 24,570
Infl Inlet Box Walls (Section 1) 36'x9'x1' (2 Each) cYy 26 1,053 27,378
Influent Channel Deck Slab 64'x5'x 6" (2 Each) (&% 26 1,374 35,724
Influent Channel Walls 74'x9'x 1' (2 Each) (% 52 1,045 54,340
Misc. - Hydrotest Tanks & Dewater Est. Labor & Equipment LS 1 10,000 10,000
Structural (Misc. Metals)
Checker Plate Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing SF 720 42 30,240
Stairs Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing EA 2 5,940 11,880
Handrails Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing LF 2,060 55 113,300
Precast Vault & Hatch Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing EA 2 6,960 13,920
Hose Racks Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing EA 12 270 3,240
Mechanical
Submersible Mixers Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing EA 8 31,448 251,584
MLSS Return Pumps & Piping Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing EA 4 50,000 200,000
Fine Bubble Aeration Equipment Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing EA 4 81,192 324,768
C.1. Sluice Gates, Frames & Operators Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing EA 4 6,990 27,960
Aluminum Slide Gates, Frames &
Operators Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing EA 4 6,825 27,300
Process Piping, Valves & Supports Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing LS 2 170,154 340,308
Electrical & Instrumentation
E&I Power & Control Systems Average 17.5% of Total LS 465,000 930,000
Testing, Start-Up & Commissioning Average 1.25% of Total LS 31,500 63,000
Miscellaneous
Painting & Coatings Est. Subcontractor Pricing LS 2 27,000 54,000
Subtotal 5,153,940
Contingencies @ 15% 743,091
Total 5,897,031
Total Option C relative estimate of probable construction costs = $5,897,031
3.4. ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS SUMMARY (BASED ON MAY 2012 DOLLARS) FOR AERATION

BASINS

Plant Capacity

Estimate of Probable Construction Costs**

1.3 MGD

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008

No Improvements Required
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2.6 MGD $3,332,990
3.9 MGD $5,897,031
4, SECONDARY CLARIFIERS SIZING CRITERIA AND ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS FOR_VARIOUS

TREATMENT PLANT CAPACITIES

4.1. 1.3 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION A

4.1.1. SIZING CRITERIA - AVERAGE FLOW: 1.3 MGD

No Secondary Clarifier improvements are required for Option A. The existing facility remains in
operation in its current size and condition.

4.2. 2.6 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION B

4.2.1. SIZING CRITERIA - AVERAGE FLOW: 2.6 MGD

4.2.2. SECONDARY CLARIFIERS PRELIMINARY DESIGN ASSUMPTIONS

Assume 2 reinforced concrete structures with total overall dimensions of 96’-5” L x 43’-6
W x 15’ D (inside dimensions of 94’ L x 20’ W x 15’ D each basin) including influent and
effluent channels, hoppers and access walkways.

Assume chain and flight sludge collection equipment in each basin.

Assume rotating scum collection equipment in each basin.

Assume FRL launders, weirs and supports in the effluent end of each basin.

Assume slide gates for influent and effluent channel flow control.

Assume 6”-8" interconnecting piping, valves, supports and appurtenances.

Assume electrical & instrumentation systems for power and control.

4.2.3. ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Assumptions:

Costs based on May 2012 dollars

Preliminary design and associated cost estimates are based upon the design and
construction of a similar 2.6 MGD (approximate) water reclamation facility within the State
of California.

SECONDARY CLARIFIERS — PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Total

Description Dimensions/Clarifications Unit Quantity Unit Price  Price
General Conditions Approx. 15% of Total LS 1 265,300 265,300
Civil

Earthwork (Excavation, Backfill, & Grading) Est. Labor & Equipment cYy 1,520 9 13,680

Site Improvements, Yard Piping &

Restoration Approx. 8% of Total LS 1 141,230 141,230
Structural (Reinforced Concrete)

Sludge Hopper SOG (Section 1) 6'x11'x1' cYy 4 759 3,036

Sludge Hopper SOG (Section 2) 11'x 20'x 1.5' (2 Each) cY 26 536 13,936

Center Div. Wall SOG (Section 1-4) 6'x21.6'x 1.5' (4 each) cY 31 698 21,638

Main Slab On Grade (Section 1-8) 20'x 21.6'x 1.5' (8 Each) cy 202 491 99,182

KEH & Associates, Inc.

2173 Salk Avenue,

Suite 250

Carlsbad, CA 92008
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Walls- Interior Div. (Section 1) 16'x20'x 1.5 cY 18 854 15,372
Walls- Interior Div. (Section 2-5) 93'x15'x1.17' cYy 64 939 60,096
Walls - Exterior (Section 1-2) 62'x20'x1.17' cYy 57 942 53,694
Walls - Exterior (Section 3-10) 216'x15'x1.17' cY 146 933 136,218
Deck - Infl Channel Invert (Section 1-3) 435'x5'x1' cY 9 1,198 10,782
Walls - Infl Channel (Section 1-3) 54'x6'x1' cYy 13 1,168 15,184
Deck - Effl Channel Invert (Section 1-3) 435'x5'x1' cYy 9 1,198 10,782
Walls - Effl Channel (Section 1-3) 54'x8'x1' cYy 17 1,153 19,601
Center Walkway (Section 1-5) 97'x5'x6" cY 12 2,097 25,164
Effl Drop Box Slab at Effl Channel 5'x5' cYy 2 979 1,958
Effl Drop Box Walls at Effl Channel 20'x6'x1' cYy 5 1,143 5,715
Misc. - Hydrotest Tanks & Dewater Est. Labor & Equipment LS 1 5,000 5,000

Structural (Misc. Metals)

Aluminum Grating Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  SF 328 51 16,728
Stairs Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 1 6,645 6,645
Handrails Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  LF 530 55 29,150
Hose Racks Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 6 270 1,620
Mechanical
Sludge Collection Equipment Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 2 88,222 176,444
Rotating Scum Troughs Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 2 20,700 41,400
Aluminum Slide Gates, Frames & Operators Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 8 10,425 83,400
FRP Weirs, Launders & Supports Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 4 18,630 74,520
Process Piping, Valves & Supports Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing LS 1 15,360 15,360
Electrical & Instrumentation
E&I Power & Control Systems Average 17.5% of Total LS 1 301,500 301,500
Testing, Start-Up & Commissioning Average 1.25% of Total LS 1 21,000 21,000
Miscellaneous
Painting & Coatings Est. Subcontractor Pricing LS 1 22,500 22,500
Subtotal 1,707,835
Contingencies @ 15% 256,175
Total 1,964,010
Total Option B relative estimate of probable construction costs = $1,964,010
4.3. 3.9 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION C
4.3.1. SIZING CRITERIA - AVERAGE FLOW: 3.9 MGD

4.3.2. SECONDARY CLARIFIERS PRELIMINARY DESIGN ASSUMPTIONS

e Assume 4 reinforced concrete structures with total overall dimensions of 96’-5” L x 43’-6
W x 15’ D (inside dimensions of 94’ L x 20’ W x 15’ D each basin) including influent and
effluent channels, hoppers and access walkways.
e Assume chain and flight sludge collection equipment in each basin.
KEH & Associates, Inc.

2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
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e Assume rotating scum collection equipment in each basin.

Assume FRL launders, weirs and supports in the effluent end of each basin.
Assume slide gates for influent and effluent channel flow control.

Assume 6”-8" interconnecting piping, valves, supports and appurtenances.
e Assume electrical & instrumentation systems for power and control.

4.3.3. ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Assumptions:

e Costs based on May 2012 dollars

e Preliminary design and associated cost estimates are based upon the design and
construction of a similar 3.9 MGD (approximate) water reclamation facility within the State
of California.

SECONDARY CLARIFIERS — PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Total
Description Dimensions Unit Quantity Unit Price  Price
General Conditions Approx. 15% of Total LS 1 265,300 265,300
Civil
Earthwork (Excavation, Backfill, & Grading) Est. Labor & Equipment cY 3,040 9 27,360
Site Improvements, Yard Piping &
Restoration Approx. 8% of Total LS 2 141,230 282,460
Structural (Reinforced Concrete)
Sludge Hopper SOG (Section 1) 6'x11'x1' (2 Each) cYy 8 759 6,072
Sludge Hopper SOG (Section 2) 11'x 20'x 1.5' (4 Each) cY 52 536 27,872
Center Div. Wall SOG (Section 1-4) 6'x21.6'x 1.5' (8 each) cY 62 698 43,276
Main Slab On Grade (Section 1-8) 20'x 21.6'x 1.5' (16 Each) cYy 404 491 198,364
Walls- Interior Div. (Section 1) 16'x 20" x 1.5' (2 Each) cY 36 854 30,744
Walls- Interior Div. (Section 2-5) 93'x15'x 1.17' (2 Each) cY 128 939 120,192
Walls - Exterior (Section 1-2) 62'x20'x 1.17' (2 Each) cY 114 942 107,388
Walls - Exterior (Section 3-10) 216'x 15'x 1.17' (2 Each) cYy 292 933 272,436
Deck - Infl Channel Invert (Section 1-3) 43.5'x5'x 1' (2 Each) cYy 18 1,198 21,564
Walls - Infl Channel (Section 1-3) 54'x6'x1' (2 each) cY 26 1,168 30,368
Deck - Effl Channel Invert (Section 1-3) 43.5'x5'x 1' (2 Each) cY 18 1,198 21,564
Walls - Effl Channel (Section 1-3) 54'x 8'x 1' (2 Each) cY 34 1,153 39,202
Center Walkway (Section 1-5) 97'x5'x 6" (2 Each) cY 24 2,097 50,328
Effl Drop Box Slab at Effl Channel 5'x 5' (2 Each) cY 4 979 3,916
Effl Drop Box Walls at Effl Channel 20'x6'x 1' (2 each) cY 10 1,143 11,430
Misc. - Hydrotest Tanks & Dewater Est. Labor & Equipment LS 2 5,000 10,000
Structural (Misc. Metals)
Aluminum Grating Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  SF 656 51 33,456
Stairs Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 2 6,645 13,290
Handrails Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  LF 1,060 55 58,300
Hose Racks Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 12 270 3,240
Mechanical
Sludge Collection Equipment Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 4 88,222 352,888

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
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Rotating Scum Troughs Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 4 20,700 82,800
Aluminum Slide Gates, Frames & Operators Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 16 10,425 166,800
FRP Weirs, Launders & Supports Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 8 18,630 149,040
Process Piping, Valves & Supports Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing LS 2 15,360 30,720

Electrical & Instrumentation
E&I Power & Control Systems Average 17.5% of Total LS 2 283,533 567,066
Testing, Start-Up & Commissioning Average 1.25% of Total LS 2 21,000 42,000

Miscellaneous

Painting & Coatings Est. Subcontractor Pricing LS 2 22,500 45,000
Subtotal 3,114,436
Contingencies @ 15% 467,165
Total 3,581,601

Total Option C relative estimate of probable construction cost = $3,581,601

4.4, ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS SUMMARY (BASED ON MAY 2012 DOLLARS) FOR SECONDARY
CLARIFIERS
Plant Capacity Estimate of Probable Construction Costs
1.3 MGD No Improvements Required
2.6 MGD $1,964,010
3.9 MGD $3,581,601
5. RAS/WAS PUMP STATION SIZING CRITERIA AND ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS FOR
VARIOUS TREATMENT PLANT CAPACITIES
5.1. 1.3 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION A
5.1.1. SIZING CRITERIA - AVERAGE FLOW: 1.3 MGD

No RAS/WAS Pump Station improvements are required for Option A. The existing facility remains in
operation in its current size and condition.

5.2. 2.6 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION B

5.2.1. SIZING CRITERIA - AVERAGE FLOW: 2.6 MGD

5.2.2. RAS/WAS PUMP STATION PRELIMINARY DESIGN ASSUMPTIONS

e Assume 1 reinforced concrete dry-pit pump station structure with inside dimensions of 41-
2” Lx 26’-10” W x 20’ D including stairs and pump foundations.

e Assume 3 horizontal centrifugal or progressive cavity skid-mounted RAS pumps & motors.

e Assume 2 horizontal centrifugal or progressive cavity skid-mounted WAS pumps & motors.

e Assume 1 duplex submersible drain pump system.

e Assume 4”-12” interconnecting piping, valves, supports and appurtenances.

e Assume electrical & instrumentation systems for power and control.

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
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5.2.3. ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Assumptions:

e Costs based on May 2012 dollars

e Preliminary design and associated cost estimates are based upon the design and
construction of a similar 2.6 MGD (approximate) water reclamation facility within the State
of California.

RAS/WAS PUMP STATION — PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Total
Description Dimensions/Clarifications Unit Quantity Unit Price  Price
General Conditions Approx. 15% of Total LS 1 110,530 110,530
Civil
Earthwork (Excavation, Backfill, & Grading) Est. Labor & Equipment cY 600 9 5,400
Site Improvements, Yard Piping &
Restoration Approx. 8% of Total LS 1 63,434 63,434
Structural (Reinforced Concrete)
RAS/WAS 18" SOG (Section 1-4) 16.25'x 23' x 1.5' (4 Each) cy 88 544 47,872
RAS/WAS Exterior Walls (Section 1-2) 104'x20'x1.17' cy 95 1,160 110,200
Structural (Misc. Metals)
Aluminum Grating Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  SF 50 49 2,450
Stairs Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 1 14,760 14,760
Handrails Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  LF 80 55 4,400
Hose Racks Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 2 270 540
Mechanical
RAS Pumps & Motors Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 3 16,710 50,130
WAS Pumps & Motors Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 2 12,810 25,620
Drain Submersible Duplex Pump Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 1 7,470 7,470
Process Piping, Valves & Supports Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing LS 1 128,100 128,100
Electrical & Instrumentation
E&I Power & Control Systems Average 17.5% of Total LS 1 124,800 124,800
Testing, Start-Up & Commissioning Average 1.25% of Total LS 1 10,000 10,000
Miscellaneous
Painting & Coatings Est. Subcontractor Pricing LS 1 7,500 7,500
Subtotal 713,206
Contingencies @ 15% 106,981
Total 820,187
Total Option B relative estimate of probable construction costs=  $820,187

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
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MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION C

5.3.1. SIZING CRITERIA — AVERAGE FLOW: 3.9 MGD

5.3.2. RAS/WAS PUMP STATION PRELIMINARY DESIGN ASSUMPTIONS

e Assume 1 reinforced concrete dry-pit pump station structure with inside dimensions of 82-
4” L x 26’-10” W x 20’ D including stairs and pump foundations.

e Assume 6 horizontal centrifugal or progressive cavity skid-mounted RAS pumps & motors.
e Assume 4 horizontal centrifugal or progressive cavity skid-mounted WAS pumps & motors.
e Assume 2 duplex submersible drain pump system.
e Assume 4”-12” interconnecting piping, valves, supports and appurtenances.
e Assume electrical & instrumentation systems for power and control.

5.3.3. ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Assumptions:

e Costs based on May 2012 dollars
e Preliminary design and associated cost estimates are based upon the design and
construction of a similar 3.9 MGD (approximate) water reclamation facility within the State
of California.
RAS/WAS PUMP STATION — PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS
Total

Description Dimensions Unit Quantity Unit Price  Price
General Conditions Approx. 15% of Total LS 1 110,530 110,530
Civil

Earthwork (Excavation, Backfill, & Grading) Est. Labor & Equipment cYy 1,200 9 10,800

Site Improvements, Yard Piping &

Restoration Approx. 8% of Total LS 2 63,434 126,868
Structural (Reinforced Concrete)

RAS/WAS 18" SOG (Section 1-4) 16.25'x 23' x 1.5' (8 Each) cYy 176 544 95,744

RAS/WAS Exterior Walls (Section 1-2) 104' x 20' x 1.17' (2 Each) cYy 190 1,160 220,400
Structural (Misc. Metals)

Aluminum Grating Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  SF 100 49 4,900

Stairs Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 2 14,760 29,520

Handrails Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  LF 160 55 8,800

Hose Racks Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 4 270 1,080
Mechanical

RAS Pumps & Motors Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 6 16,710 100,260

KEH & Associates, Inc.

2173 Salk Avenue,

Suite 250

Carlsbad, CA 92008
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WAS Pumps & Motors
Drain Submersible Duplex Pump

Process Piping, Valves & Supports

Electrical & Instrumentation
E&I Power & Control Systems

Testing, Start-Up & Commissioning

Miscellaneous

Painting & Coatings

Subtotal

Contingencies @ 15%

Total

Total Option C relative estimate of probable construction cost = $1,490,724

Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing
Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing

Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing

Average 17.5% of Total
Average 1.25% of Total

Est. Subcontractor Pricing

LS
LS

LS

12,810
7,470
128,100

115,000
10,000

7,500

N

51,240
14,940
256,200

230,000
20,000

15,000
1,296,282
194,442

1,490,724

5.3.4. ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS SUMMARY (BASED ON MAY 2012 DOLLARS) FOR RAS/WAS

PUMP STATION

Plant Capacity

Estimate of Probable Construction Costs

1.3 MGD No Improvement Required
2.6 MGD $820,187
3.9 MGD $1,490,724
6. AEROBIC DIGESTION SIZING CRITERIA AND ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS FOR VARIOUS

TREATMENT PLANT CAPACITIES

6.1. MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION A

6.1.1. SIZING CRITERIA — AVERAGE FLOW: 1.3 MGD

e Thickened WAS (TWAS) production at 1.3 MGD Capacity

o Reference JSME November 12, 1989 Preliminary Design Submittal for Jamacha Basin

Water Reclamation Facility Upgrade and Expansion Project

e Pounds TWAS total solids per day = 2,730 |bs TSS/day

e Gallons per day (assume TWAS @ 4.0% TSS) = 8,100 GPD
e Aerobic Digester Capacity
e Detention time @ 40 days to meet “Class B” requirements

e Digester volume required for 40 day detention time is 324,000 active gallons (43,300 cu.

Ft.)

6.1.2. AEROBIC DIGESTER PRELIMINARY DESIGN ASSUMPTIONS

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
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e Assume 1 reinforced concrete structures with total overall dimensions of 152’ L x 23-6” W

x 18’ D (divided into 3 tanks with inside dimensions of 49’-4” L x 19-6" W x 15'SWD)
including access walkways (T-walkways).

Assume 1 reinforced concrete pad for digester aeration air blowers.

Assume coarse bubble aeration equipment in each of the three tanks.

Assume 2 positive displace blowers (1operational, 1 standby)

Assume 1 telescoping valve in each of the three tanks.

Assume 4”-16" interconnecting piping, valves, supports and appurtenances.
Assume electrical & instrumentation systems for power and control.

6.1.3. ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Assumptions:

Costs based on May 2012 dollars

e Preliminary design and associated cost estimates are based upon the design and
construction of a similar 1.3 MGD (approximate) water reclamation facility within the State
of California.

AEROBIC DIGESTER — PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS
Total

Description Dimensions Unit Quantity Unit Price  Price
General Conditions Approx. 15% of Total LS 1 183,033 183,033
Civil

Earthwork (Excavation, Backfill, & Grading) Est. Labor & Equipment cYy 1,500 9 13,500

Site Improvements, Yard Piping &

Restoration Approx. 8% of Total LS 1 87,250 87,250
Structural (Reinforced Concrete)

18" SOG (Section 1-4) 25'x27.17' x 1.5' (4 Each) cY 159 564 89,676

18" SOG (Section 5-6) 27'x27.17'x 1.5' (2 Each) cYy 85 443 37,655

Walls - Exterior (Section 1-6) 207'x18'x1.17' cYy 170 922 156,740

Walls - Exterior (Section 3-5) 55'x18'x1.17' cY 45 922 41,490

Misc. - Hydrotest Tanks & Dewater Est. Labor & Equipment LS 1 4,000 4,000

PD Blower SOG 25'x25'x 1.5' (1 Each) cYy 37 443 16,391
Structural (Misc. Metals)

Handrails Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  LF 120 55 6,600

Hose Racks Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 4 300 1,200
Mechanical

Telescoping Valves Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 3 4,980 14,940

Coarse Bubble Aeration Equipment Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 3 44,059 132,177

Positive Displacement Blowers Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 2 50,000 100,000

Process Piping, Valves & Supports Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing LS 1 124,554 124,554
Electrical & Instrumentation

E&I Power & Control Systems Average 17.5% of Total LS 1 223,204 223,204

Testing, Start-Up & Commissioning Average 1.25% of Total LS 1 13,000 13,000

KEH & Associates, Inc.

2173 Salk Avenue,

Suite 250

Carlsbad, CA 92008
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Miscellaneous

Painting & Coatings Est. Subcontractor Pricing LS 1 25,500 25,500
Subtotal 1,270,910
Contingencies @ 15% 190,637
Total 1,461,547
Total Option A relative estimate of probable construction costs =  $1,461,547
6.2. 2.6 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION B

6.2.1. SIZING CRITERIA — AVERAGE FLOW: 2.6 MGD

Thickened WAS (TWAS) production at 2.6 MGD Capacity

Reference JSME November 12, 1989 Preliminary Design Submittal for Jamacha Basin
Water Reclamation Facility Upgrade and Expansion Project

Pounds TWAS total solids per day = 5469 Ibs TSS/day

Gallons per day (assume TWAS @ 4.0% TSS) = 16,200 GPD

Aerobic Digester Capacity

Detention time @ 40 days to meet “Class B” requirements

Digester volume required for 40 day detention time is 648,000 active gallons

6.2.2. AEROBIC DIGESTER PRELIMINARY DESIGN ASSUMPTIONS

Assume 2 reinforced concrete structures with total overall dimensions of 152’-4” L x 20°-2”
W x 18’ D (each divided into 3 tanks with inside dimensions of 49°-4” Lx 27’ W x 18’ D)
including access walkways.

Assume 1 reinforced concrete pad for digester aeration air blowers.

Assume coarse bubble aeration equipment in each of the three tanks in each digester.
Assume 3 positive displace blowers (2 operational, 1 standby)

Assume 1 telescoping valve in each of the three tanks in each digester.

Assume 4”-16" interconnecting piping, valves, supports and appurtenances.

Assume electrical & instrumentation systems for power and control.

6.2.3. ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Assumptions:

Costs based on May 2012 dollars

Preliminary design and associated cost estimates are based upon the design and
construction of a similar 2.6 MGD (approximate) water reclamation facility within the State
of California.

AEROBIC DIGESTER — PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Total
Description Dimensions Unit Quantity Unit Price  Price
General Conditions Approx. 15% of Total LS 1 289,085 289,085

KEH & Associates, Inc.

2173 Salk Avenue,

Suite 250

Carlsbad, CA 92008
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Civil
Earthwork (Excavation, Backfill, & Grading)

Site Improvements, Yard Piping &
Restoration

Structural (Reinforced Concrete)
18" SOG (Section 1-4)
18" SOG (Section 5-6)
Walls - Exterior (Section 1-6)
Walls - Exterior (Section 3-5)
Misc. - Hydrotest Tanks & Dewater
PD Blower SOG

Structural (Misc. Metals)
Handrails

Hose Racks

Mechanical
Telescoping Valves
Coarse Bubble Aeration Equipment
Positive Displacement Blowers

Process Piping, Valves & Supports

Electrical & Instrumentation
E&I Power & Control Systems

Testing, Start-Up & Commissioning

Miscellaneous

Painting & Coatings

Subtotal

Contingencies @ 15%

Total

Est.

Labor & Equipment

Approx. 8% of Total

25'x27.17' x 1.5' (8 Each)

27'x27.17'x1.5' (4 Each)

207'x 18'x 1.17' (2 Each)

55'x18'x 1.17' (2 Each)

Est.

Labor & Equipment

25'x 25' x 1.5' (2 Each)

Est.

Est.

Est.
Est.
Est.

Est.

Labor + Supplier Pricing
Labor + Supplier Pricing

Labor + Supplier Pricing
Labor + Supplier Pricing
Labor + Supplier Pricing
Labor + Supplier Pricing

Average 17.5% of Total

Average 1.25% of Total

Est. Subcontractor Pricing

CY

LS

cY
CY
CY
Ccy
LS
cY

LF
EA

EA
EA
EA
LS

EA
EA

EA

3,000

318
170
340
90

74

240

N WYy O

Total Option B relative estimate of probable construction cost = $2,759,576

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008

174,500

564
443
922
922
4,000
443

55
300

4,980
44,059
50,000
124,554

215,600
13,000

25,500

G

27,000

174,500

179,352
75,310
313,480
82,980
8,000
32,782

13,200
2,400

29,880

264,354
150,000
249,108

431,200
26,000

51,000
2,399,631
359,945

2,759,576
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6.3. 3.9 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION C

6.3.1. SIZING CRITERIA — AVERAGE FLOW: 3.9 MGD

e Thickened WAS (TWAS) production at 3.9 MGD Capacity

e Reference JSME November 12, 1989 Preliminary Design Submittal for Jamacha Basin
Water Reclamation Facility Upgrade and Expansion Project

e Pounds TWAS total solids per day = 8,190 |bs TSS/day

e Gallons per day (assume TWAS @ 4.0% TSS) = 24,300 GPD

e Aerobic Digester Capacity

e Detention time @ 40 days to meet “Class B” requirements

e Digester volume required for 40 day detention time is 972,000 active gallons

6.3.2. AEROBIC DIGESTER PRELIMINARY DESIGN ASSUMPTIONS

e Assume 3 reinforced concrete structures with total overall dimensions of 152’-4” L x 20’-2"
W x 18’ D (each divided into 3 tanks with inside dimensions of 49°-4” Lx 27' W x 18’ D)
including access walkways.

e Assume 1 reinforced concrete pad for digester aeration air blowers.

e Assume coarse bubble aeration equipment in each of the three tanks in each digester.

e Assume 4 positive displace blowers (3 operational, 1 standby)

e Assume 1 telescoping valve in each of the three tanks in each digester.

e Assume 4”-16" interconnecting piping, valves, supports and appurtenances.

e Assume electrical & instrumentation systems for power and control.

6.3.3. ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Assumptions:

e Costs based on May 2012 dollars

e Preliminary design and associated cost estimates are based upon the design and
construction of a similar 3.9 MGD (approximate) water reclamation facility within the State
of California.

AEROBIC DIGESTER — PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Total

Description Dimensions Unit Quantity Unit Price  Price
General Conditions Approx. 15% of Total LS 1 329,085 329,085
Civil

Earthwork (Excavation, Backfill, & Grading) Est. Labor & Equipment cYy 4,500 9 40,500

Site Improvements, Yard Piping &

Restoration Approx. 8% of Total LS 1 261,750 261,750
Structural (Reinforced Concrete)

18" SOG (Section 1-4) 25'x27.17'x 1.5' (12 Each) cy 477 564 269,028

18" SOG (Section 5-6) 27'x27.17'x 1.5' (6 Each) cYy 255 443 112,965

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
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Walls - Exterior (Section 1-6) 207'x18'x 1.17' (3 Each) cy 510 922 470,220
Walls - Exterior (Section 3-5) 55'x 18'x 1.17' (3 Each) cY 135 922 124,470
Misc. - Hydrotest Tanks & Dewater Est. Labor & Equipment LS 3 4,000 12,000
PD Blower SOG 25'x25'x 1.5' (3 Each) cY 110 443 48,730

Structural (Misc. Metals)

Handrails Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  LF 360 55 19,800

Hose Racks Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 12 300 3,600
Mechanical

Telescoping Valves Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 9 4,980 44,820

Coarse Bubble Aeration Equipment Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 9 44,059 396,531

Positive Displacement Blowers Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 4 50,000 200,000

Process Piping, Valves & Supports Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing LS 3 124,554 373,662

Electrical & Instrumentation
E&I Power & Control Systems Average 17.5% of Total EA 3 200,000 600,000
Testing, Start-Up & Commissioning Average 1.25% of Total EA 3 13,000 39,000

Miscellaneous

Painting & Coatings Est. Subcontractor Pricing EA 3 25,500 76,500
Subtotal 3,422,661
Contingencies @ 15% 513,399
Total 3,936,060

Total Option C relative estimate of probable construction cost = $3,936,060

6.4. SUMMARY ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS SUMMARY (BASED ON MAY 2012 DOLLARS) FOR
AEROBIC DIGESTION

Plant Capacity Estimate of Probable Construction Costs
1.3 MGD $1,461,547
2.6 MGD $2,759,576
3.9 MGD $3,936,060

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008



Final Technical Memorandum
Otay Water District RWCWRF Assessment of Capital Cost
Page 28

7. DIGESTED SLUDGE PUMP STATION SIZING CRITERIA AND ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS
FOR VARIOUS TREATMENT PLANT CAPACITIES

7.1. MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION A

7.1.1. SIZING CRITERIA — AVERAGE FLOW: 1.3 MGD

7.1.2. DIGESTED SLUDGE PUMP STATION PRELIMINARY DESIGN ASSUMPTIONS

e Assume 1 reinforced concrete slab with total overall dimensions of 16’ Lx 12° W x 1’ T.
e Assume 2 horizontal centrifugal or progressive cavity skid-mounted pumps & motors.
e Assume 6”-8” interconnecting piping, valves, supports and appurtenances.

o Assume electrical & instrumentation systems for power and control.

7.1.3. ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Assumptions:

e Costs based on May 2012 dollars

e Preliminary design and associated cost estimates are based upon the design and
construction of a similar 1.3 MGD (approximate) water reclamation facility within the State
of California.

DIGESTED SLUDGE PUMP STATION — PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Total

Description Dimensions/Clarifications Unit Quantity Unit Price  Price
General Conditions Approx. 15% of Total LS 1 15,311 15,311
Civil

Earthwork (Excavation, Backfill, & Grading) Est. Labor & Equipment cYy 120 15 1,800

Site Improvements, Yard Piping &

Restoration Approx. 8% of Total LS 1 9,250 9,250
Structural (Reinforced Concrete)

DSL Pump Station SOG 12'x16'x 1’ cYy 8 592 4,736
Structural (Misc. Metals)

Hose Racks Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 2 250 500
Mechanical

Digested Sludge Pumps & Motors Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 2 13,650 27,300

Process Piping, Valves & Supports Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing LS 1 20,667 20,667
Electrical & Instrumentation

E&I Power & Control Systems Average 17.5% of Total LS 1 19,500 19,500

Testing, Start-Up & Commissioning Average 1.25% of Total LS 1 2,500 2,500

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
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Miscellaneous

Painting & Coatings Est. Subcontractor Pricing LS 1 3,750 3,750
Subtotal 105,314
Contingencies @ 15% 15,797
Total 121,111
Total Option A relative estimate of probable construction costs = $121,111
7.2. 2.6 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION B

7.2.1. 7.2.1 SIZING CRITERIA — AVERAGE FLOW: 2.6 MGD

7.2.2. DIGESTED SLUDGE PUMP STATION PRELIMINARY DESIGN ASSUMPTIONS

Assume 1 reinforced concrete slab with total overall dimensions of 32" Lx 12"’ Wx 1’ T.
Assume 4 horizontal centrifugal or progressive cavity skid-mounted pumps & motors.
Assume 6”-8" interconnecting piping, valves, supports and appurtenances.

Assume electrical & instrumentation systems for power and control.

7.2.3. ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Assumptions:

Costs based on May 2012 dollars

Preliminary design and associated cost estimates are based upon the design and
construction of a similar 2.6 MGD (approximate) water reclamation facility within the State
of California.

DIGESTED SLUDGE PUMP STATION — PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Total

Description Dimensions Unit Quantity Unit Price  Price
General Conditions Approx. 15% of Total LS 1 19,311 19,311
Civil

Earthwork (Excavation, Backfill, & Grading) Est. Labor & Equipment cY 240 15 3,600

Site Improvements, Yard Piping &

Restoration Approx. 8% of Total LS 1 18,500 18,500
Structural (Reinforced Concrete)

DSL Pump Station SOG 12'x32'x 1 cYy 16 592 9,472

KEH & Associates, Inc.

2173 Salk Avenue,

Suite 250

Carlsbad, CA 92008
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Structural (Misc. Metals)

Hose Racks Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 4 250
Mechanical

Digested Sludge Pumps & Motors Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 4 13,650

Process Piping, Valves & Supports Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing LS 2 20,667

Electrical & Instrumentation
E&I Power & Control Systems Average 17.5% of Total LS 1 39,000

Testing, Start-Up & Commissioning Average 1.25% of Total LS 1 5,000

Miscellaneous

Painting & Coatings Est. Subcontractor Pricing LS 1 7,500
Subtotal
Contingencies @ 15%

Total

Total Option B relative estimate of probable construction cost = $229,215

7.3. 3.9 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION C

7.3.1. SIZING CRITERIA — AVERAGE FLOW: 3.9 MGD

7.3.2. DIGESTED SLUDGE PUMP STATION PRELIMINARY DESIGN ASSUMPTIONS

N

54,600
41,334

39,000
5,000

7,500
199,317
29,898

229,215

e Assume 1 reinforced concrete slab with total overall dimensions of 48’ Lx 12" W x 1’ T.
e Assume 6 horizontal centrifugal or progressive cavity skid-mounted pumps & motors.

e Assume 6”-8” interconnecting piping, valves, supports and appurtenances.
e Assume electrical & instrumentation systems for power and control.

7.3.3. ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Assumptions:

e Costs based on May 2012 dollars

e Preliminary design and associated cost estimates are based upon the design and

construction of a similar 3.9 MGD (approximate) water reclamation facility within the State

of California.

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
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DIGESTED SLUDGE PUMP STATION — PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Total

Description Dimensions Unit Quantity Unit Price  Price
General Conditions Approx. 15% of Total LS 1 24,311 24,311
Civil

Earthwork (Excavation, Backfill, & Grading) Est. Labor & Equipment cYy 360 15 5,400

Site Improvements, Yard Piping &

Restoration Approx. 8% of Total LS 1 27,000 27,000
Structural (Reinforced Concrete)

DSL Pump Station SOG 12'x48'x1' cYy 24 592 14,208
Structural (Misc. Metals)

Hose Racks Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 6 250 1,500
Mechanical

Digested Sludge Pumps & Motors Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 6 13,650 81,900

Process Piping, Valves & Supports Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing LS 3 20,667 62,001
Electrical & Instrumentation

E&I Power & Control Systems Average 17.5% of Total LS 1 53,000 53,000

Testing, Start-Up & Commissioning Average 1.25% of Total LS 1 7,500 7,500
Miscellaneous

Painting & Coatings Est. Subcontractor Pricing LS 1 11,250 11,250
Subtotal 288,070
Contingencies @ 15% 43,211
Total 331,281
Total Option C relative estimate of probable construction cost = $331,281
7.4. SUMMARY ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS SUMMARY (BASED ON MAY 2012 DOLLARS) FOR

DIGESTED SLUDGE PUMP STATION

Plant Capacity Estimate of Probable Construction Costs
1.3 MGD $121,111
2.6 MGD $229,215
3.9 MGD $331,281

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
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8. SCUM PUMP STATION SIZING CRITERIA AND ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS FOR VARIOUS
TREATMENT PLANT CAPACITIES

8.1. 1.3 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION A

8.1.1. SIZING CRITERIA — AVERAGE FLOW: 1.3 MGD

No Scum Pump Station improvements are required for Option A. The existing facility remains in

operation in its current size and condition.

8.2. 2.6 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION B

8.2.1. SIZING CRITERIA — AVERAGE FLOW: 2.6 MGD

8.2.2. SCUM PUMP STATION PRELIMINARY DESIGN ASSUMPTIONS

Assume 1 reinforced concrete scum box with total overall dimensions of 19’ L x 12’ W x 15’

D.

Assume 1 reinforced concrete slab with total overall dimensions of 19" Lx 12" W x 1.5’ T.
Assume 2 horizontal centrifugal or progressive cavity skid-mounted pumps & motors.

Assume 6”-8” interconnecting piping, valves, supports and appurtenances.
Assume electrical & instrumentation systems for power and control.

8.2.3. ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Assumptions:

Costs based on May 2012 dollars

Preliminary design and associated cost estimates are based upon the design and

construction of a similar 2.6 MGD (approximate) water reclamation facility within the State

of California.

SCUM PUMP STATION — PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Description Dimensions/Clarifications Unit
General Conditions Approx. 15% of Total LS
Civil
Earthwork (Excavation, Backfill, & Grading) Est. Labor & Equipment cYy
Site Improvements, Yard Piping &
Restoration Approx. 8% of Total LS
Structural (Reinforced Concrete)
Scum Box SOG 12'x19'x 1.5 cYy
Scum Box Walls 43'x15'x 1' cY
Scum Pump Station SOG 10'x11.17'x 1" cY

Structural (Misc.

KEH & Associates,
2173 Salk Avenue,

Metals)

Inc.
Suite 250

Carlsbad, CA 92008

Total
Quantity Unit Price  Price
1 23,455 23,455
125 15 1,875
1 13,240 13,240
14 526 7,364
25 1,014 25,350
5 674 3,370
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FRP Grating & Supports Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  SF 150 44 6,600

Galv Ladder & Supports Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 1 2,730 2,730

Hose Racks Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 1 270 270
Mechanical

Scum Pumps & Motors Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 2 10,635 21,270

Process Piping, Valves & Supports Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing LS 1 12,992 12,992

Electrical & Instrumentation
E&I Power & Control Systems Average 17.5% of Total LS 1 26,450 26,450

Testing, Start-Up & Commissioning Average 1.25% of Total LS 1 2,000 2,000

Miscellaneous

Painting & Coatings Est. Subcontractor Pricing LS 1 3,750 3,750
Subtotal 150,716
Contingencies @ 15% 22,607
Total 173,323
Total Option B relative estimate of probable construction costs=  $173,323
8.3. 3.9 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION C

8.3.1. SIZING CRITERIA — AVERAGE FLOW: 3.9 MGD

No additional scum pumping facility requirements are considered necessary for Option C above those
identified under Option B.

8.4. SUMMARY OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS SUMMARY (BASED ON MAY 2012 DOLLARS) FOR Scum Pump
STATION
Plant Capacity Estimate of Probable Construction Costs
1.3 MGD No Improvements Required
2.6 MGD $173,323
3.9 MGD $173,323
9. EFFLUENT PUMP STATION SIZING CRITERIA AND ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS FOR

VARIOUS TREATMENT PLANT CAPACITIES

9.1. 1.3 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION A

9.1.1. SIZING CRITERIA — AVERAGE FLOW: 1.3 MGD

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
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No Effluent Pump Station improvements are required for Option A. The existing facility remains in
operation in its current size and condition.

9.2. 2.6 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION B

9.2.1. SIZING CRITERIA — AVERAGE FLOW: 2.6 MGD

9.2.2. EFFLUENT PUMP STATION PRELIMINARY DESIGN ASSUMPTIONS

e Assume 1 reinforced concrete pump station with wetwell inside dimensions of 25’ L x
11'W x 23’-3” HWL.

e Assume 3 vertical turbine pumps and motors.

e Assume 1 slide gate for flow control.

e Assume 12” pump discharge piping into a 12” discharge manifold complete with piping,
valves, supports and appurtenances.

e Assume electrical & instrumentation systems for power and control.

9.2.3. ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Assumptions:

e Costs based on May 2012 dollars

e Preliminary design and associated cost estimates are based upon the design and
construction of a similar 2.6 MGD (approximate) water reclamation facility within the State
of California.

EFFLUENT PUMP STATION — PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Description Dimensions/Clarifications Unit Quantity Unit Price -Il;(r)i_?el
General Conditions Approx. 15% of Total LS 1 108,545 108,545
Civil
Earthwork (Excavation, Backfill, & Grading) Est. Labor & Equipment cYy 1,100 9 9,900
Site Improvements, Yard Piping &
Restoration Approx. 8% of Total LS 1 62,350 62,350
Structural (Reinforced Concrete)
EPS SOG 13'x27'x 1.5 cY 21 541 11,361
EPS Walls (Lower Half) 72'x12.5'x1.5' cY 53 814 43,142
EPS Walls (Upper Half) 72'x12.5'x1.5' cYy 53 814 43,142
EPS Interior Baffle Walls 6'x6'x6" cYy 2 1,420 2,840
EPS Interior Chamber Wall 9'x22.5'x1' cYy 8 999 7,992
EPS Deck Slab & Beams 11'x 25'x 1 cY 11 1,494 16,434
Misc. - Hydrotest Tanks & Dewater Est. Labor & Equipment LS 1 5,000 5,000

Structural (Misc. Metals)

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
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FRP Grating & Supports Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  SF 12 58
Aluminum Handrail Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  LF 100 55
Stairs Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 1 5,205
Hose Racks Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 1 210
Precast Vault & Hatch Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 1 6,210
Mechanical
Vertical Turbine Pumps & Motors Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 3 62,865
Aluminum Slide Gates, Frames & Operators Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 1 9,915
Process Piping, Valves & Supports Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing LS 1 23,106

Electrical & Instrumentation
E&I Power & Control Systems Average 17.5% of Total LS 1 110,230
Testing, Start-Up & Commissioning Average 1.25% of Total LS 1 10,000

Miscellaneous

Painting & Coatings Est. Subcontractor Pricing LS 1 15,000

Subtotal

Contingencies @ 15%

Total
Total Option B relative estimate of probable construction costs=  $788,179
9.3. 3.9 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION C

9.3.1. SIZING CRITERIA — AVERAGE FLOW: 3.9 MGD

9.3.2. EFFLUENT PUMP STATION PRELIMINARY DESIGN ASSUMPTIONS

N

696
5,500
5,205
210
6,210

188,595
9,915
23,106

110,230
10,000

15,000
685,373
102,806

788,179

e Assume 1 reinforced concrete pump station with wetwell inside dimensions of 50’ L x

11'W x 23’-3” HWL.
e Assume 6 vertical turbine pumps and motors.
e Assume 1 slide gate for flow control.

e Assume 12” pump discharge piping into a 16” discharge manifold complete with piping,

valves, supports and appurtenances.
e Assume electrical & instrumentation systems for power and control.

9.3.3. ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Assumptions:

e Costs based on May 2012 dollars

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
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e Preliminary design and associated cost estimates are based upon the design and

N

construction of a similar 3.9 MGD (approximate) water reclamation facility within the State

of California.

EFFLUENT PUMP STATION — PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Description

General Conditions

Civil
Earthwork (Excavation, Backfill, & Grading)

Site Improvements, Yard Piping &
Restoration

Structural (Reinforced Concrete)
EPS SOG
EPS Walls (Lower Half)
EPS Walls (Upper Half)
EPS Interior Baffle Walls
EPS Interior Chamber Wall
EPS Deck Slab & Beams

Misc. - Hydrotest Tanks & Dewater

Structural (Misc. Metals)
FRP Grating & Supports
Aluminum Handrail
Stairs
Hose Racks

Precast Vault & Hatch

Mechanical
Vertical Turbine Pumps & Motors
Aluminum Slide Gates, Frames & Operators

Process Piping, Valves & Supports

Electrical & Instrumentation
E&I Power & Control Systems

Testing, Start-Up & Commissioning

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Dimensions

Approx. 15% of Total

Est.

Labor & Equipment

Approx. 8% of Total

13'x54'x 1.5

122'x12.5'x 1.5'

122'x12.5'x 1.5'

6'x6'x6" (2 Each)

9'x22.5'x1'(2 Each)

11'x50'x 1

Est.

Est.
Est.
Est.
Est.

Est.

Est.
Est.

Est.

Labor & Equipment

Labor + Supplier Pricing
Labor + Supplier Pricing
Labor + Supplier Pricing
Labor + Supplier Pricing
Labor + Supplier Pricing

Labor + Supplier Pricing
Labor + Supplier Pricing
Labor + Supplier Pricing

Average 17.5% of Total

Average 1.25% of Total

Unit

LS

cY

LS

cy
cY
cY
CY
cy
cy
LS

SF
LF
EA
EA
EA

EA
EA
LS

LS
LS

Quantity
1

2,200

42
106
106

16
22

24
200

Unit Price

175,550

125,000

541
814
814
1,420
999
1,494
10,000

58

55
5,205
210
6,210

62,865
9,915
46,212

232,000
20,000

Total
Price

175,550

19,800

125,000

22,722
86,284
86,284
5,680

15,984
32,868
10,000

1,392
11,000
10,410
420
12,420

377,190
19,830
46,212

232,000
20,000
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Miscellaneous

Painting & Coatings Est. Subcontractor Pricing LS 1 30,000 30,000
Subtotal 1,341,046
Contingencies @ 15% 201,157
Total 1,542,203

Total Option C relative estimate of probable construction cost = $1,542,203

9.4. ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS SUMMARY (BASED ON MAY 2012 DOLLARS) FOR EFFLUENT
PumMP STATION
Plant Capacity Estimate of Probable Construction Costs
1.3 MGD No Improvements Required
2.6 MGD $788,179
3.9 MGD $1,542,203
10. ADMINISTRATION BUILDING SIZING CRITERIA AND ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS FOR

VARIOUS TREATMENT PLANT CAPACITIES

10.1. 1.3 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION A

10.1.1.  SIZING CRITERIA — AVERAGE FLOW: 1.3 MGD

No Administration Building improvements are required for Option A. The existing facility remains in
operation in its current size and condition.

10.2. 2.6 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION B

10.2.1. SIZING CRITERIA — AVERAGE FLOW: 2.6 MGD

No Administration Building improvements are required for Option B. The existing facility remains in
operation in its current size and condition.

10.3. 3.9 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION C

10.3.1. SIZING CRITERIA — AVERAGE FLOW: 3.9 MGD

10.3.2. ADMINISTRATION BUILDING PRELIMINARY DESIGN ASSUMPTIONS

e Assume 1 single-story masonry and wood framed structure with outside dimensions of
104’ Lx 42'W (4,368 square feet).

e Assume reinforced concrete slab on grade.

e Assume fully-grouted split-face masonry (CMU) exterior walls.

e Assume wood roof trusses with insulation and standing seam metal roofing system.

e Assume multi-use floor plan with offices, lab, break room, rest rooms, hallways and
shop/garage.

KEH & Associates, Inc.
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e Assume exterior hollow metal doors, frames and finish hardware.

e Assume interior wood doors, frames and finish hardware.

e Assume exterior aluminum frame windows with interior window coverings.

e Assume interior vinyl flooring.

e Assume ceramic tile rest rooms complete with toilet partitions and accessories.

e Assume laboratory with cabinetry and lab equipment.

e Assume interior metal stud partition walls with drywall, tape, texture, and painted finish.
e Assume fire sprinkler system throughout.

e Assume HVAC system throughout.

e Assume plumbing system throughout.

e Assume fire and security alarm systems throughout.
e Assume electrical & instrumentation systems for power, lighting and control.
e Assume ADA compliance for the entire building.

10.3.3.  ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Assumptions:

e Costs based on May 2012 dollars

e Preliminary design and associated cost estimates are based upon the design and
construction of a similar 3.9 MGD (approximate) water reclamation facility within the State
of California.

ADMINISTRATION BUILDING — PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Description Dimensions/Clarifications Unit Quantity Unit Price ;?i—t:el
General Conditions Approx. 15% of Total LS 1 135,471 135,471
Civil
Demolish & Dispose of Existing Admin. Bldg.  Future Demo N/A 0 0 0
Earthwork (Excavation, Backfill, & Grading) Est. Labor & Equipment cYy 500 9 4,500
Site Improvements, Yard Piping &
Restoration Approx. 8% of Total LS 1 73,515 73,515
Structural
Concrete Slab On Grade & Footings 4365 x 6" cYy 85 515 43,775
CMU Masonry Walls Est. Subcontractor Pricing SF 3,130 18 56,340
Wood Roof Trusses Est. Subcontractor Pricing SF 5,184 8 41,472
Roofing, Insulation & Trim Est. Subcontractor Pricing SF 5,184 11 57,024
Hollow Metal Doors, Frames & Hardware Est. Subcontractor Pricing EA 5 1,050 5,250
Overhead Roll-up Doors & Operators Est. Subcontractor Pricing EA 2 4,500 9,000
Aluminum Windows & Frames Est. Subcontractor Pricing EA 10 830 8,300
Louvers & Vents Est. Subcontractor Pricing EA 1 450 450
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Caulking & Sealants

Painting & Coatings

Architectural
Misc. Metals
Metal Studs
Drywall, Tape & Texture
Acoustical Ceiling
Building Insulation

Flooring

Interior Doors, Frames & Hardware

Cabinetry & Countertops
Lab Equipment & Furnishings
Restroom Ceramic Tile
Toilet Partitions

Toilet Accessories

Benches, Shelving & Lockers
Window Coverings

Caulking & Sealants
Painting & Coatings

ADA Compliance

Signage & Misc. Specialties

Mechanical
HVAC
Plumbing (Rough & Finish)

Fire Protection & Extinguishers

Electrical & Instrumentation
E&I Power & Control Systems
Building Lighting & Circuits
Fire Alarms
Security Systems

Communication & Data Systems

Testing, Start-Up & Commissioning

Subtotal

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Est

Est.

Est.
Est.
Est.
Est.
Est.
Est.
Est.
Est.
Est.
Est.
Est.
Est.
Est.
Est.
Est.
Est.
Est.

Est.

Est.
Est.

Est.

. Subcontractor Pricing

Subcontractor Pricing

Subcontractor Pricing
Subcontractor Pricing
Subcontractor Pricing
Subcontractor Pricing
Subcontractor Pricing
Subcontractor Pricing
Subcontractor Pricing
Subcontractor Pricing
Subcontractor Pricing
Subcontractor Pricing
Subcontractor Pricing
Subcontractor Pricing
Subcontractor Pricing
Subcontractor Pricing
Subcontractor Pricing
Subcontractor Pricing
Subcontractor Pricing

Subcontractor Pricing

Subcontractor Pricing
Subcontractor Pricing

Subcontractor Pricing

Average 17.5% of Total

Est
Est
Est

Est

. Subcontractor Pricing
. Subcontractor Pricing
. Subcontractor Pricing

. Subcontractor Pricing

Average 1.25% of Total

LS
LS

LS
SF
SF
SF
SF
SF
EA
LF
LS
SF
LF
LS
EA
SF
LS
LS
LS
LS

SF
LS
SF

LS
SF
SF
SF
LS
LS

5,100
9,000
2,164
2,548
2,548
10

32

448
56

2,548

4,368

4,368
4,368
4,368

2,250
7,500

3,000

450
295

18,000

30
2,250
1,300
15
2,250
13,026
2,250
7,500

15
15,000

167,540
11

1

2

3,000
12,000

G

2,250
7,500

3,000
15,300
18,000
10,820
5,096
15,288
4,500
9,440
18,000
3,584
1,680
2,250
10,400
2,640
2,250
13,026
2,250
7,500

38,220
15,000
17,472

167,540
48,048
4,368
8,736
3,000
12,000

904,255
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Contingencies @ 15% 135,638
Total 1,039,893
Total Option C relative estimate of probable construction costs = $1,039,893
10.4. SUMMARY ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS SUMMARY (BASED ON MAY 2012 DOLLARS) FOR
ADMINISTRATION BUILDING
Plant Capacity Estimate of Probable Construction Costs**

1.3 MGD No Improvements Required

2.6 MGD No Improvements Required

3.9 MGD $1,039,893
11. BLOWER AND ELECTRICAL BUILDING WITH STANDBY POWER GENERATION SIZING CRITERIA AND ESTIMATES

OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS FOR VARIOUS TREATMENT PLANT CAPACITIES

11.1. 1.3 MGD PLANT CAPACITY OPTION

11.1.1.  SIZING CRITERIA — AVERAGE FLOW: 1.3 MGD

No Blower and Electrical Building improvements are required for Option A. The existing facility remains
in operation in its current size and condition.

11.2. 2.6 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION B

11.2.1.  SI1ZING CRITERIA — AVERAGE FLOW: 2.6 MGD

11.2.2. BLOWER AND ELECTRICAL BUILDING WITH STANDBY POWER GENERATOR PRELIMINARY DESIGN ASSUMPTIONS

e Assume demolition of existing Blower Building.

e Assume relocation and reuse of 2 existing blowers.

e Assume 1 single-story pre-engineered metal building structure with outside dimensions of
90’ L x 34’W (3,060 square feet).

e Assume reinforced concrete slab on grade.

e Assume metal frame wall and roof construction with wall and roof insulation, fluted metal
roofing system, and metal trim.

e Assume multi-use floor plan with one blower equipment room and one electrical room.

e Assume exterior and interior hollow metal doors, frames and finish hardware.

e Assume exterior aluminum frame windows.

e Assume no interior flooring (smooth trowel finish concrete).

e Assume fire sprinkler system throughout.

e Assume HVAC system in electrical room only.

e Assume plumbing system for washwater in blower room only.

e Assume fire and security alarm systems throughout.

e Assume 3 multi-stage centrifugal blowers, motors and appurtenances (4 operating and 1
standby with 3 new blowers and 2 relocated blowers).

e Assume 4”-30” interconnecting piping, ductwork, valves, supports and appurtenances.

e Assume 1 skid-mounted 250 kW diesel-fuel standby power generator (exterior install).

KEH & Associates, Inc.
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e Assume electrical & instrumentation systems for power, lighting and control.

11.2.3. ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Assumptions:

e Costs based on May 2012 dollars

e Preliminary design and associated cost estimates are based upon the design and
construction of a similar 2.6 MGD (approximate) water reclamation facility within the State
of California.

BLOWER AND ELECTRICAL BUILDING WITH STANDBY POWER GENERATOR — PROBABLE
CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Description Dimensions Unit Quantity Unit Price -Fl’-i)iizl
General Conditions Approx. 15% of Total LS 1 312,450 312,450
Civil
Demolish & Dispose of Existing Blower Bldg.  Est. Labor & Equipment LS 1 50,000 50,000
Earthwork (Excavation, Backfill, & Grading) Est. Labor & Equipment cYy 250 9 2,250
Site Improvements, Yard Piping &
Restoration Approx. 8% of Total LS 1 148,650 148,650
Structural
Concrete Slab On Grade & Foundations 3090 x 6" + Blower Pads cY 101 679 68,579
Pre-Engineered Metal Building Est. Subcontractor Pricing SF 3,060 45 137,700
Wall Louvers Est. Subcontractor Pricing SF 104 45 4,680
Insulation Est. Subcontractor Pricing SF 3,060 2 6,120
Hollow Metal Doors, Frames & Hardware Est. Subcontractor Pricing EA 4 1,200 4,800
Overhead Roll-up Doors & Operators Est. Subcontractor Pricing EA 1 4,500 4,500
Aluminum Windows & Frames Est. Subcontractor Pricing EA 4 500 2,000
Louvers & Vents Est. Subcontractor Pricing EA 1 500 500
Caulking & Sealants Est. Subcontractor Pricing LS 1 1,000 1,000
Painting & Coatings Est. Subcontractor Pricing LS 1 15,000 15,000
Concrete Equipment Pads & Foundations Est. Subcontractor Pricing LS 1 2,487 2,487
Signage Est. Subcontractor Pricing LS 1 1,125 1,125
Mechanical (Process)
Multi-Stage Centrifugal Blowers Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 3 140,885 422,655
Install OFCI Relocated Blowers Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 2 15,000 30,000
Process Piping, Valves & Supports Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing LS 1 106,185 106,185
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N

Mechanical (Building)

HVAC Est. Subcontractor Pricing SF 600 6 3,600
Fire Protection & Extinguishers Est. Subcontractor Pricing SF 3,060 4 12,240
Electrical & Instrumentation
E&I Power & Control Systems Average 17.5% of Total LS 1 317,500 317,500
Lighting Est. Subcontractor Pricing SF 3,060 2 6,120
Fire Alarms Est. Subcontractor Pricing SF 3,060 1 3,060
Security Systems Est. Subcontractor Pricing SF 3,060 2 6,120
250 KW Standby Generator Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 1 95,250 95,250
Testing, Start-Up & Commissioning Average 1.25% of Total LS 1 20,000 20,000
Subtotal 1,784,571
Contingencies @ 15% 267,686
Total 2,052,257
Total Option B relative estimate of probable construction costs = $2,052,257

11.3. 3.9 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION C

11.3.1.  SI1ZING CRITERIA — AVERAGE FLOW: 3.9 MGD

11.3.2. BLOWER AND ELECTRICAL BUILDING WITH STANDBY POWER GENERATOR PRELIMINARY DESIGN ASSUMPTIONS

Assume demolition of existing Blower Building.

Assume relocation and reuse of two existing blowers.

Assume 1 single-story pre-engineered metal building structure with outside dimensions of
90’ L x 34’W (3,060 square feet).

Assume reinforced concrete slab on grade.

Assume metal frame wall and roof construction with wall and roof insulation, fluted metal
roofing system, and metal trim.

Assume multi-use floor plan with one blower equipment room and one electrical room.
Assume exterior and interior hollow metal doors, frames and finish hardware.

Assume exterior aluminum frame windows.

Assume no interior flooring (smooth trowel finish concrete).

Assume fire sprinkler system throughout.

Assume HVAC system in electrical room only.

Assume plumbing system for washwater in blower room only.

Assume fire and security alarm systems throughout.

Assume 5 multi-stage centrifugal blowers, motors and appurtenances (6 operating and 1
standby with 5 new blowers and 2 relocated blowers).

Assume 4”-30” interconnecting piping, ductwork, valves, supports and appurtenances.
Assume 1 skid-mounted 250 kW diesel-fuel standby power generator (exterior install).
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e Assume electrical & instrumentation systems for power, lighting and control.

11.3.3. ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Assumptions:

e Costs based on May 2012 dollars

e Preliminary design and associated cost estimates are based upon the design and
construction of a similar 3.9 MGD (approximate) water reclamation facility within the State
of California.

BLOWER AND ELECTRICAL BUILDING WITH STANDBY POWER GENERATOR — PROBABLE
CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Unit Total
Description Dimensions Unit Quantity Price Price
General Conditions Approx. 15% of Total LS 1 312,450 312,450
Civil
Demolish & Dispose of Existing Blower Bldg.  Est. Labor & Equipment LS 1 50,000 50,000
Earthwork (Excavation, Backfill, & Grading) Est. Labor & Equipment cYy 250 9 2,250
Site Improvements, Yard Piping &
Restoration Approx. 8% of Total LS 1 148,650 148,650
Structural
Concrete Slab On Grade & Foundations 3090 x 6" + Blower Pads cY 101 679 68,579
Pre-Engineered Metal Building Est. Subcontractor Pricing SF 3,060 45 137,700
Wall Louvers Est. Subcontractor Pricing SF 104 45 4,680
Insulation Est. Subcontractor Pricing SF 3,060 2 6,120
Hollow Metal Doors, Frames & Hardware Est. Subcontractor Pricing EA 4 1,200 4,800
Overhead Roll-up Doors & Operators Est. Subcontractor Pricing EA 1 4,500 4,500
Aluminum Windows & Frames Est. Subcontractor Pricing EA 4 500 2,000
Louvers & Vents Est. Subcontractor Pricing EA 1 500 500
Caulking & Sealants Est. Subcontractor Pricing LS 1 1,000 1,000
Painting & Coatings Est. Subcontractor Pricing LS 1 15,000 15,000
Concrete Equipment Pads & Foundations Est. Subcontractor Pricing LS 1 2,487 2,487
Signage Est. Subcontractor Pricing LS 1 1,125 1,125
Mechanical (Process)
Multi-Stage Centrifugal Blowers Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 5 140,885 704,425
Install OFCI Relocated Blowers Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 2 15,000 30,000
Process Piping, Valves & Supports Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing LS 1 146,185 146,185
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Mechanical (Building)

N

HVAC Est. Subcontractor Pricing SF 600 6 3,600
Fire Protection & Extinguishers Est. Subcontractor Pricing SF 3,060 4 12,240
Electrical & Instrumentation
E&I Power & Control Systems Average 17.5% of Total LS 1 374,527 374,527
Lighting Est. Subcontractor Pricing SF 3,060 2 6,120
Fire Alarms Est. Subcontractor Pricing SF 3,060 1 3,060
Security Systems Est. Subcontractor Pricing SF 3,060 2 6,120
250 KW Standby Generator Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 1 95,250 95,250
Testing, Start-Up & Commissioning Average 1.25% of Total LS 1 20,000 20,000
Subtotal 2,163,368
Contingencies @ 15% 324,505
Total 2,487,873
Total Option C relative estimate of probable construction cost = $2,487,873
11.4. SUMMARY ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS SUMMARY (BASED ON MAY 2012 DOLLARS) FOR
BLOWER AND ELECTRICAL BUILDING WITH STANDBY POWER GENERATOR
Plant Capacity Estimate of Probable Construction Costs
1.3 MGD No Improvements Required
2.6 MGD $2,052,257
3.9 MGD $2,487,873
12. WAS THICKENING SIZING CRITERIA AND ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COST FOR VARIOUS

TREATMENT PLANT CAPACITIES

12.1. 1.3 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION A

12.1.1. SIZING CRITERIA — AVERAGE FLOW: 1.3 MGD

e Secondary sludge production at 1.3 MGD Capacity
e Reference JSME November 12, 1989 Preliminary Design Submittal for Jamacha Basin

Water Reclamation Facility Upgrade and Expansion Project
e Pounds WAS total solids per day = 2,730 Ibs TSS/day
e Gallons per day (assume RAS @ 0.50% TSS) = 64,800 GPD

e Gallons per minute (assume 24 hour/day operation) = 45 GPM

DAF Thickener Sizing Criteria

e Maximum Hydraulic Loading: 0.50 GPM/SF

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008



Final Technical Memorandum
Otay Water District RWCWRF Assessment of Capital Cost

Page 45
e Maximum Solids Loading: 1.3 Ibs TSS/hr-SF
e  Minimum Float Solids: 4.0 %TS
e  Minimum SS Capture: 97%
e Maximum Polymer Dose: 5 dry Ibs/dry ton TSS

NUMBER AND SIzE OF DAF UNITS

e Number: 1

e Llength: 13’-2"
e Width: 7’-10”
e Effective surface area: 103 SF

CHECK LOADINGS VERSUS SIZING CRITERIA

e Hydraulic Loading:  0.43 GPM/SF OK
e Solids Loading: 0.90 Ibs TSS/hr-SF OK

12.1.2.  ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Assumptions:

e Costs based on May 2012 dollars
e Preliminary design and associated cost estimates are based upon the design and

N

construction of a similar 1.3 MGD (approximate) water reclamation facility within the State

of California.

WAS THICKENING — PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Total

Description Dimensions/Clarifications Unit Quantity Unit Price  Price
General Conditions Approx. 15% of Total LS 1 95,000 95,000
Civil

Earthwork (Excavation, Backfill, & Grading) Est. Labor & Equipment cYy 390 9 3,510

Site Improvements, Yard Piping &

Restoration Approx. 8% of Total LS 1 56,000 56,000
Structural (Reinforced Concrete)

18" SOG 25'x19'x 1.5 cy 27 850 22,950
Structural (Misc. Metals)

Misc. Metals & Fabrications Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing LS 1 3,500 3,500
Mechanical

DAF Equipment Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 1 405,000 405,000

Electrical & Instrumentation
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N

E&I Power & Control Systems Average 17.5% of Total LS 1 115,000 115,000

Testing, Start-Up & Commissioning Average 1.25% of Total LS 1 14,000 14,000
Miscellaneous

Painting & Coatings Est. Subcontractor Pricing LS 1 22,000 22,000
Subtotal 736,960
Contingencies @ 15% 110,544
Total 847,504

Total Option A relative estimate of probable construction cost = $847,504

12.2. 2.6 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION B

12.2.1.  SI1ZING CRITERIA — AVERAGE FLOW: 2.6 MGD

e Secondary sludge production at 2.6 MGD Capacity
o Reference JSME November 12, 1989 Preliminary Design Submittal for Jamacha Basin
Water Reclamation Facility Upgrade and Expansion Project (submittal based on 1.3 MGD

ADF and projected for 2.6 MGD ADF herein)

e Pounds WAS total solids per day = 5,460 Ibs TSS/day
e Gallons per day (assume RAS @ 0.50% TSS) = 129,600 GPD
e Gallons per minute (assume 24 hour/day operation) = 90 GPM

DAF Thickener Sizing Criteria

e  Maximum Hydraulic Loading: 0.50 GPM/SF
e Maximum Solids Loading: 1.3 Ibs TSS/hr-SF
e Minimum Float Solids: 4.0 %TS

e  Minimum SS Capture: 97%
e Maximum Polymer Dose:

NUMBER AND SIZE OF DAF UNITS

e Number: 2

e Length: 13’-2”
e Width: 7’-10”
e Effective surface area: 103 SF

CHECK LOADINGS VERSUS SIZING CRITERIA

0.43 GPM/SF
0.90 Ibs TSS/hr-SF

e Hydraulic Loading:
e Solids Loading:

12.2.2.  ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Assumptions:

e Costs based on May 2012 dollars

KEH & Associates, Inc.
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e Preliminary design and associated cost estimates are based upon the design and
construction of a similar 2.6 MGD (approximate) water reclamation facility within the State
of California.
WAS THICKENING — PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS
Total
Description Dimensions Unit Quantity Unit Price  Price
General Conditions Approx. 15% of Total LS 1 120,000 120,000
Civil
Earthwork (Excavation, Backfill, & Grading) Est. Labor & Equipment cYy 780 9 7,020
Site Improvements, Yard Piping &
Restoration Approx. 8% of Total LS 1 75,000 75,000
Structural (Reinforced Concrete)
18" SOG (2 Each) 25'x19'x 1.5 cy 54 850 45,900
Structural (Misc. Metals)
Misc. Metals & Fabrications Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing LS 2 3,500 7,000
Mechanical
DAF Equipment Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 2 405,000 810,000
Electrical & Instrumentation
E&I Power & Control Systems Average 17.5% of Total LS 1 236,000 236,000
Testing, Start-Up & Commissioning Average 1.25% of Total LS 1 28,000 28,000
Miscellaneous
Painting & Coatings Est. Subcontractor Pricing LS 1 44,000 44,000
Subtotal 1,372,920
Contingencies @ 15% 205,938
Total 1,578,858

Total Option B relative estimate of probable construction cost = $1,578,858

12.3. 3.9 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION C

12.3.1. SIZING CRITERIA — AVERAGE FLOW: 3.9 MGD

e Secondary sludge production at 3.9 MGD Capacity
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o Reference JSME November 12, 1989 Preliminary Design Submittal for Jamacha Basin
Water Reclamation Facility Upgrade and Expansion Project(submittal based on 1.3 MGD
ADF and projected for 3.9 MGD ADF herein)

e Pounds WAS total solids per day = 8,190 Ibs TSS/day

e Gallons per day (assume RAS @ 0.50% TSS) = 194,400 GPD
e Gallons per minute (assume 24 hour/day operation) = 135 GPM

DAF Thickener Sizing Criteria

e Maximum Hydraulic Loading: 0.50 GPM/SF
e  Maximum Solids Loading: 1.3 lbs TSS/hr-SF

e Minimum Float Solids: 4.0 %TS
e  Minimum SS Capture: 97%
e Maximum Polymer Dose: 5 dry Ibs/dry ton TSS

NUMBER AND SIZE OF DAF UNITS

e Number: 3

e length: 13’-2”
e Width: 7’-10”
e Effective surface area: 103 SF

CHECK LOADINGS VERSUS SIZING CRITERIA

e Hydraulic Loading: 0.43 GPM/SF OK
e Solids Loading: 0.90 Ibs TSS/hr-SF OK

12.3.2.  ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Assumptions:

e Costs based on May 2012 dollars

e Preliminary design and associated cost estimates are based upon the design and
construction of a similar 3.9 MGD (approximate) water reclamation facility within the State
of California.

WAS THICKENING — PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Total

Description Dimensions Unit Quantity Unit Price  Price
General Conditions Approx. 15% of Total LS 1 150,000 150,000
Civil

Earthwork (Excavation, Backfill, & Grading) Est. Labor & Equipment cYy 1,170 9 10,530

Site Improvements, Yard Piping &

Restoration Approx. 8% of Total LS 1 105,000 105,000
Structural (Reinforced Concrete)

18" SOG (3 Each) 25'x19'x 1.5' cY 81 850 68,850
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Structural (Misc. Metals)

Misc. Metals & Fabrications Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing LS 1 10,500 10,500
Mechanical
DAF Equipment Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 3 405,000 1,215,000

Electrical & Instrumentation
E&I Power & Control Systems Average 17.5% of Total LS 1 354,000 354,000
Testing, Start-Up & Commissioning Average 1.25% of Total LS 1 28,000 28,000

Miscellaneous

Painting & Coatings Est. Subcontractor Pricing LS 1 66,000 66,000
Subtotal 2,007,880
Contingencies @ 15% 301,182
Total 2,309,062

Total Option C relative estimate of probable construction cost = $2,309,062

12.4. SUMMARY ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS SUMMARY (BASED ON MAY 2012 DOLLARS) FOR
WAS THICKENING

Plant Capacity Estimate of Probable Construction Costs
1.3 MGD $847,504
2.6 MGD $1,578,858
3.9 MGD $2,309,062
13. SLUDGE DEWATERING CENTRIFUGE SIZING CRITERIA AND ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

FOR VARIOUS TREATMENT OPTIONS

13.1. 1.3 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION A

13.1.1. SIZING CRITERIA — AVERAGE FLOW: 1.3 MGD

e Digested sludge production at 1.3 MGD Capacity

o Reference JSME November 12, 1989 Preliminary Design Submittal for Jamacha Basin
Water Reclamation Facility Upgrade and Expansion Project (parameters for 2.6 MGD and
3.9 MGD options projected base on preliminary design at 1.3 MGD ADF)

e Pounds TWAS total solids per day = 2,730 |bs TSS/day

e Gallons TWAS per day (assume TWAS @ 4.0% TSS) = 8,100 GPD

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008



Final Technical Memorandum -—
Otay Water District RWCWRF Assessment of Capital Cost | q _|
Page 50 -

Digested sludge total solids per day (assume 35% TSS reduction via aerobic digestion) =
1,775 Ibs TSS/day

Centrifuge Loading and Performance Criteria

Operate 6 hours/day (assumes 1 hour per day for start-up and 1 hour/day for shut down)
Hydraulic loading = 8,100/(6 x 60) = 23 GPM

Total solids loading = 1,775 Ibs/6 hours = 296 lbs/hour

Cake solids = 20% TS minimum

Solids capture = 95% minimum

Polymer dose = 25 dry Ibs/dry ton TSS maximum

13.1.2. SLUDGE DEWATERING CENTRIFUGE PRELIMINARY DESIGN ASSUMPTIONS

Number: 1
Manufacture: Alfa Laval
Model: ALDEC G2-45

Assume centrifuge installed on new above ground steel covered structure
Assume one centrifuge to be installed
Assume electrical & instrumentation systems for power and control.

13.1.3. ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Assumptions:

Costs based on May 2012 dollars

Preliminary design and associated cost estimates are based upon the design and
construction of a similar 1.3 MGD (approximate) water reclamation facility within the State
of California.

SLUDGE DEWATERING CENTRIFUGE — PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Total

Description Dimensions/Clarifications Unit Quantity Unit Price  Price
General Conditions Approx. 15% of Total LS 1 105,000 105,000
Civil

Earthwork (Excavation, Backfill, & Grading) Est. Labor & Equipment cY 50 9 450

Site Improvements, Yard Piping &

Restoration Approx. 8% of Total LS 1 45,000 45,000
Structural (Reinforced Concrete)

Misc. / Footings Misc. cYy 2 850 1,700
Structural (Misc. Metals)

Cover & Support Structure Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing LS 1 96,300 96,300
Mechanical
KEH & Associates, Inc.
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Centrifuge Equipment Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 1 418,000

Electrical & Instrumentation

E&I Power & Control Systems Average 17.5% of Total LS 1 107,600

Testing, Start-Up & Commissioning Average 1.25% of Total LS 1 11,000

Miscellaneous

Painting & Coatings Est. Subcontractor Pricing LS 1 11,000

Subtotal

Contingencies @ 15%

Total

Total Option A relative estimate of probable construction cost = $915,458

13.2. 2.6 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION B

13.2.1. SIZING CRITERIA — AVERAGE FLOW: 2.6 MGD

N

418,000

107,600
11,000

11,000
796,050
119,408

915,458

Selected Alfa Laval ALDEC G2-45 Centrifuge is sized for an upper operating range of 50 GPM. Under the
2.6 MGD scenario the daily digested sludge volume will be 8,200 GPD and the centrifuge will be loaded
at 46 GPM over a 6 hour operating period. No additional improvements are required beyond the

installation of one centrifuge.

Total Option B relative estimate of probable construction cost = $915,458

13.3. 3.9 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION C

13.3.1. SIZING CRITERIA — AVERAGE FLOW: 3.9 MGD

13.3.2.  SLUDGE DEWATERING CENTRIFUGE PRELIMINARY DESIGN ASSUMPTIONS

Number: 2
Manufacture: Alfa Laval
Model: ALDEC G2-45

Assume centrifuges installed on new above ground steel covered structures
Assume two centrifuges to be installed
Assume electrical & instrumentation systems for power and control.

13.3.3. ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Assumptions:

Costs based on May 2012 dollars
Centrifuge installed on new above ground steel covered structure

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
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e Preliminary design and associated cost estimates are based upon the design and

N

construction of a similar 3.9 MGD (approximate) water reclamation facility within the State

of California.

SLUDGE DEWATERING CENTRIFUGE — PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Description

General Conditions

Civil

Earthwork (Excavation, Backfill, & Grading)

Site Improvements, Yard Piping &
Restoration

Structural (Reinforced Concrete)

Misc. / Footings

Structural (Misc. Metals)

Cover & Support Structure

Mechanical

Centrifuge Equipment

Electrical & Instrumentation
E&I Power & Control Systems

Testing, Start-Up & Commissioning

Miscellaneous

Painting & Coatings

Subtotal

Contingencies @ 15%

Total

Dimensions

Approx. 15% of Total

Est. Labor & Equipment

Approx. 8% of Total

Misc.

Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing

Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing

Average 17.5% of Total
Average 1.25% of Total

Est. Subcontractor Pricing

Unit

LS

cY

LS

cy

LS
LS

LS

Quantity
1

100

Total Option C relative estimate of probable construction cost = $1,747,885

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Unit Price

105,000

75,000

850

96,300

418,000

263,000
22,000

22,000

Total
Price

105,000

900

75,000

3,400

192,600

836,000

263,000
22,000

22,000

1,519,900

227,985

1,747,885
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13.4. SUMMARY ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS SUMMARY (BASED ON MAY 2012 DOLLARS) FOR
CENTRIFUGE DEWATERING

Plant Capacity Estimate of Probable Construction Costs
1.3 MGD $915,458
2.6 MGD $915,458
3.9 MGD $1,747,885
14. TERTIARY FILTER SIZING CRITERIA AND ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS FOR VARIOUS

TREATMENT PLANT CAPACITIES

14.1. BASIS OF COST ESTIMATES FOR TERTIARY FILTRATION IMPROVEMENTS

e Use ARCADIS / Malcolm Pirnie’s cost estimates for the recently completed Fallbrook WRP
1 Capital Improvement Plan.

o Fallbrook estimates are based on November 2010 dollars

e Fallbrook estimates are based on ADWF of 2.7 MGD and 2.9 MGD ADWF + recycle flows

e Prorate Fallbrook estimates for inflation at 3.5% per year from November 2010 to May
2012. Inflation factor is 1.053

e Prorate Fallbrook estimates for capacity/size adjustments

e For 1.3 MGD Option A scenario, no additional capacity is required

e For 2.6 MGD Option B scenario use additional capacity/size adjustment factor of 0.481
(1.3/2.7)

e For 3.9 MGD Option C scenario use additional capacity/size adjustment factor of 0.963
(2.6/2.7)

e Given the conservative loading rates established for this assessment, it is assumed that
filter effluent requirements can be met without the addition of upstream coagulants.

14.2. BASELINE IMPROVEMENTS TO ESTABLISH OPTIONS A, B, AND C COST ESTIMATES

Use basis of cost for Fallorook WRP 1 Estimates of Probable Construction Costs (based on November
2010 dollars)

14.2.1.  SIzING CRITERIA

o Ultimate average flow: 2.7 MGD

e Ultimate average flow + Recycle: 2.9 MGD

e Maximum Hydraulic Loading Rate (with one unit out of service) @ Q AVG + Recycle:
4.0 GPM/SF

NUMBER AND SIZE OF FILTERS IDENTIFIED BY ARCADIS / MALCOLM PIRNIE FOR FALLBROOK WRP 1 TERTIARY FILTRATION

e Number: 4

e length: 13’

e Width: 13’

e Depth: 14.5

e Side Wall Freeboard: 3

e Media Depth: 60”

e Media Type: Anthracite

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
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e Flocculation channels 7'W X 7°'D X 26’L with 2’ freeboard
e Mechanical Flocculators 2 units @ 5 Hp each

e Polyblend Units 2 units (1 operating, 1 standby)

e Use chemical totes for polymer

CHECK LOADINGS VERSUS SIZING CRITERIA (WITH ONE UNIT OUT OF SERVICE)

e Overflow Rate (with one unit out of service) @ Q AVG + Recycle: 4.0 GPM/SF OK

14.2.2. ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS BY ARCADIS MALCOLM PIRNIE FOR FALLBROOK WRD 1
TERTIARY FILTRATION AT A CAPACITY OF 2.7 MGD AVERAGE FLOW

Assumptions:

e Costs based on November 2010 dollars
e Preliminary design and associated cost estimates are based upon the design and
construction of a similar water reclamation facility within the State of California.

TERTIARY FILTERS — PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS FOR 2.7 MGD (November 2010 Dollars)

Total

Description Dimensions/Clarifications Unit Quantity Unit Price  Price
General Conditions Approx. 15% of Total LS 1 132,900 132,900
Civil

Earthwork (Excavation, Backfill, & Grading) Est. Labor & Equipment cYy 2,500 9 22,500

Site Improvements, Yard Piping &

Restoration Approx. 8% of Total LS 1 63,500 63,500
Structural (Reinforced Concrete)

Base SOG Filters 15'x 15'x 2' (4 Each) cYy 67 975 65,325

Walls Filters 56'x 14.5'x 1' (2 Each) cy 60 975 58,500

Walls Filters 15'x 14.5'x 1' (4 Each) cy 33 975 32,175

WBW Tank SOG 22'x22'x2' cy 36 975 35,100

WBW Tank Walls 20'x 14.5' x 1.25' (4 Each) cYy 54 975 52,650

Floc Tank SOG 28 x 10" x 2’ cYy 21 975 20,475

Floc Tank Walls (26'+7')x2x9 x 1’ cYy 22 975 21,450
Structural (Misc. Metals)

Misc. Metals & Fabrications Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing LS 1 26,600 26,600
Mechanical

Launders, Weirs & Supports Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 1 32,000 32,000

Underdrains Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  SF 676 150 101,400

Air Scour Compressors Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 2 15,000 30,000

Filter Media Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  CY 125 175 21,875

Waste Backwash Pumps Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 2 15,000 30,000

Polymer Addition Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing  EA 2 32,000 64,000

Process Piping, Valves & Supports Est. Labor + Supplier Pricing LS 1 110,000 110,000

Electrical & Instrumentation

KEH & Associates, Inc.
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E&I Power & Control Systems Average 17.5% of Total LS 1 145,000 145,000
Testing, Start-Up & Commissioning Average 1.25% of Total LS 1 35,000 35,000

Miscellaneous

Painting & Coatings Est. Subcontractor Pricing LS 1 25,000 25,000
Subtotal 1,125,450
Contingencies @ 15% 152,929
Total 1,278,379

Total relative estimate of probable construction cost for capacity of 2.7 MGD average flow = $1,278,379
(November 2010 dollars)

14.3. SUMMARY OF TERTIARY FILTRATION ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS (BASED ON MAY 2012

DOLLARS)

14.3.1. 1.3 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION A (EXISTING FACILITIES VALUE)

No Tertiary Filter improvements are required for Option A. The existing facility remains in operation in
its current size and condition.

14.3.2. 2.6 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION B (EXPAND FROM 1.3 MGD T0 2.6 MGD)

Determine additional cost for Option B capacity to existing facilities based on the probable estimate for
1.3 MGD expansion.

$1,278,379 X 1.3 /2.7 (size adjustment) x 1.053 (inflation adjustment) = $648,138

14.3.3. 3.9 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION C (EXPAND FROM 1.3 MGD T10 3.9 MGD)

Determine additional cost for Option C capacity to existing facilities based on the probable estimate for
2.6 MGD expansion.

$1,278,379 x 2.6/ 2.7 (size adjustment) x 1.053 (inflation adjustment) = $1,296,276

15. CHLORINE CONTACT TANK, SODIUM HYPOCHLORITE STORAGE AND CHEMICAL FEED FACILITIES FOR TERTIARY
DISINFECTION

15.1. 1.3 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION A

15.1.1. SIZING CRITERIA — AVERAGE FLOW: 1.3 MGD

No Tertiary Disinfection improvements are required for Option A. The existing facility remains in
operation in its current size and condition.

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
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15.2. 2.6 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION B

15.2.1. SIZING CRITERIA — AVERAGE FLOW: 2.6 MGD

15.2.2.  DISINFECTION PRELIMINARY DESIGN ASSUMPTIONS

e Assume a minimum CT of 450 mg-min/| for Title 22 treatment.

e Provide 90 minute hydraulic detention time in contact tank at peak flowrates. Recognizing
that the RWCWREF is a scalping facility, use average flow or 2.6 MGD to be equal to peak
process flowrate to disinfection. Assume an additional 15% flow to the process flowrate to
consider clean-out volumes, surges, etc. Therefore assume total maximum design flow to
chlorination @ 3.0 MGD.

e Contact volume @ 25,065 cu. Ft.

e CCT channel dimensions @ 8 ft wide x 8 ft deep x 390 ft long. Use 3 pass configuration
each pass @ 130 ft. long with 2 ft freeboard. Slab with 1 foot extended footings.

e Assume a chlorine dosage of 5 mg/I for effluent disinfection

e Detention time in reclaimed water transmission line not considered for contact time

e Assume 12.5% sodium hypochlorite delivered to site

Assume continuous RAS chlorination at 1.5 # chlorine/1,000 #s MLVSS

Assume 12 hr HRT and MLSS of 2,500 mg/Il (% MLVSS @ 72%)

Assume RAS concentration @ 7,500 mg/I

Volume of sodium hypochlorite/day required for disinfection = 120 gal/day

e Volume of sodium hypochlorite / day required for RAS bulking control = 92 gal/day

e Provide 15 days of sodium hypochlorite storage (Note: half-life of NaOCl solution is
approximately 30 days, therefore limit storage to not more than approximately 2 weeks)

e Storage volume = approximately 3,180 gals (use totes for storage)

e Provide duty and standby chemical metering pumps for sodium hypochlorite delivery to
disinfection and RAS

e Provide protective canopy over contact tank and chemical feed facilities

15.2.3.  ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Assumptions:

e Costs based on May 2012 dollars

e Preliminary design and associated cost estimates are based upon the design and
construction of a similar 2.6 MGD (approximate) water reclamation facility within the State
of California.

CHLORINE CONTACT TANK, SODIUM HYPOCHLORITE STORAGE AND CHEMICAL FEED FACILITIES FOR
TERTIARY DISINFECTION FACILITIES — PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Description Dimensions Unit Quantity  Unit Price  Total Price
Civil
Earthwork (Excavation, Backfill, & Grading) Est. Labor & Equipment cYy 570 9 5,130
Site Improvements, Yard Piping & Restoration ~ Approx. 8% of Total LS 1 150,000 150,000

Structural (Reinforced Concrete)

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
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CCT SOG 132'x 30 x 2' (3 passes) cYy 293 850 249,050
Walls 130'x 10' x 1' (2 Each) cY 96 975 93,600
Walls 122 x 10'x 1' (2 Each) cYy 90 975 87,750
Walls 28 x 10' x 1' (2 Each) cY 21 975 20,475
NaOCl Storage and Feed SOG 22'x22'x2' cYy 36 975 35,100
NaOCl Storage and Feed Containment Walls 22'x3'x1' (4 Each) cY 10 975 9,750

Structural (Misc. Metals)
Est. Labor + Supplier
Misc. Metals & Fabrications Pricing LS 1 20,500 20,500

Structural (Misc. Metals)
Est. Labor + Supplier

Canopy & Support Structure (3,625 sq. ft.) Pricing LS 1 180,000 180,000
Mechanical

Chemical Feed Equipment, piping and misc. Est. Labor + Supplier

valves and instruments Pricing EA 4 64,000 256,000

Miscellaneous
Est. Subcontractor
Painting & Coatings Pricing LS 1 52,000 52,000

Subtotal 1,159,355

Electrical & Instrumentation

E&I Power & Control Systems Average 17.5% of Total LS 1 225,000 306,245
Testing, Start-Up & Commissioning Average 1.25% of Total LS 1 8,500 21,875
General Conditions Average 15% of Total LS 1 120,410 262,495
Subtotal 1,749,970
Contingencies @ 15% 262,495
Total 2,012,465

Total Option B relative estimate of probable construction cost = $ 2,012,465

15.3. 3.9 MGD PLANT CAPACITY — OPTION C

15.3.1.  SI1ZING CRITERIA — AVERAGE FLOW: 3.9 MGD

15.3.2.  DISINFECTION PRELIMINARY DESIGN ASSUMPTIONS

e Assume a minimum CT of 450 mg-min/I for Title 22 treatment.

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
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Memorandum

Provide 90 minute hydraulic detention time in contact tank at peak flowrates. Recognizing
that the RWCWREF is a scalping facility, use average flow or 3.9 MGD to be equal to peak
process flowrate to disinfection. Assume an additional 15% flow to the process flowrate to
consider clean-out volumes, surges, etc. Therefore assume total maximum design flow to
chlorination @ 4.5 MGD

Contact volume @ 37, 598 cu. Ft.

CCT channel dimensions @ 9 ft wide x 9 ft deep x 465 ft long. Use 3 pass configuration
each pass @ 155 ft. long with 2 ft freeboard. Slab with 1 foot extended footings.

Assume a chlorine dosage of 5 mg/I

Detention time in reclaimed water transmission line not considered for contact time
Assume 12.5% sodium hypochlorite delivered to site

Assume continuous RAS chlorination at 1.5 # chlorine/1,000 #s MLVSS

Assume 12 hr HRT in AS Tanks and MLSS of 2,500 mg/| (% MLVSS @ 72%)

Assume RAS concentration @ 7,500 mg/I

Volume of sodium hypochlorite/day required for disinfection = 180 gpd

Volume of sodium hypochlorite / day required for RAS bulking control = 190 gal/day
Provide 15 days of sodium hypochlorite storage (Note: half-life of NaOCl solution is
approximately 30 days, therefore limit storage to not more than approximately 2 weeks)
Storage volume = approximately 5,550 gals (use 8 ft diameter FRP tank approximately 20 ft
high to provide approximately 5 ft freeboard)

Provide duty and standby chemical metering pumps for sodium hypochlorite delivery to
disinfection and RAS

Provide protective canopy over contact tank and chemical feed facilities

15.3.3.  ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Assumptions:

Costs based on May 2012 dollars

Preliminary design and associated cost estimates are based upon the design and
construction of a similar 3.9 MGD (approximate) water reclamation facility within the State
of California.

CHLORINE CONTACT TANK, SODIUM HYPOCHLORITE STORAGE AND CHEMICAL FEED FACILITIES FOR

TERTIARY DISINFECTION — PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Description Dimensions Unit Quantity Unit Price  Total Price
Civil
Earthwork (Excavation, Backfill, & Grading) Est. Labor & Equipment CcY 850 9 7,650
Site Improvements, Yard Piping & Restoration ~ Approx. 8% of Total LS 1 175,000 175,000
Structural (Reinforced Concrete)
CCT SOG 159'x33'x 2" (3 passes)  CY 389 850 330,650
Walls 155'x 11'x 1' (2 Each) cY 126 975 122,850
Walls 146 x 11' x 1' (2 Each) cy 119 975 116,025
Walls 31x11'x1' (2 Each) cY 26 975 25,350

KEH & Associates, Inc.
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NaOCl Storage and Feed SOG 22'x22'x2' (% 36 975 35,100
NaOCl Storage and Feed Containment Walls 22'x3"'x1' (4 Each) (&% 10 975 9,750
Structural (Misc. Metals)
Est. Labor + Supplier
Misc. Metals & Fabrications Pricing LS 1 20,500 20,500
Structural (Misc. Metals)
Est. Labor + Supplier
Canopy & Support Structure (4,225 sq. ft.) Pricing LS 1 211,250 211,250
Mechanical
Chemical Feed Equipment, piping and misc. Est. Labor + Supplier
valves and instruments Pricing EA 2 72,000 144,000
Est. Labor + Supplier
NaOCl Storage tank and Accessories Pricing EA 1 18,000 18,000
Miscellaneous
Est. Subcontractor
Painting & Coatings Pricing LS 1 52,000 52,000
Subtotal 1,268,125
Electrical & Instrumentation
E&I Power & Control Systems Average 17.5% of Total LS 1 140,480 334,976
Testing, Start-Up & Commissioning Average 1.25% of Total LS 1 10,035 23,927
General Conditions Approx. 15% of Total LS 1 120,410 287,123
Subtotal 1,914,151
Contingencies @ 15% 287,123
Total 2,201,274
Total Option C relative estimate of probable construction cost = $ 2,201,274
15.4. SUMMARY ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS SUMMARY (BASED ON MAY 2012 DOLLARS)

TERTIARY DISINFECTION FACILITIES

Plant Capacity

Estimate of Probable Construction Costs

1.3 MGD
2.6 MGD
3.9 MGD

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
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16. OPTION D — DECOMMISSIONING OF RWCWRF AND SBPS - OVERVIEW

16.1. ABANDON EXISTING RWCRWF PRELIMINARY SCOPE OF WORK ASSUMPTIONS

All facilities to be abandoned are to be removed from service include all wastewater flows,
potable water, electrical power, and communications.

All underground piping and electrical conduits & duct banks are to be abandoned and
capped in place.

All biological solids to be removed and legally disposed of offsite.

Mechanical and electrical demolition includes complete removal and offsite disposal of all
electrical equipment, conduit wire and other appurtenances.

Structural demolition includes complete removal and offsite disposal of all structures
including reinforced concrete below grade structures in their entirety.

Civil demolition includes complete removal and offsite disposal of all surface
improvements including asphalt paving, concrete drainage improvements, landscaping,
irrigation and others as required.

Civil restoration includes importation of soils required to backfill all below grade structural
removals plus full site finish grading to ensure positive storm water drainage.

All demolished materials to be recycled to the greatest extent possible.

16.2. ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Assumptions:

Costs based on May 2012 dollars

Preliminary cost estimates are based upon typical abandonment, demolition and
decommissioning work performed at similar 1.3 MGD (approximate) water reclamation
facilities within the State of California.

EXISTING RWCWREF SITE - TREATMENT PLANT DECOMMISSIONING

DESCRIPTION EST. COST
DECOMMISSION (TERMINATE) PLANT PROCESS FLOW
TERMINATE SEWAGE FLOW TO RWCWREF, REDIRECT TO RSDPS - DECOMMISSIONING OF SBPS 50,000
DECOMMISSION UTILITY SERVICES
SDGE - TERMINATE ELECTRICAL SERVICE TO FACILITY 25,000
SDGE - REMOVE TRANSFORMER(S) AND ANY EXISTING SERVICE MATERIALS 75,000
DISTRICT - TERMINATE POTABLE WATER SERVICE, REMOVE METER 5,000
DISTRICT - TERMINATE TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICE 5,000
DECOMMISSIONING REGULATORY ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS
DISTRICT - VERIFY IF ANY REGULATORY FILINGS ARE REQUIRED TBD
DISTRICT - COMPLETE ANY INTERNAL ACCOUNTING & ADMIN FOR WWTP TBD
DISTRICT - ANY ADDITIONAL RWCWRF CLOSURE REQUIREMENTS TBD

OTHER DISTRICT REQUIREMENTS FOR PLANT DECOMMISSIONING

KEH & Associates, Inc.
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ASSIGN OVERALL CONTINGENCY OF $250,000

SUBTOTAL - DECOMMISSIONING
CONTINGENCY FOR DECOMMISSIONING REQUIREMENTS @ 20%
TOTAL DECOMMISSIONING

EXISTING RWCWREF SITE - TREATMENT PLANT DEMOLITION, REMOVAL AND SITE RESTORATION
DEWATER EXISTING TANKS AND BASINS

DEWATER ALL EXISTING BASINS VIA PUMPING OR EVAPORATION

CLEAN & DISPOSE OF ANY BIO-SOLIDS IN THE BASIN BOTTOMS (NOT RETURNED TO RSDPS)

DEMOLITION OF MECHANICAL, ELECTRICAL/I&C AND MISC CIVIL WORKS
DEMO & DISPOSE - STEEL BRIDGE PS (ABANDON FM TO RWCWRF IN PLACE)
DEMO & DISPOSE - HEADWORKS
DEMO & DISPOSE - ACTIVATED SLUDGE
DEMO & DISPOSE - SECONDARY CLARIFIERS

DEMO & DISPOSE - RAS PUMPING
DEMO & DISPOSE - BLOWER BUILDING MECHANICAL, ELECTRICAL/I&C, PIPING, METALS &
MISC.

DEMO & DISPOSE - TERTIARY FILTRATION FACILITIES

DEMO & DISPOSE - CHEMICAL ADDITION FACILITIES

DEMO & DISPOSE - AREA RELATED TO ORIGINAL FILTER FACILITIES
DEMO & DISPOSE - ABANDONED RO FACILITIES

DEMO & DISPOSE - CHLORINATION FACILITIES AND RELATED AREA
DEMO & DISPOSE - CHLORINE CONTACT TANK MECHANICAL
DEMO & DISPOSE - EFFLUENT PUMP STATION

DEMO & DISPOSE - ADMINISTRATION BUILDING

DEMO & DISPOSE - WATER STORAGE TANKS NEAR HEADWORKS AREA (INCL CONCRETE PADS)
DEMO & DISPOSE - MISC MECHANICAL AREAS

DEMO & DISPOSE - ELECTRICAL SWITCHGEAR, METERING & MCC'S

DEMOLITION OF ALL EXISTING STRUCTURES
CLEAN,DEMO & DISPOSE - STEEL BRIDGE PS AND ADJACENT IMHOFF TANK
CLEAN, DEMO & DISPOSE - HEADWORKS STRUCTURES
CLEAN, DEMO & DISPOSE - ACTIVATED SLUDGE TANKS
CLEAN, DEMO & DISPOSE - SECONDARY CLARIFIERS
CLEAN, DEMO & DISPOSE - RAS PUMPING STRUCTURES
CLEAN, DEMO & DISPOSE - BLOWER BUILDING
CLEAN, DEMO & DISPOSE - TERTIARY FILTRATION FACILITIES AND CANOPY
CLEAN, DEMO & DISPOSE - CHEMICAL ADDITION FACILITIES
CLEAN, DEMO & DISPOSE - AREA RELATED TO ORIGINAL FILTER FACILITIES
CLEAN, DEMO & DISPOSE - ABANDONED RO BUILDING
CLEAN, DEMO & DISPOSE - CHLORINATION FACILITIES AND RELATED AREA

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
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250,000

$410,000
$82,000

$492,000

50,000
200,000

10,000
15,000
30,000
20,000

7,500

25,000
20,000
10,000
10,000
15,000
10,000
12,000
20,000
10,000
25,000
50,000
60,000

165,000
35,000
485,000
235,000
25,000
105,000
30,000
10,000
25,000
37,000
35,000
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CLEAN, DEMO & DISPOSE - CHLORINE CONTACT TANK AND CANOPY 45,000

CLEAN, DEMO & DISPOSE - EFFLUENT PUMP STATION 75,000

CLEAN, DEMO & DISPOSE - ADMINISTRATION BUILDING 275,000

CLEAN, DEMO & DISPOSE - MISC STRUCTURES 100,000

CLEAN, DEMO & DISPOSE - ELECTRICAL SWITCHGEAR, METERING & MCC'S 40,000
CIVIL IMPROVEMENTS

DEMO PAVING & DISPOSE OF ALL SURFACE IMPROVEMENTS 120,000

REGRADE SITE AFTER DEMOLITION OF EXIST FACILITIES INCLUDING IMPORT SOILS TO BACKFILL 290,000

INCORPORATE STORM WATER AND DRAINAGE MEASURES FOR PROPER CONTROL OF RUNOFF 30,000
SURFACE RESTORATION AND FINAL CIVIL IMPROVEMENTS

LANDSCAPE - LANDSCAPING & IRRIGATION OF SURFACE IMPROVEMENTS 75,000

MISC. SURFACE IMPROVEMENTS (PAVING, SIDEWALKS, ETC.) 50,000
SUBTOTAL - DEMOLITION, REMOVAL AND SITE RESTORATION $2,886,500
CONTINGENCY FOR DEMOLITION, REMOVAL AND SITE RESTORATION $577,300
TOTAL FOR DEMOLITION, REMOVAL AND SITE RESTORATION $3,463,800
GRAND TOTAL $3,955,800
Total Option D relative estimate of probable construction costs=  $3,955,800
16.3. ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE ABANDONMENT, DECOMMISSIONING, DEMOLITION AND RESTORATION COSTS

SUMMARY (BASED ON MAY 2012 DOLLARS) FOR RWCWRF
Description Estimate of Probable Total Decommissioning & Demolition Costs
Decommissioning $492,000
Demolition/Restoration $3,463,800
Grand Total $3,955,800

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
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Part B — Estimate of Additional Conceptual Power Consumption Costs

The following tables present conceptual estimates of additional annual power costs for each of the
management options developed by ARCADIS. Annual costs presented are in addition to existing
operational costs for the RWCWRF.

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
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Equipment Description

DAF Pressurization Pump

DAF Top Scraper Drive

DAF Air Compressor

DAF Polymer Feed Pumps
Supernatant Pump (No pumping
req'd. Gravity flow to headworks)
Thickened Sludge Pump

Aerobic Digestion Blower
Digested Sludge Pumps
Dewatering Polymer Feed Pumps
Centrifuge Drive

Dewatered Solids Conveyors
Total Connected Load

Notes:

Total No.
of Units

N

N NN

R R NN NN O

Hp per
Unit

15.00
0.75
5.00
5.00

0.00
15.00
40.00
10.00

7.50
50.00

5.00

No. of
Operating Units

Total
Motor Hp

1

1
1
1

[ O = =]

15
0.75
5
5

15
40
10
7.5
50

153

1-  Number of units identified are additive to the existing facilities at 1.3 MDG ADWF
2- Electrical service 480/3/60 with assumed power factor @ 0.8.
3- Assumes a blended electrical service rate of $0.12 per KW-hr

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Total
BHp
11
0.50
4.00
3.75

26
34
7.50
6.75
40
4.00
138

N

Additional Principal Power Loads - 1.3 MGD (Option A)

Total Run Time per
Run KW Day (hrs)

8 24
0.37 24
2.98 24
2.80 24

0

19 8

25 24
5.60 4
5.04 4

30 4
2.98 4
103 -

Total KW-Hrs

per Year
71,885

3,267
26,140
24,506

0
56,636
222,189
8,169
7,352
43,566
4,357
468,067

Annual Power
Consumption Cost

8,626
392
3,137
2,941

0
6,796
26,663
980
882
5,228
523
$56,168

monthly
average $4,681
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Equipment Description

Influent Pumps

Mechanical Bar Rack

Grit Handling Equipment (Vortex
drive and grit pump/classifier)
Aeration Blowers

Anoxic Zone Mixers

MLSS Return Pump

Secondary Scum (clarifier) Pumps
Secondary Clarifier Drives

RAS Pumps

WAS Pumps

Flocculator Drives
Tertiary Filtration Polymer Feed
Pumps

Air Scour Compressors

Backwash Pumps

Sodium Hypochlorite Feed Pumps
Effluent Pumps

DAF Pressurization Pump

DAF Top Scraper Drive

DAF Air Compressor

DAF Polymer Feed Pumps
Supernatant Pump (No pumping
req'd. Gravity flow to headworks)
Thickened Sludge Pump

Aerobic Digestion Blower

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Total No.
of Units

N N W B NN O W

N N NN W B~ N DNNDN

o

Hp per
Unit
75.00
1.00

15.00

100.00
5.00
25.00
5.00
0.75
20.00
5.00
5.00

5.00
10.00
10.00

5.00

100.00
15.00

0.75

5.00

5.00

0.00
15.00
40.00

No. of
Operating Units

Total
Motor Hp

2
1

N N N D P, N OON

N P NN NN PP RN

o

150
1

30
200
40
50

40
10
10

10
10
10
10
200
30
15

10

30
80

Total
BHp
110

0.75

22

170
32
41

3.70

2.20
30

7.50

7.50

7.50
8.00
8.00
8.50
170
22
1.00
4.00
7.50

26
68

Total
Run KW

82
0.56

16
127
24
31
2.76
1.64
22
5.60
5.60

5.60
5.97
5.97
6.34
127
16
0.75
2.98
5.60

19
51

N

Additional Principal Power Loads - 2.6 MGD (Option B)

Run Time per

Day (hrs)
24

24

24
24
24
24
6
24
24
8
24

24
4

24
24
24
24
24
24

24

Total KW-Hrs Annual Power
per Year Consumption Cost
718,846 86,261

4,901 588
143,769 17,252
1,110,943 133,313
209,119 25,094
267,933 32,152
6,045 725
14,377 1,725
194,742 23,369
16,337 1,960
49,012 5,881
49,012 5,881
8,713 1,046
8,713 1,046
55,547 6,666
1,110,943 133,313
143,769 17,252
6,535 784
26,140 3,137
49,012 5,881
0 0
56,636 6,796
444,377 53,325
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Digested Sludge Pumps
Dewatering Polymer Feed Pumps
Centrifuge Drive

Dewatered Solids Conveyors
Drainage Pumps

Sludge Filtrate Pumps (No pumping
req'd. Gravity flow to headworks)
Blower Room Ventilation
Miscellaneous Loads

Total Connected Load

Notes:

10.00
7.50
50.00
5.00
2.00

0.00
1.00
1.00

e

= N O

10
7.5
50

1012

1-  Number of units identified are additive to the existing facilities at 1.3 MDG ADWF

2- Electrical service 480/3/60 with assumed power factor @ 0.8.
3- Assumes a blended electrical service rate of $0.12 per KW-hr

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008

7.50
6.75
40
4.00
1.50

1.50

818

5.60
5.04
30
2.98
1.12

1.12

615

N

5 0o o0 o O

24
24

12,253
11,028
65,350
6,535
1,634

0
9,802
43,800
4,845,825

monthly
average

1,470

1,323

7,842
784
196

0
1,176
5,256

$581,499

$48,458



Final Technical Memorandum

Otay Water District RWCWRF Assessment of Capital Cost

Page 67

Equipment Description

Influent Pumps

Mechanical Bar Rack

Grit Handling Equipment (Vortex
drive and grit pump/classifier)
Aeration Blowers

Anoxic Zone Mixers

MLSS Return Pump

Secondary Scum (clarifier) Pumps
Secondary Clarifier Drives

RAS Pumps

WAS Pumps

Flocculator Drives
Tertiary Filtration Polymer Feed
Pumps

Air Scour Compressors

Backwash Pumps

Sodium Hypochlorite Feed Pumps
Effluent Pumps

DAF Pressurization Pump

DAF Top Scraper Drive

DAF Air Compressor

DAF Polymer Feed Pumps
Supernatant Pump (No pumping
req'd. Gravity flow to headworks)
Thickened Sludge Pump

Aerobic Digestion Blower

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Total No. Hp per
of Units Unit
3 125.00
1 1.00
2 15.00
5 200.00
16 5.00
4 25.00
2 5.00
4 0.75
6 20.00
4 5.00
2 5.00
2 5.00
2 10.00
2 10.00
4 7.50
6 100.00
3 15.00
3 0.75
3 5.00
2 5.00
2 5.00
4 15.00
4 40.00

No. of
Operating Units

Total
Motor Hp

2
1

_
o P

N Wb RS

N N W W AN R RN

[EN

250
1

30
800
80
100

80
15
10

10
10
10
15
400
45

10

10

45
120

Total
BHp
170
0.75

22
680
66
82
3.70
2.20
30
11
7.50

7.50
8.00
8.00
12.75

340

36

1.50
8.00
7.50

3.70
39
102

N

Additional Principal Power Loads - 3.9 MGD (Option C)

Total Run Time per  Total KW-Hrs
Run KW Day (hrs) per Year
127 24 1,110,943
0.56 24 4,901
16 24 143,769
507 24 4,443,773
49 24 431,307
61 24 535,867
2.76 6 6,045
1.64 24 14,377
22 24 194,742
8 8 24,506
5.60 24 49,012
5.60 24 49,012
5.97 4 8,713
5.97 8,713
9.51 24 83,321
254 24 2,221,886
27 24 235,259
1 24 9,802
5.97 24 52,280
5.60 24 49,012
2.76 0
29 84,954
76 24 666,566

Annual Power
Consumption Cost

133,313
588

17,252
533,253
51,757
64,304
725
1,725
23,369
2,941
5,881

5,881
1,046
1,046
9,998
266,626
28,231
1,176
6,274
5,881

10,195
79,988
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Digested Sludge Pumps 2 10.00 1 10 8 6 8 16,337 1,960
Dewatering Polymer Feed Pumps 2 7.50 1 7.5 6.75 5.04 8 14,704 1,764
Centrifuge Drive 1 50.00 1 50 40 30 8 87,133 10,456
Dewatered Solids Conveyors 2 5.00 2 10 8.50 6.34 8 18,516 2,222
Drainage Pumps 2 2.00 1 2 2 1 4 1,634 196
Sludge Filtrate Pumps (No pumping
req'd. Gravity flow to headworks) 2 5.00 1 4 3 0 0 0
Blower Room Ventilation 2 1.00 2 2 2 1 24 9,802 1,176
Miscellaneous Loads 1 1.00 1 - - 6 24 52,560 6,307
Total Connected Load - - - 2143 1719 1288 - 10,629,447 $1,275,534

monthly

Notes: average $106,294

1-  Number of units identified are additive to the existing facilities at 1.3 MDG ADWF
2- Electrical service 480/3/60 with assumed power factor @ 0.8.
3- Assumes a blended electrical service rate of $0.12 per KW-hr

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
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Part C — Estimate of Additional Conceptual Chemical Consumption

The following tables present conceptual estimates of additional annual chemical costs for each of the
management options developed by ARCADIS. Annual costs presented are in addition to existing
operational costs for the RWCWRF. It should be noted that the quantity of sodium hypochlorite is a
worst case type of scenario where RAS chlorination is assumed to be continuous on an annual basis.
Sodium hypochlorite costs at 1.3 MGD ADF is assumed to be 50% of projected costs for the 2.6 MGD
capacity scenario for general planning comparison.

Additional Chemical Consumption Costs — 1.3 MGD (Option A)
Additional Annual

Chemical Consumption Unit Cost Annual Cost
DAF Polymer 2,491 active Ibs/year $4.00/Ib active $9,965
Solids Dewatering Polymer 8,098 active Ibs/year $4.00/Ib active $32,394
Sodium Hypochlorite 0 gal/year $0.80/gal SO

Total Additional Annual Cost $42,359

Additional Chemical Consumption Costs — 2.6 MGD (Option B)
Additional Annual

Chemical Consumption Unit Cost Annual Cost
DAF Polymer 4,982 active lbs/year $4.00/active Ib $19,929
Solids Dewatering Polymer 16,196 active Ibs/year  $4.00/active lb $64,784
Sodium Hypochlorite 38,690 gal/year $0.80/gal $30,952
Total Additional Annual Cost $115,665

Additional Chemical Consumption Costs — 3.9 MGD (Option C)
Additional Annual

Chemical Consumption Unit Cost Annual Cost
DAF Polymer 7,473 active Ibs/year $4.00/active Ib $29,894
Solids Dewatering Polymer 24,294 active lbs/year  $4.00/active Ib $97,176
Sodium Hypochlorite 96,360 gal/year $0.80/gal $77,088
Total Additional Annual Cost $204,158

KEH & Associates, Inc.
2173 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
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APPENDIX D: ANALYSIS OF WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT OPTIONS

This appendix provides detailed discussion and information on the analysis of wastewater management
options presented in Chapter 5 of the Wastewater Management Plan report.

5.1 Identification of Wastewater Disposal Options

The purpose of this Appendix is to present potential future wastewater treatment, disposal, and reuse
options for the District and compare capital and operational costs over the 20-year planning horizon to 2030.
The objective of the comparison is to recommend a wastewater treatment, disposal, and recycling plan to
the District based on updated planning and cost estimates for local and regional wastewater management
elements potentially affecting future costs to the District wastewater and recycled water customers.

The scope of work for the project includes multiple wastewater disposal and recycled water use variables
which result in a large matrix of about 61 alternatives presented to the District staff early in the project
implementation stage. In multiple review and discussion meetings and a collaboration and decision-making
workshop with District staff, wastewater management options were defined and synthesized into five major
feasible alternatives involving wastewater treatment, disposal, and reclamation. In considering all cost
elements for wastewater treatment and recycled water use, multiple sub-options were developed for each of
the five. The total number of cost sub-options is 18, as presented in sub-section 5.2.

All options presume continued ownership, operation, maintenance, and required expansion of the District's
existing wastewater collection system consistent with the wastewater flow projections, hydraulic modeling
analyses, and capital improvement projects discussed previously in this report. The five wastewater
management options are denoted as Options A through E, as described below.

5.1.1  Option A — Maintain Existing Wastewater Treatment Capacity at the Ralph W. Chapman Water
Recycling Facility

This wastewater management option maintains the status quo at the RWCWRF, with the exception of water
quality enhancements and potential solids handling facilities at the treatment plant location. The required
improvements to the Rancho San Diego Pump Station will be implemented. The capacity of the RWCWRF
will remain at the existing 1.3 MGD. All flows conveyed via the District's wastewater collection system in
excess of 1.3 MGD will be discharged to the San Diego Metro wastewater collection and treatment system
with the associated institutional and financial impacts.

Alternative wastewater solids handling options include onsite treatment at RWCWRF and disposal of
residuals in a landfill and continued discharge of solids to the Metro system with attendant costs. Two future
City of San Diego wastewater treatment processes and costs are evaluated in Option A. These include 1)
continued advanced primary treatment at the Point Loma WWTP and assumed continuance of an existing
waiver from the Environmental Protection Agency and 2) upgrade of the Point Loma WWTP to secondary
treatment with attendant costs and allocation of the District's fair share of the future capital and operating
costs. In a recent Recycled Water Study performed for the City of San Diego and released on May 10,
2012, alternatives to the Point Loma Upgrade were evaluated. Alternatives include diversion of wastewater
from Point Loma, increased recycled water use, and Indirect Potable Reuse (IPR) using the San Vicente
reservoir and Otay Lakes. Multiple alternatives are presented with projected capital and operating costs.

04094007.0000 D-1 April 2013



The selected IPR alternative could result in a reduction in costs from the secondary upgrade costs allocated
to the District for those wastewater management options which include continued discharge to the Metro
System. Although it is presumed that San Diego and its participating agencies will select the most cost-
effective long-term wastewater and recycled water management solution approvable by EPA, this
management plan uses the assumption of upgrade to secondary for Point Loma, as prescribed in the
original project scope of work.

There are three recycled water treatment and use alternatives in Option A, including continued direct use for
irrigation from the RWCWRF, purchase and use of tertiary effluent from the City of San Diego SBWRP in
accordance with an existing agreement with the City, and potential purchase from a future Chula Vista
membrane bio-reactor (MBR) wastewater reclamation plant recommended at Site 3 (at Main Street and
Mace Street) in Chula Vista in the April 2012 Acquisition of Additional Wastewater Capacity Report.

Figure 5.1 below depicts the conceptual flow, treatment, wastewater discharge, and recycled water use
schematic for wastewater management Option A. Note that recycled water purchases from the San Diego
South Bay plant and a potential future Chula Vista plant are not indicated on the diagram, although these
alternatives are evaluated in the cost comparisons. For cost evaluations, there are 6 sub-options for Option
A with alternatives for purchase of recycled water, RWCWRF on-site solids handling or not, and Point Loma
WWTP upgrade or not. Sub-options are designated as A-1 through A-6, for Option A

To Reuse System

0
1 Solids Options
1 *Onsite
*No Onsite
—> RWCWRF
1.3 mgd
San Diego County

Metro Options
*Primary
*Secondary

Figure 5.1 Option A: Maintain Existing Wastewater Treatment Capacity at the Ralph W. Chapman
Water Recycling Facility

51.2 Option B — Expand the Ralph W. Chapman Water Recycling Facility to 2.6 MGD

Option B includes the expansion of the RWCWRF from 1.3 MGD to 2.6 MGD consistent with the flow
projections discussed in Chapter 2. Flows in excess of 2.6 MGD will be conveyed to the Metro wastewater
collection and treatment system. Required improvements at the Rancho San Diego Pump Station will
continue to be funded by the District proportional to its capacity ownership and wastewater discharges to the
pump station. The District will continue to pay the existing and future unit costs associated with the Rancho

04094007.0000 D-2 April 2013



San Diego Pump Station and the associated charges for treatment at the San Diego Point Loma WWTP
under the assumed two alternatives of advanced primary treatment and full secondary treatment if solids
handling is not constructed at the RWCWRF

Solids handling options include onsite treatment at the RWCWRF and disposal of residuals in landfill and
continued discharge to the Metro collection and treatment system. Recycled water treatment and use
alternatives include treatment and conveyance from the RWCWRF and purchase and use from the
SBWRP. Purchase and use from a future Chula Vista MBR water reclamation plant are not included since
the engineering feasibility conditions were based on the RWCWRP remaining at its current 1.3 MGD
capacity. Figure 5.2 below indicates a conceptual wastewater flow and discharge diagram from the
RWCWREF for Option B. Note that the recycled water purchase from SBWRP is not shown. There are 3
sub-options for cost evaluations from Option B, designated as B-1, B-2 and B-3.

To Reuse System

‘)
1 Solids Options
1 *Onsite
*No Onsite
—> RWCWRF
2.6 mgd
San Diego County
System
|—m - —— - 1
h 4 1 1

Metro Options
*Primary
Secondary

Figure 5.2 Option B: Expand the Ralph W. Chapman Water Recycling Facility to 2.6 MGD

5.1.3  Option C — Expand the Ralph W. Chapman Water Recycling Facility to 3.9 MGD

Option C includes the expansion of the RWCWRF from 1.3 MGD to 3.9 MGD. It is recognized that the
Jamacha Basin wastewater flow projections discussed in Chapter 2 do not indicate the need for a 3.9 MGD
treatment capacity at the RWCWRF. However, the District decided to maintain the incremental modularity of
the treatment plant capacity and assume an expansion module of 2.6 MGD consistent with Option B. Flows
in excess of those treated by RWCWRF will be conveyed to the Metro System. Flows anticipated to be
treated by Metro are anticipated to be minimal only, conveyed at times of RWCWRF plant maintenance or
emergency interruptions. Required improvements at the Rancho San Diego Pump Station will continue to
be funded by the District proportional to its ownership and wastewater discharges to the pump station. The
District will continue to pay the existing and future unit costs associated with the Rancho San Diego Pump
Station and the associated charges for treatment at the Point Loma WWTP under the assumed two
alternatives of advanced primary treatment and full secondary treatment, if no solids handling facilities are
constructed at RWCWRF-.
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Solids handling options include onsite treatment at the RWCWRF and disposal of residuals in a landfill and
continued discharge to the Metro System. Recycled water treatment and use alternatives include treatment
and conveyance from the RWCWRF and purchase and use from the SBWRP. Purchase and use from a
future Chula Vista MBR water reclamation plant are not assumed for Option C based on the engineering
and economic feasibility study for the Chula Vista plant. Figure 5.3 below indicates a conceptual wastewater
flow and discharge diagram for Option C. Recycled water use from SBWRP is not indicated on the diagram.
There are 3 sub-options for cost evaluation for Option C.

To Reuse System

0
| Solids Options
1 *Onsite
*No Onsite
—> RWCWRF
3.9 mgd
San Diego County
System
jm—m - ——— 1
h 4 1 1

Metro Options
*Primary
*Secondary

Figure 5.3 Option C: Expand the Ralph W. Chapman Water Recycling Facility to 3.9 MGD

5.1.4  Option D — Abandon and Demolish the Ralph W. Chapman Water Recycling Facility

Option D includes the decommissioning and demolition of the RWCWRF. All wastewater collected in the
Jamacha Basin will be sent to the Point Loma WWTP through the Rancho San Diego Pump Station.
Required improvements at the Rancho San Diego Pump Station will continue to be funded by the District
proportional to its ownership and wastewater discharges to the pump station. The District will continue to
pay the existing and future unit costs associated with the Rancho San Diego Pump Station and the
associated charges for treatment at the Point Loma WWTP under the assumed two alternatives of
advanced primary treatment and full secondary treatment.

Recycled water treatment and use alternatives are limited to purchase and use from the San Diego SBWRP
and purchase and use from a future Chula Vista MBR water reclamation plant. There are provisions in the
Otay/San Diego SBWRP agreement that require a minimum amount of recycled water to be annually
purchased from South Bay whether the District uses the recycled water or not. This provision is typically
referred to as a “Take-or-pay” requirement and was considered in determining the financial impacts to the
District's annual recycled water costs. Additionally, in the Chula Vista Acquisition of Additional Wastewater
Capacity Project, the Chula Vista consultant assumed that RWCWRF would remain at 1.3 MGD capacity
and that Chula Vista recycled water would be purchased prior to purchase of recycled water from the
SBWRP. This provision would require a modification to the existing District-SBWRP agreement. Figure 5.4
below indicates a conceptual wastewater flow and discharge diagram for Option D, with no recycled water
use shown from RWCWRF. There are 4 sub-options for cost evaluations for Option D.
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San Diego County

System
| I ]
1 [
T —> Metro
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Metro Options

*Primary
*Secondary

Figure 5.4 Option D: abandon and Demolish the Ralph W. Chapman Water Recycling Facility

5.1.5 OPTION E — Abandon and Demolish the Ralph W. Chapman Water Recycling Facility and Participate
in a New Joint Wastewater Treatment and Recycling Facility with San Diego County

Option E includes the decommissioning and demolition of the RWCWRF. Wastewater collected in the
Jamacha Basin will be sent to a new proposed joint wastewater treatment and recycling facility with San
Diego County or the Point Loma WWTP through the Rancho San Diego Pump Station. Required
improvements at the Rancho San Diego Pump Station will continue to be funded by the District proportional
to its capacity ownership and wastewater discharges to the pump station. The District will continue to pay
the existing and future unit costs associated with the Rancho San Diego Pump Station and the associated
charges for treatment at the San Diego Point Loma WWTP under the assumed two alternatives of advanced
primary treatment and full secondary treatment. Collection system modifications and extensions will be
required to convey existing flow to the new joint WWTP and to by- pass to the Metro System, as required.
Solids treatment at the new joint plant is assumed, since the plant process is assumed to be the same as
the Chula Vista MBR plant. The conceptual joint new WWTP has been described in the 1997 report by
Metcalf and Eddy for San Diego County entitled “Water Reclamation Facility Project Feasibility Report”. The
concept included a 10 MGD plant located near I-805 and the Sweetwater River, using an activated sludge
aeration process. For the District's Wastewater Management Plan, we have assumed an MBR plant similar
to the Chula Vista proposal with cost estimates the same as the Chula Vista plant for equivalent capacity.

Recycled water treatment and use alternatives include production and delivery from a new joint WWTP,
purchase and use from the existing SBWRP, and purchase and use from a future Chula Vista MBR water
reclamation plant. Figure 5.5 below indicates a conceptual wastewater flow and discharge diagram for
Option E. There are two sub-options for cost evaluation for Option E.
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To OWD Reuse System
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WRF

Solids Options
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*No Onsite
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Metro Options
*Primary
*Secondary

Figure 5.5 Option E: abandon the Ralph W. Chapman Water Recycling Facility and Participate in a
New Joint WWTP and Recycling Project with San Diego County

5.2 Economic Evaluations of Wastewater Disposal and Recycled Water Use Options

An initial project challenge involved the determination of key cost factors associated with each of the five
wastewater management options described above. Cost factors were broken into wastewater treatment
components and recycled water components. Table 5-1 indicates the wastewater treatment cost elements;
including costs for solids handling, expansion, and decommissioning of the RWCWRF; existing, new
capacity, and Point Loma WWTP upgrade costs to Metro; and the District's share of a proposed joint San
Diego County/Otay new wastewater treatment and recycled water facility. Wastewater treatment costs
include capital and annual operation and maintenance costs.

Table 5-1. Wastewater Treatment Cost Components for Different Options
Wastewater Management Option A B C D E
RWRWRF
e Expansion 0 0 0
e  On-Site Solids Handling $
e Decommissioning 0 0 0 $ $
Metro System Capacity
e Existing Charge (w/o on-site solids handling) $ 0
e New Capacity Charge (w/o on-site solids handling) 0
e  Point Loma WWTP Upgrade (w/o on-site solids $ 0
handling)
New County/Otay WWTP 0 0 0 0 $

Notes: $ = capital and operational costs exist for this option. 0 = no costs exist for this option.
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Table 5-2 indicates the recycled water sources which exist for each of the wastewater management options.
There exist four potential sources of recycled water under the five options, including the RWCWRF, the
Metro SBWRP, a new potential Chula Vista MBR WRP, and a new potential joint County/Otay WWTP. Cost
elements allocated for recycled water include costs to purchase each unit of recycled water from the
SBWRP and the new Chula Vista WRP and capital costs for new booster stations and pipelines to deliver
water from the proposed two new plants to the District's recycled water distribution system. Option E only
assumes purchase of recycled water from the SBWRP and the new County/District plant.

Table 5-2. Recycled Water Sources Under Different Management Options

Wastewater Management Option A B C D E
RWCWRF X X X 0 0
SBWRP X X X X X
New Chula Vista WRP X 0 0 X 0
New County/District WWTP 0 0 0 0 X

Notes: X = recycled water provided to Otay for this option. O = no recycled water for this option.

In consideration of the key variables for evaluating capital and annual O&M costs for Options A through E,
sub-options have been identified to compare present worth costs. Sub-options are combinations of
wastewater treatment, disposal, and recycled water purchase variables. The matrix of options and sub-
options included the following:

Option A: Six total sub-options.
(1) RWCWREF on-site solids handling, no Point Loma upgrade, Chula Vista RCW purchase
(2) RWCWRF on-site solids handling, no Point Loma upgrade, no Chula Vista RCW purchase
(3) RWCWRF no on-site solids handling, Point Loma upgrade, Chula Vista RCW purchase
(4) RWCWREF no on-site solids handling, Point Loma upgrade, no Chula Vista RCW purchase
(5) RWCWRF no on-site solids handling, no Point Loma upgrade, Chula Vista RCW purchase
(6) RWCWREF no on-site solids handling, no Point Loma upgrade, no Chula Vista RCW purchase
Option B: Three total sub-options.
(1) RWCWREF on-site solids handling, no Point Loma upgrade
(2) RWCWRF no on-site solids handling, Point Loma upgrade
(3) RWCWRF no on-site solids handling, no Point Loma upgrade
Option C: Three total sub-options.
(1) RWCWRF on-site solids handling, no Point Loma upgrade
(2) RWCWRF no on-site solids handling, Point Loma upgrade
(3) RWCWRF no on-site solids handling, no Point Loma upgrade
Option D: Four total sub-options (Metro discharge).
(1) No RWCWRF, Point Loma upgrade, Chula Vista RCW purchase
(2) No RWCWRF, no Point Loma upgrade, Chula Vista RCW purchase
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(3) No RWCWRF, Point Loma upgrade, no Chula Vista RCW purchase

(4) No RWCWRF, no Point Loma upgrade, no Chula Vista RCW purchase

Option E: Two sub-options (new County/District WWTP).

(1) No RWCWREF, Point Loma upgrade

(2) No RWCWREF, no Point Loma upgrade

A matrix indicating the sub-options associated with each major wastewater management option is included

below as table 5-3.

Table 5-3. Matrix of Sub-Options Evaluated
Recycled Water from SBWRP Only Recycled W\‘;"\;S::fg)nT Chula Vista
No Chula Vista Purchases y
No SBWRP Purchases
Wastewater Management No Point No Point
Option Point Loma Point Loma WWTP
Loma WWTP WWTP Ubarade Loma WWTP Uparade
Upgrade P9 Upgrade P9
A Onsite sludge A-2 - A-1 -
No onsite sludge A-6 A-4 A-5 A-3
B Onsite sludge B-1 - - --
No onsite sludge B-3 B-2 - -
c Onsite sludge C-1 - - -
No onsite sludge C-3 C-2 - -
D D-4 D-3 D-2 D-1
E (onsite sludge) E-2 E-1

5.3 Cost Estimates for Expansion and Demolition of the RWCWRF

The District treats raw wastewater and produces recycled water at the RWCWRF and purchases additional
recycled water from the SBWRP. Detailed capital cost estimates have been prepared associated with
upgrading, expanding, and decommissioning the RWCWRF under Options A through D, based on site
visits, review of construction plans, and layout of new facilities. A site map of the RWCWRF with suggested
new locations of processes required for upgrade and expansion for Options A through C is included as
Appendix B. Option A maintains the RWCWRF at its current nominal ADWF of 1.3 MGD and adds solids
handling facilities. Option B expands the RWCWRF to a nominal ADWF of 2.6 MGD, adds solids handling
facilities, and adds tertiary filtration and chlorination, including a larger chlorine contact chamber to preclude
the recycled water pipeline from meeting CA Title 22 requirements for contact time. Option C expands the
RWCWREF to 3.9 MGD, adds solids handling facilities, and adds tertiary filtration and chlorination. Option D
decommissions the RWCWRF, restores the site, and relies on other agencies to treat District wastewater
and provide required recycled water for irrigation.

Capital cost estimates provided are expressed in May 2012 dollars based on the Los Angeles ENR
Construction Cost Index of 10285. No allowances for inflation or financing costs have been included. Cost
estimates are prepared in accordance with a Class 3 estimate of the Association for the Advancement of
Cost Engineering International (AACEI). A Class 3 estimate may be expected to fall within the range of
+25%/-15% of actual costs. For planning studies such as this, capital cost estimates are generally Class 5,
having a much broader range of predicted accuracy for actual costs. The higher class estimate provides
more detailed analysis of treatment process component size and costs that will add value to the planning
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and budgeting process. General contingencies were applied to the estimates for each of the treatment
processes evaluated. The cost estimates shown are related only to costs that would be included in a
general contractor’s bid for related construction work and do not include District administration, engineering,
third party construction management, environmental documentation, and other non-contractor costs. Actual
project final costs will depend on the type of project delivery selected by the District, actual labor and
material costs, competitive market conditions, actual site conditions, final project scope, implementation
schedule, and other factors.

The RWCWRF Assessment of Capital Costs Report, included in Appendix C, is very detailed and organized
by treatment process at the RWCWREF. Individual treatment processes have component sizing criteria,
dimensions, units for costing, quantities, unit prices, and total price. In the detailed report, costs for Options
A through C are grouped under each treatment process category. A summary of total capital costs for 15
components of the RWCWRF solids handling and improved disinfection upgrade and expansion Options A
through C is shown in the Table 5-4 below.

Table 5-4. Summary of RWCWRF Conceptual Capital Costs for Options A, B and C in millions

Option A — Option B — Option C —
Treatment Process Maintain Expand Expand

RWCWREF at RWCWREF to RWCWREF to

1.3MGD 2.6MGD 3.9MGD
Influent Pump Station 0 1.132 1.293
Headworks & Grit Removal 0 2.043 2.196
Aeration Basins 0 3.333 5.897
Secondary Clarifiers 0 1.964 3.582
RAS/WAS Pump Station 0 0.820 1.491
Scum Pump Station 0 0.173 0.173
Effluent Pump Station 0 0.788 1.542
Administration Building 0 0 1.040
Blower & Electrical Building 0 2.052 2.488
Aerobic Digestion 1.462 2.760 3.936
Digested Sludge Pump St. 0.121 0.229 0.331
WAS Thickening 0.848 1.579 2.309
Sludge Dewatering 0.915 0.915 1.748
Centrifuge
Tertiary Filters 0 0.648 1.296
(+Flocculation)
NaOCI Storage, Pumping,
and
Chlorine Contact Tank 0 2.012 2.201
Total 3.346 20.450 31.524

531 Estimate of Additional RWCWRF Power Loads and Chemical Costs

In addition to capital cost estimates for the RWCWRF components of Options A through C, specific
elements of annual operating costs have been projected for the three options. Key elements of operational
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cost include additional power cost and additional chemical costs. Added chemical and power costs are
assumed to be attributed to new solids handling facilities for Option A. Solids handling operational costs for
Option B are assumed to be twice the annual costs for Option A. Solids handling costs for Option C are
assumed to be three times annual costs for Option A. Additional salary, benefit, and admin costs have not
been estimated. Power cost per KWH assumes a blended rate of $0.12. These values are incorporated into
Table 5-5 below.

Table 5-5. Summary of RWCWRF Annual Added Operational Costs for Options A, B and C

Option A — Option B — Option C —

Maintain Expand Expand
O & M Component RWCWREF at RWCWREF to RWCWREF to

1.3MGD 2.6MGD 3.9MGD
Additional KWHSs per year 468,067 4,845,825 10,629,447
Annual added power cost ~ $56,168 $581,499 $1,275,534
DAF polymer annual cost $9,965 $19,929 $29,894
Solids dewatering polymer  $32,394 $64,784 $97,176
Sodium Hypochlorite cost ~ $0 $30,952 $77,088

5.3.2 Estimate of Cost to Decommission and Abandon the RWCWRF and Steel Bridge Pump Station

The Appendix C report also includes the estimated costs to decommission the RWCWRF and the Steel
Bridge Pump Station, which pumps raw wastewater to the RWCWRF. Costs are expressed as two primary
elements: decommissioning and demolition/restoration. These costs are associated with wastewater
management Option D. Decommissioning is estimated to cost $492,000. Demolition and restoration have a
combined estimated cost of $3,463,800. The collective cost is $3,955,800.

The total estimated capital and operational costs presented above for Options A through D have been
combined with other cost elements associated with meeting the projected wastewater treatment and
recycled water needs of the District to year 2030, provided in Chapters 2 and 4 of this wastewater
management plan.

5.4 Wastewater Treatment and Recycled Water Use Cost Modeling for Options A through E.

Based on the Otay wastewater flow projections presented in Chapter 2 and the recycled water use
projections presented in Chapter 4, a major objective of this wastewater management plan is to compare
projected capital and operating costs for the five wastewater management options to develop a
recommended District course of action for the future. To facilitate comparison of costs, the consultant team
prepared a detailed Excel workbook of individual, linked spreadsheets for each option. Linking spreadsheets
allows changes in financial assumptions to automatically recalculate anticipated costs. The comparative
cost approach was present worth, using the sum of capital costs in 2012 dollars and today’s value of annual
operating and maintenance costs from 2015 through 2030 (16 years). Both capital and operating and
maintenance costs for wastewater treatment and recycled water purchase were separately calculated and
summed to a total present worth value. The goal of the present worth analysis was to determine the
predicted values for all five options and sub options (on-site solids handling and Metro Point Loma treatment

04094007.0000 D-10 April 2013



process) and compare results. The Excel workbook is included as Appendix D on a CD contained in a
pocket at the end of the hard copy of this report.

A common set of assumptions was developed for all five options, which are included as variables in the
Excel workbook for future “what-if” scenario evaluation. For initial economic analyses in this study, the list of
assumptions indicated in Table 5-6 was used. References for individual cost values are indicated in the
table footnotes. Assumptions for both wastewater discharge and recycled water purchase are shown.

Table 5-6. Economic Cost Assumptions for All Options

SBWREF, Chula Vista, Joint Plant Recycled Water Purchase Rate (per AF) [1] $350
2012 Metro County Wastewater Discharge Rate (per MGD) [2,6] $3,089,634
Additional Metro Capacity Cost (per MGD) [3] $30,000,000
PLWWTP Upgrade Capital Cost [4] $1,161,174,957
Otay WD Capital Cost for PLWWTP Upgrade (0.513%) [4] $5,956,828
PLWWTP Upgrade O&M Cost [4] $37,497,060
Otay WD Annual O&M Cost for PLWWTP Upgrade (per MGD) [4] $156,238
MWD/SDCWA Rebate (per AF) [5] $385

[1] Based on Recycled Purchase Agreement between City of San Diego and Otay WD.
[2] Based on Metro Discharge Agreement between City of San Diego and Otay WD.

[3] $22 Million paid to Metro, $8 Million paid to the County. A one-time up-front cost for buying capacity in these systems.
[4] Point Loma WWTP Secondary Treatment Upgrade Costs at Different Capacities from The City of San Diego's
Wastewater Master Plan and Recycled Water Study, May 2012

[5] $185/AF is received from MWD; $200/AF comes from the SDCWA.
[6] Lump sum of Metro Cost and County cost based on recent District invoices.

In addition to the above assumed cost factors, it was necessary to make an assumption about projected
value of money (assumed to be increasing at 2 percent per year) for determining the present worth of
operating and maintenance expense. This value is a workbook variable that can be modeled, as desired.

The potential new Chula Vista MBR water recycling plant was assumed to be available for purchase of
recycled water for Options A and D at a price of $350 per acre-foot per the 2012 feasibility study for the City
of Chula Vista. The study assumed that the RWCWRF would not be expanded and that Otay would
purchase recycled water from Chula Vista prior to purchase from the Metro SBWRF. This provision would
require an amendment to the existing Metro/Otay agreement for recycled water purchase from the SBWRP.

5.4.1  Present Worth Costs for Option A

For all options, wastewater discharge present worth costs are based on projected wastewater discharge
rates, facilities used, and facility and contract costs over the planning horizon (2030). For all options,
recycled water purchase costs are based on projected recycled water needs, production sources,
production amounts, and facility and contract costs over the planning horizon. In the sections that follow, the
bases for costs for each of the 18 sub-options have been indicated separately as wastewater discharge
amounts and costs and recycled water use amounts and costs. Wastewater discharge and recycled water
use volumes are indicated for five-year planning horizons from 2010 (actual) through 2030, consistent with
District projections indicated previously. This subsection of the report presents individual O&M and capital
cost elements, assumptions for present worth analyses, and present worth calculation results for the six
sub-options associated with Option A.
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Table 5-7 indicates projected District wastewater flows and total projected Metro System discharge based
on a treatment flow of 1.0 MGD by the RWCWRF per sub-options A-2, A-4, and A-6. Additionally, the table
indicates recycled water use projections, RWCWRF production, SBWRP needs, and SBWRP required
annual purchase under the existing contract "take or pay" provision for minimum annual purchase amounts.
The required purchase is used for determining annual costs to the District, even though the District may not
need nor take the amount indicated in the table as the annual contract amount. Table 5-8 indicates the
same formation in terms of acre-feet per year. For the remaining options and associated sub-options for B-
E, only the MGD units tables will be shown, since it is easy to convert to acre-feet per year (AFY) using
1120 AFY equals 1 MGD.

Table 5-7. Option A — Projected Wastewater Discharge and Recycled Water Production Rates (MGD) (Sub-options
2, A-4, A-6)

Wastewater Discharge 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Total Metro Discharge [1] 0.84 0.93 0.97 1.09 1.15
Total District WW Flow 1.84 1.93 1.97 2.09 2.15

Recycled Water

RWCWRF Production [2] 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Recycled Demand [3] 3.64 3.93 4.46 5.18 6.07
SBWRP Purchase 2.64 2.93 3.46 4.18 5.07
SBWRP Annual Contract Amount [4] 2.98 411 474 5.14 -

[1] Otay WD has a 1.231 MGD Metro capacity.

[2] Producing 77% of Total RWCWRF Capacity per existing condition.

[3] Based on Recycled Water Memo 06-08-12.

[4] Based on Recycled Purchase Agreement between City of San Diego and the District.

Table 5-8. Option A — Projected Wastewater Discharge and Recycled Water Production Rates (AFY) (Sub-options /
A-4, A-6)

Wastewater Discharge 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Total Metro Discharge [1] 941 1,042 1,086 1,221 1,288
Total District WW Flow 2,061 2,162 2,206 2,341 2,408

Recycled Water

RWCWRF Production [2] 1,120 1,120 1,120 1,120 1,120
Recycled Demand [3] 4,077 4,402 4,995 5,802 6,798
SBWRP Purchase 2,957 3,282 3,875 4,682 5,678
SBWRP Annual Contract Amount [4] 3,338 4,604 5,312 5,758 -

[1] Otay WD has a 1.231 MGD Metro capacity.

[2] Producing 77% of Total RWCWRF Capacity per existing condition.

[3] Based on Recycled Water Memo 06-08-12.

[4] Based on Recycled Purchase Agreement between City of San Diego and the District.

Options A and D have an alternative involving purchase of recycled water from a new Chula Vista MBR
plant, if that plant is constructed per Chula Vista’'s Acquisition of Additional Wastewater Capacity Project
Report dated April 2012. This report recommends the Membrane Bioreactor (MBR) treatment process at a
specified location approximately 8,000 feet from existing Otay recycled water system. The plant is proposed
to be constructed in three equal phases of 2 MGD capacity each to a maximum of 6 MGD. This
management plan assumes that recycled water will be available to Otay beginning in 2020 at $350 per acre-
foot. This plan also assumes that the requirement to hold RWCWRF to 1.3 MGD capacity is enforced and
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that Chula Vista recycled water may be purchased only under Option A and D. For these two options,
present worth costs are computed for both with Chula Vista purchases and without Chula Vista purchases.

Table 5-9 indicates the projected recycled water purchases from 2010-2030 from the SBWRP and the
proposed Chula Vista MBR plant used for calculations in sub-options A-1, A-3, and A-5. The Chula Vista
recycled water availability assumption is 2 MGD in 2020, 4MGD in 2025, and 6 MGD in 2030. Purchases
from Chula Vista will reduce the District’s recycled water need from the SBWRP to 0.18 MGD in 2025 and
zero in 2030.

Table 5-9. Option A-1 — Projected Recycled Water Production Rates from SBWRP and Chula Vista
(Sub-options A-1, A-3, A-5)

Recycled 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030

Chula Vista Available [1] - - 2.00 4.00 6.00

Chula Vista Purchase - - 2.00 4.00 5.07
SBWRP Purchase 2.64 2.93 1.46 0.18 -

[1] Based on City of Chula Vista's Acquisition of Additional Wastewater Capacity Project Final Report April 2012

Table 5-10 indicates projected annual O&M costs and capital costs for sub-option A-1, which includes
recycled water purchases from Chula Vista. Individual line items for O&M and capital costs are shown for
both wastewater treatment and recycled water. The table assumes a continuing rebate from MWD and the
SDCWA for an assumed annual production of 1,120 acre-feet from RWCWRF. The rebate amount offsets a
portion of annual costs. Footnotes in the table indicate sources of information for specific cost elements
associated with a specific sub-option. Capital costs included in the lower portion of the table are for solids
handling facilities at RWCWRF and a new 6 MGD pump station and pipeline to deliver recycled water to the
District’s existing distribution system. Values in Table 5-10 are used to compute present worth costs shown
in subsequent tables.

Table 5-11 shows the resulting calculation of present worth costs for the sum of wastewater treatment and

disposal and recycled water use for sub-option A-1. The resulting calculation indicates a combined present
worth of about $35M.
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Table 5-10. Option A-1 — Annual O&M and Capital Costs

O&M Costs 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
RW Cost (purchase Chula

Vista) $- $- $784,000 $1,568,000 $1,987,440
RW Cost (purchase SBWRF) $1,034,880 $1,148,560 $572,320 $70,560 $-
MWD/SDCWA Rebate $(431,200)  $(431,200) $(431,200) $(224,000) $(224,000)
Metro Discharge Cost $2,595,293  $- $- $- $-
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost $- $- $- $- $-

On-Site Solids Handling Power

Cost [1] $- $56,168 $56,168 $56,168 $56,168
On-Site Solids Handling

Chemical Cost [1] $- $42,359 42,359 $42,359 $42,359
Power Cost [2] $90,100 $90,100 $90,100 $90,100 $90,100
Chemical Cost [1] $- $- $- $- $-
Collection/Treatment/Operation

2] $354,682 $354,682 $354,682 $354,682 $354,682
RWCWRF operating cost $199,211 $199,211 $199,211 $199,211 $199,211
Capital Costs 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
On-Site Solids Handling Cost[1] $ - $3,345,620 $- $- $-
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost $- $- $- $- $-

Chula Vista Pump

Station/Pipeline [3] $- $- $3,960,000 $- $-

[1] Based on Final RWCWRF Capital Cost Assessment 10-29-12.
[2] Based on Recycled and Sewer Cost Spreadsheet.
[3] 6 MGD Pump Station (600 hp), 8000 LF of Pipeline.

Similar tables are used to present annual O&M and capital costs for the sub-options A-2 through A-6, as
well as resulting present worth cost calculations. Tables 5-12 and 5-13 provide similar cost data for sub-
option A-2, which includes the capital costs for on-site solids handling at RWCWRF. Resulting present worth
costs are about $37 M. Tables 5-14 and 5-15 indicate results of cost projections for sub-option A-3. This
sub-option presumes contribution by the District to the cost of a Point Loma WWTP upgrade or a Metro
alternative which achieves requirements for a continued waiver for advanced primary ocean discharge from
the US Environmental Protection Agency. Both capital and increased annual O&M costs are included. The
calculated present worth for this sub-option is $84.6 M. Tables 5-16 and 5-17 indicate cost assumptions and
calculations for sub-option A-4. This sub-option also includes Point Loma upgrade costs. Total present
worth costs are $87M. Tables 5-18 and 5-19 provide costs for sub-option A-5. Present worth is $77M.
Results for sub-option A-6 are provided in Tables 5-20 and 5-21. The resulting present worth cost is $79.3
M. Option A present worth costs are generally less than those for all other sub-options for Option B through
E. On-site solids handling options are less costly than no on-site solids handling. Purchase of recycled water
from Chula Vista shows minor cost improvement over continued purchase from SBWRP due to the take or
pay provision.
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Table 5-11. Option A-1 — Present Worth of Wastewater and Recycled Water Costs

Present Worth
(Wastewater) 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Interest Rate 2% 2% 2% 2%
Uniform Amount per
Interest Period 742,520 $742,520 $742,520 $742,520
Factor Table 4.7135 4.7135 4.7135 1.0000
O&M Present Worth $3,499,869 $3,499,869 $3,499,869 $742,520
Capital Costs $3,345,620 $- $- $-
Present Worth Amount $6,845,489 $3,499,869 $3,499,869 $742,520
Wastewater Total $14,587,746
Present Worth
(Recycled) 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Interest Rate 2% 2% 2% 2%
Uniform Amount per
Interest Period $717,360 $925,120 $1,414,560 $1,763,440
Factor Table 4.7135 4.7135 4.7135 1.0000
O&M Present Worth $3,381,276  $4,360,553 $6,667,529 $1,763,440
Capital Costs $- $3,960,000 $- $--
Present Worth Amount $3,381,276  $8,320,553 $6,667,529 $1,763,440
Recycled Total $20,132,798
Total $34,720,545
Table 5-12. Option A-2 — Annual O&M and Capital Costs
0O&M Costs 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
RW Cost (purchase SBWRF) $1,168,300 $1,611,400  $1,859,200 $2,015,300 $1,987,440
MWD/SDCWA Rebate $(431,200) $(431,200)  $(431,200) $(224,000) $(224,000)
Metro Discharge Cost $2,595,293 $- $- $- $
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost $- $- $- $- $-
On-Site Solids Handling Power
Cost [1] $- $56,168 $56,168 $56,168 $56,168
On-Site Solids Handling
Chemical Cost [1] $- $42,359 $42,359 42,359 $42,359
Power Cost [2] $90,100 $90,100 $90,100 $90,100 $90,100
Chemical Cost [1] $- $- $- $- $-
Collection/Treatment/Operation
2] $354,682 $354,682 $354,682 $354,682 $354,682
RWCWRF Operating Cost [2] $ 199,211 $199,211 $199,211 $199,211 $199,211
Capital Costs 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
On-Site Solids Handling Cost[1] | $- $3,345,620 $- $- $-
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost $- $- $- $- $-
[1] Based on Final RWCWRF Capital Cost Assessment 10-29-12.
[2] Based on Recycled and Sewer Cost Spreadsheet.
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Table 5-13. Option A-2 — Present Worth of Wastewater and Recycled Water Costs

Present Worth

(Wastewater) 2010

Interest Rate
Uniform Amount per
Interest Period
Factor Table
O&M Present Worth
Capital Costs
Present Worth
Amount

Wastewater Total $14,587,746
Present Worth
(Recycled)
Interest Rate
Uniform Amount per
Interest Period
Factor Table

2010

O&M Present Worth
Capital Costs
Present Worth
Amount
Recycled Total
Total

$22,500,483
$37,088,230
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2015
2%

$742,520
4.7135
$3,499,869
$3,345,620

$6,845,489

2015
2%

$1,180,200
4.7135

$5,562,873
$-

$5,562,873

2020
2%

$742,520
4.7135
$3,499,869
$-

$3,499,869

2020
2%

$1,428,000
4.7135

$6,730,878
$-

$6,730,878

-16

2025
2%

$742,520
4.7135
$3,499,869
$-

$3,499,869

2025
2%

$1,791,300
4.7135

$8,443,293
$-

$8,443,293

2030
2%

$742,520
1.0000
$742,520
$-

$742,520

2030
2%

$1,763,440
1.0000

$1,763,440
$-

$1,763,440
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Table 5-14. Option A-3 — Annual O&M and Capital Costs

O&M Costs 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
RW Cost (purchase Chula
Vista) $- $- $784,000 $1,568,000 $1,987,440
RW Cost (purchase SBWRF) $1,034,880 $1,148,560 $572,320 $70,560 $-
MWD/SDCWA Rebate $(431,200) $(431,200) $(431,200) $(224,000) $(224,000)
Metro Discharge Cost $2,595,293 $2,873,360 $2,996,945 $3,367,701 $3,553,079
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost $- $- $151,551 $170,299 $179,673
On-Site Solids Handling Power
Cost [1] $- $- $- $- $-
On-Site Solids Handling
Chemical Cost [1] $- $- $- $- $-
Power Cost [2] $90,100 $90,100 $90,100 $90,100 $90,100
Chemical Cost [1] $- $- $- $- $-
Collection/Treatment/Operation
21 $354,682 $354,682 $354,682 $354,682 $354,682
RWCWRF operating cost $199,211 $199,211 $199,211 $199,211 $199,211
Capital Costs 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
On-Site Solids Handling Cost[1] $ - $- $- $- $-
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost $- $- $5,956,828 $- $-
Chula Vista Pump
Station/Pipeline [3] $- $- $3,960,000 $- $-
[1] Based on Final RWCWRF Capital Cost Assessment 10-29-12.
[2] Based on Recycled and Sewer Cost Spreadsheet.
[3] 6 MGD Pump Station (600 hp), 8000 LF of Pipeline.
Table 5-15. Option A-3 — Present Worth of Wastewater and Recycled Water Costs
Present Worth
(Wastewater) 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Interest Rate 2% 2% 2% 2%
Uniform Amount per
Interest Period $3,517,353  $3,792,489  $4,181,993  $4,376,746
Factor Table 4.7135 4.7135 47135 1.0000
O&M Present Worth $16,579,042 $17,875,896 $19,711,826 $4,376,746
Capital Costs $- $5,956,828 $- $-
$
Present Worth Amount $16,579,042 $23,832,723 $19,711,826 4,376,746
Wastewater Total $64,500,337
Present Worth
(Recycled) 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Interest Rate 2% 2% 2% 2%
Uniform Amount per
Interest Period $717,360 $925,120 $1,414,560  $1,763,440
Factor Table 47135 47135 47135 1.0000
O&M Present Worth $3,381,276  $4,360,553  $6,667,529  $1,763,440
Capital Costs $- $3,960,000 $- $-
Present Worth Amount $3,381,276  $8,320,553  $6,667,529  $1,763,440
Recycled Total $20,132,798
Total $84,633,135
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Table 5-16. Option A-4 — Annual O&M and Capital Costs

O&M Costs 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
RW Cost (purchase SBWRF) $1,168,300 $1,611,400 $1,859,200 $2,015,300 $1,987,440
MWD/SDCWA Rebate $(431,200)  $(431,200) $(431,200) $(224,000) $(224,000)
Metro Discharge Cost $2,595,293 $2,873,360 $2,996,945 $3,367,701 $3,553,079
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost $- $- $151,551 $170,299 $79,673
On-Site Solids Handling Power
Cost [1] $- $- $- $- $-
On-Site Solids Handling
Chemical Cost [1] $- $- $- $- $-
Power Cost [2] $90,100 $90,100 $90,100 $90,100 $90,100
Chemical Cost [1] $- $- $- $- $-
Collection/Treatment/Operation
2] $354,682 $354,682 $354,682 $354,682 $354,682
RWCWRF Operating Cost [2] $199,211 $199,211 $199,211 $199,211 $199,211
Capital Costs 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
On-Site Solids Handling Cost[1] | $ - $- $- $- $-
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost $- $- $5,956,828 $- $-
[1] Based on Final RWCWRF Capital Cost Assessment 10-29-12.
[2] Based on Recycled and Sewer Cost Spreadsheet.
Table 5-17. Option A-4 — Present Worth of Wastewater and Recycled Water Costs
Present Worth
(Wastewater) 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Interest Rate 2% 2% 2% 2%
Uniform Amount per
Interest Period $3,517,353  $3,792,489  $4,181,993  $4,376,746
Factor Table 47135 47135 47135 1.0000
O&M Present Worth $16,579,042 $17,875,896 $19,711,826 $4,376,746
Capital Costs $- $5,956,828  $- $-
Present Worth Amount $16,579,042 $23,832,723 $19,711,826 $4,376,746
Wastewater Total $64,500,337
Present Worth
(Recycled) 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Interest Rate 2% 2% 2% 2%
Uniform Amount per
Interest Period $1,180,200  $1,428,000 $1,791,300 $1,763,440
Factor Table 47135 47135 47135 1.0000
O&M Present Worth $5,562,873  $6,730,878  $8,443,293  $1,763,440
Capital Costs $- $- $- $-
Present Worth Amount $5,562,873  $6,730,878  $8,443,293  $1,763,440
Recycled Total $22,500,483
Total $87,000,820
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Table 5-18. Option A-5 - Annual O&M and Capital Costs

0O&M Costs 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
RW Cost (purchase Chula
Vista) $- $- $784,000 $1,568,000 $1,987,440
RW Cost (purchase SBWRF) $1,034,880 $1,148,560 $572,320 $70,560 $-
MWD/SDCWA Rebate $(431,200) $(431,200) $(431,200) $(224,000) $(224,000)
Metro Discharge Cost $2,595,293 $2,873,360 $2,996,945 $3,367,701 $3,553,079
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost $- $- $- $- $-
On-Site Solids Handling Power
Cost [1] $- $- $- $- $-
On-Site Solids Handling
Chemical Cost [1] $- $- $- $- $-
Power Cost [2] $90,100 $90,100 $90,100 $90,100 $90,100
Chemical Cost [1] $- $- $- $- $-
Collection/Treatment/Operation
2] $354,682 $354,682 $354,682 $354,682 $354,682
RWCWRF operating cost $199,211 $199,211 $199,211 $199,211 $199,211
Capital Costs 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
On-Site Solids Handling Cost[1] $ - $- $- $- $-
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost $- $- $- $- $-
Chula Vista Pump
Station/Pipeline [3] $- $- $3,960,000 $- $-
[1] Based on Final RWCWRF Capital Cost Assessment 10-
29-12.
[2] Based on Recycled and Sewer Cost Spreadsheet.
[3] 6 MGD Pump Station (600 hp), 8000 LF of Pipeline.
Table 5-19. Option A-5 — Present Worth of Wastewater and Recycled Water Costs
Present Worth
(Wastewater) 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Interest Rate 2% 2% 2% 2%
Uniform Amount per
Interest Period $3,517,353  $3,640,938  $4,011,694  $4,197,072
Factor Table 47135 47135 47135 1.0000
O&M Present Worth $16,579,042 $17,161,562 $18,909,121 $4,197,072
Capital Costs $- $- $- $-
Present Worth Amount $16,579,042 $17,161,562 $18,909,121 $4,197,072
Wastewater Total $56,846,797
Present Worth
(Recycled) 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Interest Rate 2% 2% 2% 2%
Uniform Amount per
Interest Period $717,360 $925,120 $1,414,560  $1,763,440
Factor Table 47135 4.7135 4.7135 1.0000
O&M Present Worth $3,381,276  $4,360,553  $6,667,529  $1,763,440
Capital Costs $- $3,960,000 $- $-
Present Worth Amount $3,381,276  $8,320,553  $6,667,529  $1,763,440
Recycled Total $20,132,798
Total $76,979,595
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Table 5-20. Option A-6 — Annual O&M and Capital Costs

O&M Costs

RW Cost (purchase SBWRF)

MWD/SDCWA Rebate
Metro Discharge Cost

PLWWTP Upgrade Cost

On-Site Solids Handling Power

Cost [1]

On-Site Solids Handling
Chemical Cost [1]
Power Cost [2]
Chemical Cost [1]

Collection/Treatment/Operation

(2

RWCWREF Operating Cost [2]

Capital Costs

On-Site Solids Handling Cost [1]
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost

[1] Based on Final RWCWRF Capital Cost Assessment 10-29-12.

[2] Based on Recycled and Sewer Cost Spreadsheet.

Present Worth
(Wastewater)
Interest Rate
Uniform Amount per
Interest Period
Factor Table

O&M Present Worth
Capital Costs
Present Worth
Amount

Wastewater Total

Present Worth
(Recycled)
Interest Rate
Uniform Amount per
Interest Period
Factor Table
O&M Present Worth
Capital Costs
Present Worth
Amount

Recycled Total

Total

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
$1,168,300 $1,611,400 $1,859,200 $2,015,300 $1,987,440
$(431,200) $(431,200) $(431,200) $(224,000) $(224,000)
$2,595,293 $2,873,360 $2,996,945 $3,367,701 $3,553,079
$- $- $- $- $-
$- $- $- $- $-
$- $- $- $- $-
$90,100 $90,100 $90,100 $90,100 $90,100
$- $- $- $- -$ -
$354,682 $354,682 $354,682 $354,682 $354,682
$199,211 $ 199,211 $199,211 $199,211 $199,211

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
$- $- $- $- $-
$- $- $- $- $-

Table 5-21. Option A-6 — Present Worth of Wastewater and Recycled Water Costs
2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
2% 2% 2% 2%
$3,5617,353  $3,640,938 $4,011,694  $4,197,072
4.7135 4.7135 47135 1.0000
$16,579,042 $17,161,562 $18,909,121 $4,197,072
$- $- $- $-
$16,579,042 $17,161,562 $18,909,121 $4,197,072
$56,846,797
2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
2% 2% 2% 2%
$1,180,200  $1,428,000 $1,791,300  $1,763,440
4.7135 4.7135 4.7135 1.0000
$5,562,873  $6,730,878 $8,443,293  $1,763,440
$- $- $- $-
$5,562,873  $6,730,878 $8,443,293  $1,763,440
$22,500,483
$79,347,280
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5.4.2 Present Worth Costs for Option B

Option B includes expansion of the RWCWRF to 2.6 MGD. The wastewater discharge and recycled water
use projections indicated in Table 5-22 are different than projections for Option A. This table is for the on-
site solids handling sub-option, which negates Metro discharge. The increased RWCWF capacity reduces
the need to purchase as much recycled water from the SBWRP. There are three sub-options for this
alternative. Tables 5-23 and 5-24 provide cost projections and present worth calculations for sub-option B-1.
The present worth is $82.7 M. Sub-options B-2 and B-3 are for the no on-site solids handling facilities, which
result in higher present worth costs. Tables 5-25 and 5-26 indicate cost values for sub-option B-2 at a total
present worth of $93 M. Tables 5-27 and 5-28 indicate similar results for sub-option B-3. The present worth
calculation difference is due to the impact of the Point Loma WWTP upgrade to secondary costs. Option B
present worth costs are higher than Option A, but on-site solids handling is more cost-effective than
continued discharge to Metro.

Table 5-22. Option B-1 — Projected Wastewater Discharge and Recycled Water Production Rates (MGD)

Wastewater 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030

Total Metro Discharge [1] 0.84 - - - -
Total District WW Flow 1.84 1.93 1.97 2.09 2.15
Recycled 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
RWCWRF Production [2] 1.000 2.340 2.340 2.340 2.340
Recycled Demand [3] 3.64 3.93 4.46 5.18 6.07
SBWRF Purchase 2.64 1.59 2.12 2.84 3.73

SOWRE [f]””“a' contract | ;98 411 474 514 :

[1] Otay WD has a 1.231 MGD Metro capacity.

[2] Producing at 77% of Total RWCWRF Capacity in 2010. Producing at 90% of Total RWCWRF
Capacity beginning in 2015.

[3] Based on Recycled Water Memo 06-08-12.
[4] Based on Recycled Purchase Agreement between City of San Diego and Otay WD.
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Table 5-23. Option B-1 — Annual O&M and Capital Costs

O&M Costs 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
RW Cost (purchase SBWRF) $1,168,300 $1,611,400 $1,859,200 $2,015,300 $1,462,160
MWD/SDCWA Rebate $(431,200)  $(1,009,008) $(1,009,008) $(524,160) $(524,160)
Metro Discharge Cost $2,595,293 $- $- $- $-
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost $- $- $- $- $-
On-Site Solids Handling Power Cost [1] $- $112,336 $112,336 $112,336 $112,336
On-Site Solids Handling Chemical Cost[1] $ - $84,718 $84,718 $84,718 $84,718
Power Cost [2] $90,100 $559,263 $559,263 $559,263 $559,263
Chemical Cost [1] $- $30,947 $30,947 $30,947 $30,947
Collection/Treatment/Operation [2] $354,682  $1,504,221  $1,504,221 = $1,504,221 $1,504,221
RWCWREF Operating Cost [2] $199,211 $844,860 $844,860 $844,860 $844,860
Capital Costs 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
On-Site Solids Handling Cost [1] $- $5,483,107 $- $- $-
Expansion/Upgrade Cost [1] $- $14,966,588 $- $- $-
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost $- $- $- $- $-
[1] Based on Final RWCWRF Capital Cost Assessment 10-29-12.
[2] Based on Recycled and Sewer Cost Spreadsheet from the District.
Table 5-24. Option B-1 — Present Worth of Wastewater and Recycled Water Costs
Present Worth
(Wastewater) 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Interest Rate 2% 2% 2% 2%
Uniform Amount per
Interest Period $3,136,346  $3,136,346  $3,136,346  $3,136,346
Factor Table 47135 47135 47135 1.0000
O&M Present Worth $14,783,166 $14,783,166 $14,783,166 $3,136,346
Capital Costs $20,449,695 $- $- $-
Present Worth Amount $35,232,861 $14,783,166 $14,783,166 $3,136,346
Wastewater Total $67,935,538
Present Worth
(Recycled) 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Interest Rate 2% 2% 2% 2%
Uniform Amount per
Interest Period $602,392 $850,192 $1,491,140  $938,000
Factor Table 4.7135 4.7135 4.7135 1.0000
O&M Present Worth $2,839,375 $4,007,380 $7,028,488 $938,000
Capital Costs $- $- $- $-
Present Worth Amount $2,839,375  $4,007,380  $7,028,488  $938,000
Recycled Total $14,813,243
Total $82,748,781
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Table 5-25. Option B-2 — Annual O&M and Capital Costs

O&M Costs 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
RW Cost (purchase SBWRF) $1,168,300 $1,611,400  $1,859,200  $2,015,300 $1,462,160
MWD/SDCWA Rebate $(431,200)  $(1,009,008) $(1,009,008) $(524,160) $(524,160)
Metro Discharge Cost $2,595,293 $803,305 $803,305 $803,305 $803,305
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost $- $- $40,622 $40,622 $40,622
On-Site Solids Handling Power
Cost [1] $- $- $- $- $-
On-Site Solids Handling
Chemical Cost [1] $- $- $- $- $-
Power Cost [2] $90,100 $559,263 $559,263 $559,263 $559,263
Chemical Cost [1] $- $30,947 $30,947 $30,947 $30,947
Collection/Treatment/Operation
2] $354,682 $1,504,221  $1,504,221 $1,504,221 $1,504,221
RWCWREF Operating Cost [2] $199,211 $844,860 $844,860 $844,860 $844,860
Capital Costs
On-Site Solids Handling Cost[1] $ - $- $- $- $-
Enhancement/Upgrade Cost [1] $- $14,966,588 $ - $- $-
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost $- $- $5,956,828  $- $-
[1] Based on Final RWCWRF Capital Cost Assessment
10-29-12.
[2] Based on Recycled and Sewer Cost Spreadsheet.
Table 5-26. Option B-2 — Present Worth of Wastewater and Recycled Water Costs
Present Worth
(Wastewater) 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Interest Rate 2% 2% 2% 2%
Uniform Amount per
Interest Period $3,742,597  $3,783,218  $3,783,218  $3,783,218
Factor Table 47135 47135 47135 1.0000
O&M Present Worth $17,640,729 $17,832,200 $17,832,200 $3,783,218
Capital Costs $14,966,588 $5,956,828 $- $-
Present Worth Amount $32,607,317 $23,789,028 $17,832,200 $3,783,218
Wastewater Total $78,011,763
Present Worth
(Recycled) 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Interest Rate 2% 2% 2% 2%
Uniform Amount per
Interest Period $602,392 $850,192 $1,491,140  $938,000
Factor Table 47135 47135 47135 1.0000
O&M Present Worth $2,839,375  $4,007,380  $7,028,488  $938,000
Capital Costs $- $- $- $-
Present Worth Amount $2,839,375  $4,007,380  $7,028,488  $938,000
Recycled Total $14,813,243
Total $92,825,006
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Table 5-27. Option B-3 — Annual O&M and Capital Costs

0&M Costs 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
RW Cost (purchase SBWRF) $1,168,300 $1,611,400  $1,859,200  $2,015,300 $1,462,160
MWD/SDCWA Rebate $(431,200) $(1,009,008) $(1,009,008) $(524,160) $(524,160)
Metro Discharge Cost $2,595,293 $803,305 $803,305 $803,305 $803,305
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost $- $- $- $- $-
On-Site Solids Handling Power
Cost [1] $- $- $- $- $-
On-Site Solids Handling Chemical
Cost [1] $- $- $- $- $-
Power Cost [2] $90,100 $559,263 $559,263 $559,263  $559,263
Chemical Cost [1] $- $30,947 $30,947 $30,947 $30,947
Collection/Treatment/Operation [2]  $354,682 $1,504,221 $1,504,221 $1,504,221 $1,504,221
RWCWREF Operating Cost [2] $199,211 $844,860 $844,860 $844,860 $844,860
Capital Costs
On-Site Solids Handling Cost [1] $- $- $- $- $-
Enhancement/Upgrade Cost [1] $- $14,966,588 $ - $- $-
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost $- $- $- $- $-
[1] Based on Final RWCWRF Capital Cost Assessment 10-29-12.
[2] Based on Recycled and Sewer Cost Spreadsheet.
Table 5-28. Option B-3 — Present Worth of Wastewater and Recycled Water Costs
Present Worth
(Wastewater) 2015 2020 2025 2030
Interest Rate 2% 2% 2% 2%
Uniform Amount per
Interest Period $3,742,597  $3,742,597  $3,742,597  $3,742,597
Factor Table 47135 47135 4.7135 1.0000
O&M Present Worth $17,640,729 $17,640,729 $17,640,729 $3,742,597
Capital Costs $14,966,588 $ - $- $-
Present Worth Amount $32,607,317 $17,640,729 $17,640,729 $3,742,597
Wastewater Total $71,631,372
Present Worth
(Recycled) 2015 2020 2025 2030
Interest Rate 2% 2% 2% 2%
Uniform Amount per
Interest Period $602,392 $850,192 $1,491,140  $938,000
Factor Table 47135 47135 47135 1.0000
O&M Present Worth $2,839,375  $4,007,380 $7,028,488  $938,000
Capital Costs $- $- $- $-
Present Worth Amount $2,839,375  $4,007,380 $7,028,488  $938,000
Recycled Total $14,813,243
$86,444,615
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5.4.3 Present Worth Costs for Option C

Option C includes expansion of the RWCWRF to 3.9 MGD. The wastewater discharge and recycled water
use projections indicated in Table 5-29 are different than projections for Options A and B. This table is for
the on-site solids handling sub-option, which negates Metro discharge. The increased RWCWF capacity
reduces the need to purchase as much recycled water from the SBWRP. There are three sub-options for
this alternative. Tables 5-30 and 5-31 provide cost projections and present worth calculations for sub-option
C-1. The present worth is $134.3 M. Sub-options C-2 and C-3 are for the no on-site solids handling facilities,
which result in higher present worth costs. Table 5-32 shows the projected wastewater flows and recycled
water sources and amounts for sub-option C-2. Tables 5-33 and 5-34 indicate cost values for sub-option C-
2 at a total present worth of $146 M. Tables 5-35 and 5-36 indicate similar results for sub-option C-3. The
present worth calculation difference is due to the impact of the Point Loma WWTP upgrade to secondary
costs. Option C present worth costs are higher than Option A and B, but on-site solids handling is more
cost-effective than continued discharge to Metro.

Table 5-29. Option C-1 — Projected Wastewater Discharge and Recycled Water Production Rates
(MGD)- On-site Solids Handling

Wastewater 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Total Metro Discharge [1] 0.84 - - - -
Total District WW Flow 1.84 1.93 1.97 2.09 2.15
Recycled 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
RWCWRF Production [2] 1.000 3.510 3.510 3.510 3.510
Recycled Demand [3] 3.64 3.93 4.46 5.18 6.07
SBWRF Purchase 2.64 0.42 0.95 1.67 2.56
SBWRF Annual Contract Amount [4] 2.98 4.11 4,74 5.14 -

[1] Otay WD has a 1.231 MGD Metro capacity.

[2] Producing 77% of Total RWCWRF Capacity.

[3] Based on Recycled Water Memo 06-08-12.

[4] Based on Recycled Purchase Agreement between City of San Diego and Otay WD.
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Table 5-30: Option C-1 — Annual O&M and Capital Costs

O&M Costs
RW Cost (purchase SBWRF)
MWD/SDCWA Rebate
Metro Discharge Cost
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost
On-Site Solids Handling Power
Cost [1]
On-Site Solids Handling
Chemical Cost [1]
Power Cost [2]
Chemical Cost [1]
Collection/Treatment/Operation
[2
RWCWRF Operating Cost [2]

Capital Costs

On-Site Solids Handling Cost [1]
Enhancement/Upgrade Cost [1]
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost

2010

$1,168,300

($431,200)

$2,595,293
$0

$0

$0

$90,100
$0

$354,682
$199,211

$0
$0
$0

[1] Based on Final RWCWRF Capital Cost Assessment 10-

29-12.

[2] Based on Recycled and Sewer Cost Spreadsheet.

2015
$1,611,400
($1,513,512)
$0
$0

$168,504

$127,077

$1,197,130
$77,081

$2,999,394
$1,684,638

$8,324,288
$23,199,403
$0

2020
$1,859,200
($1,513,512)
$0
$0

$168,504

$127,077

$1,197,130
$77,081

$2,999,394
$1,684,638

$0
$0
$0

2025
$2,015,300
($786,240)
$0
$0

$168,504

$127,077

$1,197,130
$77,081

$2,999,394
$1,684,638

$0
$0
$0

Table 5-31. Option C-1 — Present Worth of Wastewater and Recycled Water Costs

2030
$1,003,520
($786,240)
$0
$0

$168,504

$127,077

$1,197,130
$77,081

$2,999,394
$1,684,638

$0
$0
$0

Present Worth (Wastewater)
Interest Rate
Uniform Amount per Interest Period
Factor Table
O&M Present Worth
Capital Costs
Present Worth Amount
Wastewater Total

Present Worth (Recycled)
Interest Rate
Uniform Amount per Interest Period
Factor Table
O&M Present Worth
Capital Costs
Present Worth Amount
Recycled Total
Total

04094007.0000

2015 2020 2025 2030
2% 2% 2% 2%
$6,253,824 $6,253,824 $6,253,824  $6,253,824
4.7135 4.7135 47135 1.0000
$29,477,400  $29,477,400 $29,477,400  $6,253,824
$31,523,691 $0 $0 $0
$61,001,091  $29,477,400 $29,477,400 $6,253,824
$126,209,714
2015 2020 2025 2030
2% 2% 2% 2%
$97,888 $345,688 $1,229,060 $217,280
4.7135 4.7135 47135 1.0000
$461,395 $1,629,400 $5,793,174 $217,280
$0 $0 $0 $0
$461,395 $1,629,400 $5,793,174 $217,280
$8,101,250
$134,310,963
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Table 5-32. Option C-2 — Projected Wastewater Discharge and Recycled Water Production Rates

(MGD)- No On-site Solids Handling

Wastewater 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030

Total Metro Discharge [1] 0.84 0.39 0.39 0.39 0.39

Total District WW Flow 1.84 1.93 1.97 2.09 2.15

Recycled 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030

RWCWRF Production [2] 1.000 3.510 3.510 3.510 3.510

Recycled Demand [3] 3.64 3.93 4.46 5.18 6.07

SBWRF Purchase 2.64 0.42 0.95 1.67 2.56
SBWRF Annual Contract Amount [4] 2.98 4.11 4,74 5.14 -

1] Otay WD has a 1.231 MGD Metro capacity.

[
[
[3] Based on Recycled Water Memo 06-08-12.
[
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2] Producing 77% of Total RWCWRF Capacity.
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Table 5-33. Option C-2 — Annual O&M and Capital Costs

O&M Costs
RW Cost (purchase SBWRF)
MWD/SDCWA Rebate
Metro Discharge Cost
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost
On-Site Solids Handling Power Cost
1]
On-Site Solids Handling Chemical
Cost [1]
Power Cost [2]
Chemical Cost [1]
Collection/Treatment/Operation [2]
RWCWRF Operating Cost [2]

Capital Costs
On-Site Solids Handling Cost [1]
Enhancement/Upgrade Cost [1]
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost

2010

$1,168,300
($431,200)
$2,595,293

$0
$0

$0

$90,100
$0

$354,682

$199,211

$0
$0
$0

[1] Based on Final RWCWRF Capital Cost Assessment 10-29-

12.

[2] Based on Recycled and Sewer Cost Spreadsheet.

2015
$1,611,400
($1,513,512)
$1,204,957
$0

$0

$0

$1,197,130
$77,081

$2,999,394

$1,684,638

$23,199,403
$0

2020
$1,859,200

($1,513,512)

$1,204,957
$60,933

$0

$0

$1,197,130
$77,081

$2,999,394

$1,684,638

$0
$0
$5,956,828

2025
$2,015,300
($786,240)
$1,204,957
$60,933

$0

$0

$1,197,130
$77,081

$2,999,394

$1,684,638

$0
$0
$0

Table 5-34. Option C-2 — Present Worth of Wastewater and Recycled Water Costs

2030
$1,003,520
($786,240)
$1,204,957
$60,933

$0

$0

$1,197,130
$77,081

$2,999,394

$1,684,638

$0
$0
$0

Present Worth (Wastewater)
Interest Rate
Uniform Amount per Interest Period
Factor Table
O&M Present Worth
Capital Costs
Present Worth Amount

Wastewater Total

Present Worth (Recycled)
Interest Rate
Uniform Amount per Interest Period
Factor Table
O&M Present Worth
Capital Costs
Present Worth Amount
Recycled Total
Total
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2015 2020 2025 2030
2% 2% 2% 2%
$7,163,200 $7,224,133  $7,224,133  $7,224,133
4.7135 47135 4.7135 1.0000
$33,763,745  $34,050,951 $34,050,951 $7,224,133
$23,199,403 $5,956,828 $0 $0
$56,963,148  $40,007,778 $34,050,951 $7,224,133
$138,246,010
2015 2020 2025 2030
2% 2% 2% 2%
$97,888 $345,688 $1,229,060 $217,280
4.7135 4.7135 4.7135 1.0000
$461,395 $1,629,400  $5,793,174 $217,280
$0 $0 $0 $0
$461,395 $1,629,400  $5,793,174 $217,280
$8,101,250

$146,347,260
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Table 5-35. Option C-3 — Annual O&M and Capital Costs

O&M Costs
RW Cost (purchase SBWRF)
MWD/SDCWA Rebate
Metro Discharge Cost
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost
On-Site Solids Handling Power Cost
(1]
On-Site Solids Handling Chemical
Cost [1]
Power Cost [2]
Chemical Cost [1]
Collection/Treatment/Operation [2]
RWCWREF Operating Cost [2]

Capital Costs
On-Site Solids Handling Cost [1]
Enhancement/Upgrade Cost [1]
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost

[1] Based on Final RWCWRF Capital Cost Assessment 10-29-12.

2010

$1,168,300

($431,200)

$2,595,293
$0

$0

$0

$90,100
$0

$354,682

$199,211

$0
$0
$0

[2] Based on Recycled and Sewer Cost Spreadsheet.

2015
$1,611,400
($1,513,512)
$1,204,957
$0

$0

$0

$1,197,130
$77,081

$2,999,394

$1,684,638

$0
$23,199,403
$0

2020
$1,859,200
($1,513,512)
$1,204,957
$60,933

$0

$0

$1,197,130
$77,081

$2,999,394

$1,684,638

$0
$0
$5,956,828

2025
$2,015,300
($786,240)
$1,204,957
$60,933

$0

$0

$1,197,130
$77,081

$2,999,394

$1,684,638

$0
$0
$0

Table 5-36. Option C-3 — Present Worth of Wastewater and Recycled Water Costs

Present Worth (Wastewater)
Interest Rate
Uniform Amount per Interest Period
Factor Table
O&M Present Worth
Capital Costs
Present Worth Amount

Wastewater Total

Present Worth (Recycled)
Interest Rate
Uniform Amount per Interest Period
Factor Table
O&M Present Worth
Capital Costs
Present Worth Amount
Recycled Total
Total

04094007.0000

2015
2%

$7,163,200

47135

$33,763,745
$23,199,403
$56,963,148
$131,653,837

2015
2%
$97,888
4.7135

$461,395

$0

$461,395
$8,101,250
$139,755,087

2020
2%
$7,163,200
4.7135

$33,763,745  $33,763,745

$0

$33,763,745 $33,763,745

2020
2%
$345,688
47135
$1,629,400
$0
$1,629,400

-29

2025
2%
$7,163,200
4.7135

$0

2025
2%
$1,229,060
47135
$5,793,174
$0
$5,793,174

2030
2%

$7,163,200

1.0000

$7,163,200

$0

$7,163,200

2030
2%

$217,280

1.0000

$217,280

$0

$217,280

2030
$1,003,520
($786,240)
$1,204,957
$60,933

$0

$0

$1,197,130
$77,081

$2,999,394

$1,684,638

$0
$0
$0
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5.4.4 Present Worth Costs for Option D

Option D includes demolition and abandonment of the RWCWREF in favor of complete reliance on Metro for
wastewater disposal and treatment. Present worth costs for the four sub-options in Option D are higher than
costs for all other options. The sub-options are differentiated by recycled water supplies (SBWRP or Chula
Vista) and District payment of Point Loma upgrade costs or not. The presumed wastewater discharge and
indicated recycled water use projections in Table 5-37 are different than projections for Options A, B, and C.
This table indicates recycled water purchase from Chula Vista and presumes discharge of all wastewater to
Metro. Tables 5-38 and 5-39 provide cost projections and present worth calculations for sub-option D-1. The
present worth is $166.1 M. Sub-option D-2 costs are shown in Tables 5-40 and 5-41. The present worth
calculation for sub-option D-2 is about $157 M. An alternative projected wastewater flow and recycled water
source projection is indicated in Table 5-42 for continued recycled water purchase from SBWRP. Tables 5-
43 and 5-44 indicate cost values for sub-option D-3 at a total present worth of $163 M. Tables 5-45 and 5-
46 indicate a $10M difference in present worth costs due to the impact of assuming Point Loma upgrade
costs. The sub-option D-4 present worth is $153.7 M.

Table 5-37. Option D-1 and D-2 — Projected Wastewater Discharge and Recycled Water Production Rates
(MGD) — Includes Chula Vista Recycled Water Purchase

Recycled 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030

Chula Vista Available [1] - - 2.00 4.00 6.00
Chula Vista Purchase - - 2.00 4.00 6.00
SBWREF Purchase 3.64 3.93 2.46 1.18 0.07

[1] Based on City of Chula Vista's Acquisition of Additional Wastewater Capacity Project Final Report April

2012
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Table 5-38. Option D-1 — Annual O&M and Capital Costs

0&M Costs 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
RW Cost (purchase Chula Vista) $0 $0 $784,000 $1,568,000 $2,352,000
RW Cost (purchase SBWRF) $1,426,880 $1,540,560 $964,320 $462,560 $27,440
Metro Discharge Cost $5,684,927 $5,962,994 $6,086,579 $6,457,335 $6,642,713
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
On-Site Solids Handling Power

Cost [1] $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
On-Site Solids Handling

Chemical Cost [1] $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Power Cost [2] $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Chemical Cost [1] $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Collection/Treatment/Operation [2] $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
RWCWRF Operating Cost [2] $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Capital Costs 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Decommission/Demolition cost [1] $0 $3,955,800 $0 $0 $0
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Additional Metro Cost [2] $0 $0 $0 $0 $27,570,000
Chula Vista Pump

Station/Pipeline [3] $0 $0 $3,960,000 $0 $0

[1] Based on Final RWCWRF Capital Cost Assessment 10-29-12.
[2] Per discussion with Rita Bell. $22 Million paid to Metro, $8 Million paid to the County.
[3] 6 MGD Pump Station (600 hp), 8000 LF of Pipeline.

Table 5-39. Option D-1 — Present Worth of Wastewater and Recycled Water Costs
2020

Present Worth (Wastewater)
Interest Rate

Uniform Amount per Interest
Period

Factor Table

O&M Present Worth

Capital Costs

Present Worth Amount

2015
2%

$5,962,994
4.7135
$28,106,570
$3,955,800
$32,062,370

Wastewater Total $134,683,453

Present Worth (Recycled)

Interest Rate

Uniform Amount per Interest

Period

Factor Table

O&M Present Worth

Capital Costs

Present Worth Amount
Recycled Total

2015
2%

$1,540,560
4.7135
$7,261,430
$0
$7,261,430
$31,412,620

Total $166,096,074
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2%

$6,394,367

47135

$30,139,850
$5,956,828
$36,096,678

2020

2%

$1,748,320

4.7135

$8,240,706
$3,960,000
$12,200,706

2025
2%

$6,783,872
47135
$31,975,780
$0
$31,975,780

2025
2%

$2,030,560
4.7135
$9,571,045
$0
$9,571,045

2030
2%

$6,978,624
1.0000
$6,978,624
$27,570,000
$34,548,624

2030
2%

$2,379,440
1.0000
$2,379,440
$0
$2,379,440

April 2013



Table 5-40. Option D-2 — Annual O&M and Capital Costs

O&M Costs 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
RW Cost (purchase Chula

Vista) $0 $0 $784,000 $1,568,000 $2,352,000
RW Cost (purchase SBWRF) $1,426,880 $1,540,560 $964,320 $462,560 $27,440
Metro Discharge Cost $5,684,927 $5,962,994 $6,086,579 $6,457,335 $6,642,713
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
On-Site Solids Handling Power

Cost [1] $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
On-Site Solids Handling

Chemical Cost [1] $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Power Cost [2] $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Chemical Cost [1] $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Collection/Treatment/Operation

2] $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
RWCWREF Operating Cost [2] $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Capital Costs 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Decommission/Demolition cost

[1] $0  $3,955,800 $0 $0 $0
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Additional Metro Cost [2] $0 $0 $0 $0 $27,570,000
Chula Vista Pump

Station/Pipeline [3] $0 $0 $3,960,000 $0 $0

[1] Based on Final RWCWRF Capital Cost Assessment 10-29-12.
[2] $22 Million paid to Metro, $8 Million paid to the County per MGD of capacity.
[3] 6 MGD Pump Station (600 hp), 8000 LF of Pipeline.

Table 5-41. Option D-2 — Present Worth of Wastewater and Recycled Water Costs

Present Worth

(Wastewater)

Interest Rate

Uniform Amount per Interest

Period

Factor Table

O&M Present Worth

Capital Costs

Present Worth Amount
Wastewater Total

Present Worth (Recycled)

Interest Rate

Uniform Amount per Interest

Period

Factor Table

O&M Present Worth

Capital Costs

Present Worth Amount
Recycled Total

Total
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2015
2%

$5,962,994
4.7135
$28,106,570
$3,955,800
$32,062,370
$125,400,822

2015
2%

$1,540,560
4.7135
$7,261,430
$0
$7,261,430
$31,412,620
$156,813,443

2020

2%

$6,086,579
4.7135
$28,689,090

$0

$28,689,090

2020

2%

$1,748,320
4.7135
$8,240,706
$3,960,000
$12,200,706

2025
2%

$6,457,335
4.7135
$30,436,649
$0
$30,436,649

2025
2%

$2,030,560
4.7135
$9,571,045
$0
$9,571,045

2030
2%

$6,642,713
1.0000
$6,642,713
$27,570,000
$34,212,713

2030
2%

$2,379,440
1.0000
$2,379,440
$0
$2,379,440

April 2013



Table 5-42. Option D-3 and D-4 — Projected Wastewater Discharge and Recycled Water

Production Rates (MGD)

Wastewater 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030

Total Metro Discharge [1] 1.84 1.93 1.97 2.09 2.15

Total District WW Flow 1.84 1.93 1.97 2.09 2.15

Recycled 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030

Recycled Demand [2] 3.64 3.93 4.46 5.18 6.07

SBWRF Purchase 3.64 3.93 4.46 5.18 6.07
SBWRF Annual Contract Amount [3] 2.98 411 4,74 5.14 -

[1] Otay WD has a 1.231 MGD Metro capacity.
[2] Based on Recycled Water Memo 06-08-12.

[3] Based on Recycled Purchase Agreement between City of San Diego and Otay WD.
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Table 5-43. Option D-3 — Annual O&M and Capital Costs

0&M Costs 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
RW Cost (purchase SBWRF) $1,426,880 $1,611,400 $1,859,200 $2,030,560 $2,379,440
Metro Discharge Cost $5,684,927 $5,962,994 $6,086,579 $6,457,335 $6,642,713
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost $0 $0 $307,788 $326,537 $335,911
On-Site Solids Handling Power

Cost [1] $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
On-Site Solids Handling

Chemical Cost [1] $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Power Cost [2] $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Chemical Cost [1] $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Collection/Treatment/Operation [2] $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
RWCWREF Operating Cost [2] $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Capital Costs 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Decommission/Demolition cost [1] $0 $3,955,800 $0 $0 $0
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost $0 $0 $5,956,828 $0 $0
Additional Metro Cost [2] $0 $0 $0 $0 $27,570,000

[1] Based on Final RWCWRF Capital Cost Assessment 10-29-12.

[2] Per discussion with District staff, $22 Million per MGD capacity paid to Metro.

Table 5-44. Option D-3 — Present Worth of Wastewater and Recycled Water Costs

Present Worth (Wastewater)
Interest Rate

Uniform Amount per Interest
Period

Factor Table

O&M Present Worth

Capital Costs

Present Worth Amount
Wastewater Total

Present Worth (Recycled)

Interest Rate

Uniform Amount per Interest

Period

Factor Table

O&M Present Worth

Capital Costs

Present Worth Amount
Recycled Total

Total
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2015
2%

$5,962,994
4.7135
$28,106,570
$3,955,800
$32,062,370
$134,683,453

2015
2%

$1,611,400
4.7135
$7,595,334
$0
$7,595,334
$28,309,158
$162,992,611

2020
2%

$6,394,367
4.7135
$30,139,850
$5,956,828
$36,096,678

2020
2%

$1,859,200
4.7135
$8,763,339
$0
$8,763,339

2025
2%

$6,783,872
4.7135
$31,975,780
$0
$31,975,780

2025
2%

$2,030,560
4.7135
$9,571,045
$0
$9,571,045

2030
2%

$6,978,624
1.0000
$6,978,624
$27,570,000
$34,548,624

2030
2%

$2,379,440
1.0000
$2,379,440
$0
$2,379,440

April 2013



Table 5-45. Option D-4 — Annual O&M and Capital Costs

0&M Costs 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
RW Cost (purchase SBWRF) $1,426,880 $1,611,400 $1,859,200 $2,030,560 $2,379,440
Metro Discharge Cost $5,684,927 $5,962,994 $6,086,579 $6,457,335 $6,642,713
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost $- $- $- $- $-
On-Site Solids Handling Power
Cost [1] $- $- $- $- $-
On-Site Solids Handling
Chemical Cost [1] $- $- $- $- $-
Power Cost [2] $- $- $- $- $-
Chemical Cost [1] $- $- $- $- $-
Collection/Treatment/Operation [2] $ - $- $- $- $-
RWCWRF Operating Cost [2] $- $- $- $- $-
Capital Costs 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Decommission/Demolition cost[1] $ - $3,955,800 $- $- $-
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost $- $- $- $- $-
Additional Metro Cost [2] $- $- $- $- $27,570,000
[1] Based on Final RWCWRF Capital Cost Assessment 10-29-12.
[2] Per discussion with Rita Bell. $22 Million paid to Metro, $8 Million paid to the County.
Table 5-46. Option D-4 — Present Worth of Wastewater and Recycled Water Costs
Present Worth
(Wastewater) 2015 2020 2025 2030
Interest Rate 2% 2% 2% 2%
Uniform Amount per
Interest Period $5,962,994 $6,086,579 $6,457,335 $6,642,713
Factor Table 4.7135 $5 4.7135 1.0000
O&M Present Worth $28,106,570 $28,689,090 $30,436,649  $6,642,713
Capital Costs $3,955,800 $0 $0 $27,570,000
Present Worth Amount ~ $32,062,370 $28,689,090 $30,436,649 $34,212,713
Wastewater Total $125,400,822
Present Worth
(Recycled) 2015 2020 2025 2030
Interest Rate 2% 2% 2% 2%
Uniform Amount per
Interest Period $1,611,400 $1,859,200 $2,030,560  $2,379,440
Factor Table 4.7135 47135 4.7135 $1
O&M Present Worth $7,595,334 $8,763,339 $9,571,045 $2,379,440
Capital Costs $0 $0 $0
Present Worth Amount $7,595,334 $8,763,339 $9,571,045 $2,379,440
Recycled Total  $28,309,158
Total $153,709,980
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5.4.5 Present Worth Costs for Option E

Option E includes demolition and abandonment of RWCWRF and partnership with San Diego County in a
new conceptualized wastewater treatment and water reclamation plant. There are two sub-options
associated with Option E which are for Point Loma upgrade to secondary or not. The new plant is assumed
to be a similar treatment process as Chula Vista (MBR) at similar cost per MGD capacity. The plant is
presumed to have on-site solids handling in that the concept proposes an NPDES permit to the Sweetwater
River. The District's share of the new plant capacity and cost is about 22 percent based on flow projections
shown in Table 5-47. Tables 5-48 and 5-49 provide cost projections and present worth calculations for sub-
option E-1. The present worth is $154 M. Tables 5-50 and 5-51 indicate cost values for sub-option E-2 at a
total present worth of $148 M. The concept and projected costs for Option E carry the most risk, in that
details on the proposed new plant are not developed. The present worth calculation difference is due to the
impact of the Point Loma WWTP upgrade to secondary costs. Option E present worth costs are higher than
Options A, B, and C, but less than complete reliance on Metro.

Table 5-47. Option E-1 and E-2 — Projected Wastewater Discharge and Recycled Water
Production Rates (MGD)

Wastewater 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Total Metro Discharge [1] 1.84 1.93 - - -
Total District WW Flow 1.84 1.93 1.97 2.09 2.15
Recycled 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Joint Project Production - - 6.00 8.00 10.00
Joint Project Purchase - - 1.97 2.09 2.15
Recycled Demand [2] 3.64 3.93 4.46 5.18 6.07
SBWRF Purchase 3.64 3.93 2.49 3.09 3.92
SBWRF Annual Contract Amount [3] 2.98 411 4.74 5.14 -

[1] Otay WD has a 1.231 MGD Metro capacity.
[2] Based on Recycled Water Memo 06-08-12.
[3] Based on Recycled Purchase Agreement between City of San Diego and Otay WD.
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Table 5-48. Option E-1 — Annual O&M and Capital Costs

O&M Costs 2010

RW Cost (purchase Joint Project) $0
RW Cost (purchase SBWRF) $1,426,880
Metro Discharge Cost $5,684,927

PLWWTP Upgrade Cost $0

Joint Project Cost (22%) [1] $0

Capital Costs $2,010

Total Joint Project Cost [1] $0

Otay Joint Project Cost (22%) [1] $0

Decommission/Demolition cost [1] $0

Additional Metro Cost [2] $0

PLWWTP Upgrade Cost $0

Joint Project Pump Station/Pipeline [3] $0

2015
$0
$1,611,400
$5,962,994
$0
$0

$2,015
$0
$0
$3,955,800
$20,970,000
$0
$0

2020
$772,240
$1,859,200
$0
$0
$906,583

$2,020
$119,066,667
$25,599,333
$0
$0
$5,956,828
$4,440,000

2025
$819,280
$2,015,300
$0
$0
$1,530,083

$2,025
$34,933,333
$7,510,667
$0
$0
$0
$0

[1] Based on City of Chula Vista's Acquisition of Additional Wastewater Capacity Project Final Report April 2012

2030
$842,800
$1,536,640
$0
$0
$2,150,000

$2,030
$37,466,667
$8,055,333
$0
$0
$0
$0

[2] Per discussion with District staff, $22 Million paid to Metro and $8 Million paid to the County per MGD of capacity.

[3] 10 MGD Pump Station (900 hp), 7000 LF of Pipeline.

Table 5-49. Option E-1 — Present Worth of Wastewater and Recycled Water Costs

Present Worth (Wastewater) 2015
Interest Rate 2%
Uniform Amount per Interest Period $5,962,994
Factor Table 47135
O&M Present Worth $28,106,570
Capital Costs $24,925,800
Present Worth Amount $53,032,370

Wastewater Total $113,789,760

Present Worth (Recycled) 2015
Interest Rate 2%
Uniform Amount per Interest Period $1,611,400
Factor Table 47135
O&M Present Worth $7,595,334
Capital Costs $0
Present Worth Amount $7,595,334
Recycled Total  $40,178,859

Total $153,968,619
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2020
2%
$906,583
4.7135
$4,273,181
$31,556,161
$35,829,342

2020
2%
$2,631,440
4.7135
$12,403,292
$4,440,000
$16,843,292

2025
2%
$1,530,083
4.7135
$7,212,048
$7,510,667
$14,722,715

2025
2%
$2,834,580
4.7135
$13,360,793
$0
$13,360,793

2030
2%
$2,150,000
1.0000
$2,150,000
$8,055,333
$10,205,333

2030
2%
$2,379,440
1.0000
$2,379,440
$0
$2,379,440

April 2013



Table 5-50. Option E-2 — Annual O&M and Capital Costs

O&M Costs
RW Cost (purchase Joint Project)
RW Cost (purchase SBWRF)
Metro Discharge Cost
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost
Joint Project Cost (22%) [1]

Capital Costs
Total Joint Project Cost [1]

Otay Joint Project Cost (22%) [1]
Decommission/Demolition cost [1]
Additional Metro Cost [2]
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost
Joint Project Pump Station/Pipeline [3]

2010
$0
$1,426,880
$5,684,927
$0
$0

$2,010
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

[1] Based on City of Chula Vista's Acquisition of Additional Wastewater Capacity Project Final Report April 2012

[2] Per discussion with District staff, $22 Million paid to Metro and $8 Million paid to the County per MGD of capacity.
[3] 10 MGD Pump Station (900 hp), 7000 LF of Pipeline.

Table 5-51. Option E-2 — Present Worth of Wastewater and Recycled Water Costs

Present Worth (Wastewater)
Interest Rate
Uniform Amount per Interest Period
Factor Table
O&M Present Worth
Capital Costs
Present Worth Amount
Wastewater Total

Present Worth (Recycled)
Interest Rate
Uniform Amount per Interest Period
Factor Table
O&M Present Worth
Capital Costs
Present Worth Amount
Recycled Total
Total
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2015
2%
$5,962,994
4.7135
$28,106,570
$24,925,800
$53,032,370
$107,832,933

2015
2%
$1,611,400
47135
$7,595,334
$0
$7,595,334
$40,178,859
$148,011,792

2015 2020 2025 2030
$0 $772,240 $819,280 $842,800
$1,611,400 $1,859,200 $2,015,300 $1,536,640
$5,962,994 $0 $0 $0
$0 $0 $0 $0
$0 $906,583 $1,530,083  $2,150,000
$2,015 $2,020 $2,025 $2,030
$0 $119,066,667 $34,933,333 $37,466,667
$0 $25,599,333  $7,510,667  $8,055,333
$3,955,800 $0 $0 $0
$20,970,000 $0 $0 $0
$0 $0 $0 $0
$0 $4,440,000 $0 $0
2020 2025 2030
2% 2% 2%
$906,583 $1,530,083  $2,150,000
4.7135 4.7135 1.0000
$4,273,181 $7,212,048  $2,150,000
$25,599,333 $7,510,667  $8,055,333
$29,872,514 $14,722,715 $10,205,333
2020 2025 2030
2% 2% 2%
$2,631,440 $2,834,580  $2,379,440
4.7135 4.7135 1.0000
$12,403,292 $13,360,793  $2,379,440
$4,440,000 $0 $0
$16,843,292 $13,360,793  $2,379,440
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5.4.6  Summary of Present Worth Costs

A summary of present worth costs for the 18 wastewater management sub-options associated with the five
primary options is shown in Table 5-52 below. The summary costs are presented in $ million. The table is
broken out into options that indicate District purchase of recycled water from SBWRP and those assuming
District purchase of recycled water from Chula Vista when water becomes available. For Option A, present
worth is significantly less for on-site solids handling at RWCWRF due to presumed avoidance of significant
discharge to Metro and future Point Loma upgrade costs or its Metro alternative. For Options A-C
associated with capacity at RWCWRF, the lowest present worth costs are for retaining the RWCWRF at 1.3
MGD capacity and not expanding to 2.6 nor 3.9 MGD. The Options D and E associated with the
abandonment of RWCWRF are significantly more costly than RWCWREF retention due to costs associated
with increased discharge to Metro, with risks of incurring costs for Point Loma upgrade (D), and cost of a
new joint WWTP in partnership with the County.

Table 5-52. Present Worth Cost Summary for Wastewater Management Options ($M)

SBWRP Only Chula Vista WRF Only
No Chula Vista Purchases No SBWRP Purchases
Option No Point Loma Point Loma No Point Loma Point Loma
WWTP Upgrade | WWTP Upgrade | WWTP Upgrade | WWTP Upgrade
A Onsite sludge $37.1 -- $34.7 --
No onsite sludge $79.3 $87.0 $77.0 $84.6
B Onsite sludge $82.7 -- - -
No onsite sludge $86.4 $92.8 - -
c Onsite sludge $134.3 -- -- --
No onsite sludge $139.8 $146.3 -- --
D $153.7 $163.0 $156.8 $166.1
E (onsite sludge) $148.0 $154.0
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Wastewater and Recycling Optimization Study

APPENDIX E

____ Table A: Basic Assumptions

Otay Water District
Wastewater Management Plan
B Assumptlons

SBWRF Purchase Rate (per AF) [1] $350

Addltlonal Metro

2012 Metro/County Rate (per MGD) (6] $3,089,634

Capacity Cost (per MGD) [3]]  $30,000,000

PLWWTP Upgrade Capital Cost [4]] $1,161,174,957

Otay WD Capltal Cost for PLWWTP Upgrade (0.5%) [4] $5,956,828

PLWWTP Upgrade O&M Cost (4], $37,497,060

Otay WD Annual 0&M Cost for PLWWTP Upgrade (per MGD) [4] $156,238

MWD/SDCWA Rebate (per AF) 5] $385

Based on Recycled Purchase Agreement between City of San Diego and Otay WD.

2] Based on Metro Discharge Agreement between City of San Diego and Otay WD.
[3] Per discussion with Rita Bell. $22 Million paid to Metro, $8 Million paid to the County.

4] Per Attachement 2: Point Loma Costs at Different Ca

pacities from The City of San Diego's Recycled Water Study

(expires 2024), $200/AF comes from CWA (expires 2032).

[5] $185/AF is received from MET
[6] Lump sum of Metro cost and County cost based on recent invoices provided.

AppendixE Otay WD Option Tables 11-21-12. xIsSummary
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Wastewater and Recycling Optimization Study

Present Worth
Option —————____ wjo Chula Vista Purchase _ LT —____ wiChulaVistaPurchase ~ ~— —  —~ = =
- w/ On:Site Solids -+ ] - w/o.On=Site: Sohds b wio'On- Slte SO|IdS w/ On-Slte Sollds 1. w/o:On-Site Solids - w/0On-Site-Solids -
‘w/o ”‘P'L“WWTP;LVIE grade | w/PLWWTP y tade | wio PLWWTP U rade | wio PLWMupgrade' W) PLWWTP;umradeF “w/o PLWWTP upgrade
A $37,088,230 $87,000,820 $79,347,280 $34,720,545 $84,633,135 $76,979,595
S Wl On-Site . Solids. - T : = 'Wio'On:Site Solids - 7 w/o On-Site Solids '
_W/o PLWWTP upgrade w/ PLWWTM __w/o PLWWTP upgrade
B $82,748,781 $92,825,006 $86 444,615
C $134,310,963 $146,347,260 $139,755,087
o wlo Chula Vista Purchase . ] S W Chula Vista Purchase S :
w/o PLWWTP upgrade | w/ PECWWTP upgrade - |- W/o PLWWTP upgrade: | “w/ PLWWTP upgrade
D $153,709,980 $162,992,611 e $156,813,443 $166,096,074
- E _W/o PLWWTP upgrade s _ W/ PLWWTP upgrade ___
E $148,011,792 $153,968,619

AppendixE Otay WD Option Tables 11-21-12. xIsSummary
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e . — Table: A-1 = — = — S ] —
== e = | Otay Water District | | — —C = — e
e I =— _Wastewater Management Plan — o e = Nl S
e == == Optlons Present Worth Anal& = — =il e = = —
— — Option A-M Existing W. Treatment Capacity at the Ralph W. Chapman Water Recycling Facllity = = — ] i = i
1 ]
T — e 5 w/o Chula Vista Purchase, w/ On-Site Solids Handling, w/io PLWWTP Upgrade ) P — —=
— — — = e —_ Flows {MGD) Flows [AFY)
Wastewater 2010 2015 | 2020 | 2025 2030 2010 | 2015 | 2020 2025 | 2030
__Total Metro Discharge [1] I 084 . il ~ - 941 —il 2oitl_ : 2
__Total District WW Flow ] 184 1.93 1.97 | 2.09 215 206t 2162 2,206 2,341 2,408
Recycled 2010 | 2015 | 2020 2025 | 2030 2010 2015 2020 2025 203 =
RWCWRF Producion 2] 1.000 | 1000 1.000 1.000 1.000 11200 1,120 | 1,120 1,120 1,120
_ Recycled Demand 18] 3.64 388 4.46] 5.18 | 6807 =—+ = 4077 4,402 4995 5,802 6,798
— SBWRF Purchase _ 2.64 2.93 346 4.18 507 2,957 | 3282 8815 4,682 5,678
SBWRF Annual Contract Amount [4] 2.98 411 474 | 5. 1_|' - 3,338 4,604 5,312 -
[1] Otay WD has a 1231 MGD Metro capacity —f | 1 | = —
12) Producing 7% of Total RWCWRF Capacily | —— - == | - I B | == T = T ==
[3] Based on Recycled Water Memo 06-08 12 | R | = —— — — ———1# “—
[4] Based on on Recycled Purchase Agraement between een City of San Diego and _LWD = | | _-I_ — = -} ——
~ w/o Chula  Vista Purchase, w/ On-Site Solids Handling, w/o PLWWTP Upgrade i | — —— B —
|O&M Costs == 2010/ 2015 2020 5] | s | | i S
HW Cost (purchase SBV@ —_= ] — - o
MWD/SDCWA | Rebate — | S . | S 1 —
Metro Discharge Cost == —al = — =
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost S N — = ] —
On- -Site Solids Handling Power Cost i1 s = T = 1
On-Site Solids Handling Chemical Cost [1] i - | S| —_—
Power Cost A - ——— — 1 S
Chemical Cost [1] =1 =" = = m—rn
Collectlon/T reatment/Operation [z1 —— | - - —_—
HWCWRF Operating Cost 2] - == R | S
Capital Costs == = o = —
|On-Site Solids Handling Cost i) _— —— = } — =
IPLWWTP ' Upgrade Cost = -
I 0 = = R | | — = - N 11— =l =
|[1] Based on Final RWCWRF Capital Cost Assessment 10-29-12. = — ——h- == —— S| — . ' — = S
[2] Based on Recysled and Sewer Cost Spreadshest I _|_ == — [ =—r = = = - ]
- w/o Chula Vista Purchase, w/ On-Site Solids Handling, w/o PLWWTP Upgrade =S jj_ 1 ="
Present Worth (W (Wastewater) 2010 2015 = — 2020_ 2025 2030 | e | —— ] — 1 =
Interest Rate —. e 2% 2% . _2"/g| 2% ] — - ==
Uniform Amount per Interest Period - $ 742520 | $ 742,520 | § 742,520 | $ 742,520 | =k - | 1 —
Factor Table 47135 4.7135 ____ 4n3s | _1.0000 = | Wl —
OB&M Present Worth e — $ 3499869 '$  3499,869 3,499,869 | $ 742,520 - - |-
Capltal Costs i 8 3,345,620 $ -5 - |3 - | Wastewater Total =
Present Worth Amount | — -
Present Worth (Recycled) 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 T
Interest Rate =} = | 2% == 2% 2% 2% fEie—— =
Uniform Amount per interest Period | S 1,180,200 | $ 1,428,000 | § 1,791,300 | § 1,763,4471_ i = —
Faclor Table - | FETag | 4.7135 | 47135 | 47185 1.0000 | | == ==
O&M Present Worth § 5562873 |$§ 6730878 | $ 8443208 $ 1,763,440 | | | |
Capital Costs — __ |= - 18 | % 5 - Recycled Total Total —
|Present Worth Amount =N
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Metro Dlscharge Cost
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost
On-Site Solids Handling Power Cost 1
On-Site Sollds Handling Chemical Co t [1]
Powsr Cost | 121

Chemical Cost [1]

|Collection/Trea VTreatment/Operation (2]
RWCW RF Operating Cost 2]

___ wio Chula Vista Purchase, w/o On-Site Solids Handling, w/ PLWWTP Upgrade - ==
= = — = = Flows (MGD} ___ Flows (AFY} —
2010 2015 [ 2020 I 2025 2030 2010 I 2015 I 2020 ‘ 2025 T 2030
Total Metro Discharge [1] 084 088 097 109 1.15 947 | 1,042 ~ 1,086] _te2l 1,288
Total District WW Flow 1.84 1.93 1.97 | 2.09 2.15 2081 2,162 2,206 2,341 | 2,408
Recycled 2010 2015 T 2020 2025 2030 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
RWCWRF Production [2] 1000 1.000 1.000 1000 1.000 1,120 — 1,120 1120 | 1,120 1,120
___Recycled Demand [3] % 3.64 | 393 4.46 5.18 6.07 4077 4,402 4,995 | 5,802 6,798 |
SBWRF Purchase 264| " p03| 346 4.18 | 5.07 2,957 3,262 3875 4,682 | 5,678
SBWRF Annual Contract Amount [4] 2.98 411 474 | 5.14 . 3,338 4,604 5312 5,758 -
1] Otay WD has 2 1.231 MGD Metro capacity. | =~ —S = T | I B % =
[2] Producing 77% of Total RWCWRF Capacity A =— — | o | == I——= == —
[3] Based on Recycied Water Memo 06-08-12 ) o [ | e = . | — : i
[4} Based on Recycled Purchase Agrasment betwean Qity_oiSan Diemnd Otay WE.__ __ ——— Hi | R
= = B w/o Chula 'Vista Purchase, wfo n-Site Solids Handling, w/ PLWWTP Upgrade _
O&M Costs —- == 2010 2015/ 2020 2025 | 1 | — —
RW Cost (pu (purchase SBWRF) | — = e
MWD/SDCWA Rebate = = ——"

Capital Costs —
|On-Site Solids Handiing Cost [1]
PLWWTP » Upgrade Cost

H_]Based on Final RWCWRF Capital Cost Assessmem. 10-29-12
[2] Based on Recycled and Sewer Cost Spreadshest

Present Worth (Wastewater)
Interest Rate

2010 2015 2020 - 202_5}_ 2030/ =
| 2% 2% 2% 2%

Uniform Amount per Interest Period | . $ 3517,353 | $ 3792489 | $ 4,181,993 | § 4376746 |

|Factor Table = 47 47185 47135 10000 1
|O&M Present Worth = '$ 16,579,042 | § 17875896 | 19,711,826 | $ 4,376,746 |

Capital Costs = [E - [% 5,956,828 | & - ==

Present Worth Amount " — -2l —

LEsenl Worth (Recycled) = 2010 2015 — 2ozo| 2025 2030 == = = -
Interest Rate = —— 2% 2% 2% 2% == ==r = S

Uniform Amourt per Interest Period | |8 1,180,200 | § 1,428,000 | § 1,791,300 | § 1,763,440 | == i

Factor Table = D 47135 4.7135 1.0000 | - = =" - =

O8M Present Worth $ 55628738 6,730,878 | $ 1,763,440 | o |
Capital Costs = = == $ [ s L= = e 1

|Present Worth Amount
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i =~ w/o Chula Vista Purchase, w/o On-Site Solids Handling, w/o PLWWTP Upgirade — — %
— = Flows (MGD) == Flows [AFY) =
Wastewater 2010 2015 2020 I 2025 I 2030 2010 2015 2020 ! 2025 2030
Total Metro Discharge [1] 0.84 093 0.97 | 1.00 115 941 | 1042 1,086 | 1221 1,288
____ Total District WW Flow 1.84 1.93 1.97 2,09 2.15 2,061 | ———_ 2182 2,206 a3 2,408
Recycled 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2010 2015_ 2020 ] 2025 2030
RWCWRF Production (2] 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 1.000 1000 1,120 | 1,120 1,120 1,120 1,120
Recycled Demand [3] 364 | 3.93 —— 446 | 5.18 = 607 —— 4077 4,402 4,995 5802 6,798
SBWRF Purchase 264 2.93 — 346 4.8 5.07 2,957 | 3282 3875 | 4682 | 5,678
SBWRF Annual Contract Amount [4] 2.98 | 411 4.74 | 5.14 - —=— 3,338 4,604 5312 | 5,758 -
[110tay WD has a 1231 MGD Metro capacity | | === I E
2] Producing 77% of Total RWCWRF Capaclty_ : i o - B 1 __ ———— = — L -
[3] Based on Recycled Water Memo 06-08-12 ] | - =¥ = —— — N
[43 Basstecyclsd Purchase Agreement between City of Sa@ and Otay WD. =hE= __ | e —— I | I— S S—
—— —— — . | I | = 1 i | = | == — i
| ~wio Chula Vista Purchase, w/o On-Site Solids Handling, w/o PLWWTP Upgrade | | —
0&M Costs 2010 2015 2020 2026 2030 = o == | —
RW Cost (purchase SBWRF) —— | —— —_ — S— e —
MWD/SDCWA Rebate = = — B — — 1 —
Metro Discharge Cost | —
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost = R i | ==F ——
On-Site Solids Handling Power Cost [1] = —i— = =
On-Site Solids Handling Chemical Cost [1] 1 = ] — —
Power Cost [2] I s = L
Chemical Cost [1] = — ] EE—
Collection/Treatment/Operation (2] T [ —
RWCWRIﬂerating Cost [21 et ¥ - = el I
Capital Costs 2030 . — '
On-Stte Solids Handling Cost [1] z [ I ]
IPLWWTP Upgrade Cost = = | S —
| T
ﬁ] Based on Final RWCWRE Capital Cost Assessmem.m-zs- 12 o | T __ =— = - I [N = i
[2_] Based on Recycled and Sewer Cost Spreadsheet. !__ === li—= s | 1 1 S |
Present Worth (Wastewater) T 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 B | [ T —
Interest Rate | = % 2% %% 2%] ] ==l S —
Uniform Amount per Interest Period '8 3,517,353 | $ 3,640,938 | $ 4,011,694 | § 4,197,072 | —S e o | -
Factor Table — e 'l_ 4.7135 47135 | 47135 1.0000 - -
O8M Present Worth — 1% 16,579,042 | § 17,161,562 | $ 18,909,121 | 4,197,072 — —_— —[i = — | —
|Capital Costs - - = $ - | % s | % - | $ —— ] —
|Present Worth Amount —— | — { -
S — | !
|Present Worth (Recycled) 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 — | =
Interest Fate 2%, 2%, - 2% 2% — = == e | | ==
Uniform Amount per Interest Period = $ 1,180,200 | § 1,428,000 $ 1,791,300 | $ 1,763,440 | === | —
Factor Table . 47135 4.7135 47135 1.0000 | =— = D
(O&M Present Worth ——— R 5,562,873 | § 6,730,878 | $ 8,443,203 | § 1,763,440 | o [T |
Capital Costs [IE] - [§ . Recycled Total “Total - =]
Present Worth Amount =—
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Hage 1

e w/ Chula Vista Purchase, w/ On-Site Solids Handling, w/o PLWWTP Upgrade = - -
T = = Flows (MGD] —— Flows [AFY} =t
Recycled 2010 | 2015 2020 2025 | 2030 2010 2015 I 2020 2025 2030
Chula Vista Available [1] - - 2.00 4.00 | 600| = == = =] 2240 | 4480 6,720
~Chula Vista Purchase o o | E—— 2,00 | 400 507 - — = 2,240 | 4480 5678
SBWRF Purchase 264 2.93 146 —__o.18 . 2,957 3,282 1,635 202 -
[1] Based on City of Chula Vislas Acquisition of Additional Wastewater Capacity Project Final Report April 2012 s |0 — — | ————— — S ! —_
= —— — ~w/ Chula Vista Purchase, w w/ On-Site Solids Handling, w/o PLWWTP Upgrade ] " Tl I = S
0&M Costs — o 2010/ 2015 2020 2025 -l = -
RW RW Cost (purchase Chula hula Vista) == B — — of == ——
RW Cost (purchase SBWRF) — == —c= _— B —
MWD/SDCWA CWA Rebate E—— e T P— S — e : —
Metro Discharge Cost == | — _=—= l e
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost 3 S =5 | — _
On-Site Solids | Handllng Power Cost [1] . — —— — £ -
On-Site Solids Handhng Chemical Cost [1] Cost [1] == (| == = = — = -
Power Cost [2] K S — I —_
Chemical Cost [1] — — 1 —
Collection/Tre reatmen_peratlon @ | —— —_ | !
RWCWRF_oEeratlng cost i == — = — —_—
Capital Costs = — ¢ = | S == {
On-Site Solids Handling Cost (1] — — —
PLWWTP_ggrade Cost — == ——
Chula Vista Pump Statlon/Plpehne B | | P el
| — — 0 — | T | e B — 1 —a
(1] Based on Final RWCWRF Capltal Cost Assessmnt 10-26-12 o == —=—] —|__ =1 = — —_
|[2] Based on Recycled and Sewer Cost 4‘ - — ] i — | — s
i[a_]s MGD Pump Staion (600 hp), 8000 LF of Pipel — —— N . i R 1 =t
Present Worth (Wastewater) 2010 2015 2020 _ 2025] 2030 | - J === Jl
|inferest Rate — — 2% 2% 2% 2%, | I il [ ==l ==
| Uniform Amount per Interest Period |$ 742520 | 742,520 | $ 742,520 | $§ 742,520 - = -1 —
Factor Table — — == - 47135 _ 4nss 4.7135 1.0000 | — — =
O&M Present Worth == _|$ 3499869 § 3,409,869 | § _ 3499869 |$ 742520 | — = — —
Capital Costs —— . $ 3345620 | & = £ - 5 - Wastewater Total — S S
Present Worth Amount === — __ —_ 1 { -
Present Worth (Recycled) | 2010 2015 2020] 2025 ] [  — —
Interest Rate | =3 2% 2% s D% 2% 3= .
Uniform Amount per Interest Period == _- 717,360 | § 925120 [$§ 1,414,560 | § 1,763,440 —— —
Factor Table = 1 . 4.7135 4.7135 4.7135 1.0000 == =
O8M Present Worth — | —: — '$ 3381276 § 4360553 § 6,667,529 § 1,763,440 =3
Capital Costs — | § 3,960,000 | & = a5 —
|Present Worth Amount T




Wastwater and Recycling Optimization Study

7:29 PM6/10/2013

w/ Chula Vista Purchase, w/o On-Site Solids Handling, w/ PLWWTP Upgrade

Present Worth Amount

Present Worth (Recycled)

_ Flows {MGD) Flows (AFY} —
Recycled 2010 2015 2020 2025 | 2030 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Chula Vista Ava|lable il —— S - 2.00 | 4.00 | 6.00 | [ | i | 2,240 4,480 8720
_Chula Vista Purchase —— . - 200 4.00 507 = . 2240 | 4,480 5,678 |
—_ SBWRF Purchase 264 293 1.46 018 - 2,957 | 3,282 1,635 208 -
1] Based on City of Chula Vista's 1 of nal Capacity Projsct Final Raport April 2012 zth i | _— = =—— S =
T
= —— I i = == i - == =—
~— w/ Chula Vista Purchase, w/o On-Site Solids Handling, w/ PLWWTP Upgrade e ——= 4 — 1 =
O&M Costs 2010/ 2015/ 2020 2025| — = .- S R -
RW Cost (purchase Chula Vis sta) = 1 S - = —— —
RW Cost (purchase SBWRF) M —— E_—— T e Em—
MWD/SDCWA Rebate S | S — —_ —
Metro Discharge Cost S s = - fifles —
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost — — S - _— —_—
On-Site Solids Handling Power Cost [1] 1 — — £ —
On-Snte Solids Handling Chemical Cost [1] . | _— — e S
Power Cost [2] — — | — — —Fis —
Chemical Cost [1] —= == - — — || — | S
Collection/Treatment/Operation [2] - —— S | e — ] S
RWCWRF operating cost | — | — Hh —
Capital Costs - - = = S [
On-Site Sohds Handhng Cost [1) __ o ] == ———
PLWWTP U Upgrade Cost | _I — RN e ——
|Chula Vista Pump Station/Pipeiine 3] _ | — e i —
[1] Based on Final RWCWRF Capital Cost Assessment 10-26-12. = T —— == — il =— = __ 1 =
[2] Based on Recycled and Sewer Cost | o E— __ — S S ———
516 MG Pump Staton (600 ), 8000 LF of Ppoine | — =—— = — ] I L [ | - B = =——
| |
Present Worth (Wastewater) 2010 2015 2020, 2025 2030/ R | =il
Interest Rate — == 2%, 2% 2%, 2% | S l ===
Uniform Amount per Interest Period $ 3,517,353 § 3792489 '$§ 4,181,993 | § 4,376,746 ] = — ] —esll. ==
Factor Table — i 4.7135 | 47185 | 478 | 10000 == = — ==
O8M Present Worth ' $ 16,679,042 | $§ 17875896 | § 19,711,826 | § 4,376,746 == E —
Capital Costs - $ - 5956,828 § - | § — | B

Interest Rate
Uniform Amount per Interest Pe:
Factor Table ———
O&M Present Worth

Capital Costs
Present Worth Amount

riod

1,414,560 | $

47185 |
6,667,520 | $
=8

Page 1

1,763,440

1,763,440

2030
2%

1.0000 |




Wastwater and Recyciing Optimization Study

7:29 PM6/10/2013

w/ Chula Vista Purchase, w/o On-Site Solids Handling, w/ PLWWTP Upgrade

Flows (MGD)

Fiows [AFY]

Recycled

2010

2015

| 2020

2025

2030

2010

[ 2015

2020 |

Chula Vista Avalable [1]
Chula Vista Purchase

SBWRF Purchase

264 203

[ 200
2.00 |
1.46 |

400
4.00
0.18

07

6.00

2,240 |
2,240
1,635

O&M Costs —
RW Cost (purchase Chula Vista]
RW Cost (purchase SBWRF)
MWD/SDCWA Rebate

Metro Discharge Cost

PLWWTP Upgrade Cost Al
On-Site Solids Handling Power Cost [1)
On-Site Solids Handling Chemical Cost [1]
Power Cost [2]
Chemical Cost [1]
Collection/Treatment/Operation (2]
RWCWRF operating cost

Capital Costs
On-Site Solids Handling Cost (1}
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost )
Chula Vista Pump Station/Pipeline (3]

[2] Based on Recycied and Sewer Cost Spreadsheet
[316 MGD Pump Station (600 hp), 8000 LF of Pipeline.

Present Worth {Wastewater)
Interest Rate

Uniform Amount per Interest Period |
Factor Table

O&M Present Worth

Capital Costs
Present Worth Amount

Present Worth (Recycled)
Interest Rate

Uniform Amount per Interest Period
Factor Table
O&M Present Worth
Capital Costs —
Present Worth Amount

[1] Based on City of Chula Vista's Acquisition of Additional Wastewater Ca

(1) Based on Final RWCWRF Capital Cost Assessment 10.29-12,

pacity Project Finai Report Aprii 2012

2010/

2015
2%

2015

2%
3.517,358
4.7135
16,579,042

= E——— a_ — ——
w/ Chula Vista Purchase, w/o On-Site Solids Handling, w/ PLWWTP
2015

2020/

$ 3,640,938 | $
4.7135

$ (il )

2020/
2%

$ 17,161,562 | §

717,360
47135
$ 3,381,276
$

$ 925,120 | §

$ 4,360,553 | $
[$ 3,960,000 | &

2025/

4,011,694 | §

Page 1

Upgrade

2030/

2030

2%
4,197,072
1.0000

4,197,072
- Wastewater Total

1,763,440 |
1.0000
1,763,440

Total
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Tabie B-1 !
Otay Water District |
Wastewater Management Plan =
Options Present Worth Analysis

|Option B - Expand the Ralph W. Chapman Water Recycling Facility to 2.6 MGD

Flows (MGD)

L__

Flows [AFY)
Wastewater 2010 2015 2020 2025 [ 2030 2010 2015 2020 | 2025 | 2030
Total Metro Discharge 1] 0.84 | - - = a1 - - M o S 3 -
Total District WW Flow 1.84 1.93 1.97 2.09 215 2,06 2,162 2,206 | 2,341 2,408
Recycled 2010 2015 | 2020 2025 | 2030 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
“RWCWRF Production [2) 1.000 2.340 | 2.340 2.340 2.340 1,120 2,621 2821 2,621 2,621
~Recycled Demand (3] - 364 393 446 — 5.18 6.07 4077 | 4402 4,995 5802 6,798 |
SBWRF Purchase I 264 T 159 212 o84 373 | 2,957 1781 2,374 3,181 4,178
SBWRF Annual Contract Amount [4] i 2.98 | 411 4.74 5.14 | - 3,338 4,604 5312 5,758 .
[1] Otay WD has a 1 231 MGD Metro capacity = i e | — == .
[2] Producmg at 77% of Total RWCWRF Gapagity in 2010, Pre Produclng at 90% of Total FIWCWRF RF Capacity beglnnlng n 2015 : — e —m— S = —
(3] Based on Recycled Water Memo 06-08-12, —I —— == == —_— — = -
[_]_Based on Recycled Purchase Agreemant between City of San DI Dlego and Otay WD — :_' = — S — —_
i — = = | ] ) Hi= - o B == =—— —
— — Iite SOHds Handﬂnn, wlo PLWWTP Upgrade i . R .
0&M Costs 2015 2030 1 = = B S
RW Cost (purchase SBWRF) — —l= — o —
|MWD/SDCWA Rebate | I l—=— — — = —
Metro Discharge Cost —_— g1 = = = e o
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost [ == E— — ! —
On-Site e Solids Handling Power C Cost [1] 1| | S = =
On-Stte Solids Handling Chemlcal Cost [1] e S| | | — =
Power Cost [2] I i | ——. —
Chemical Cost [1] 1 = — _ —
Collecuon/T reatment/Operatlon [2] S | —
|RWCWRF Opsratmg Costl) | = — ——
Capital Costs | B e —_—
|On-Site Solids Handiing Cost 1] — —
Enhancement/Upgrade Cost(1] T -
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost == — = = ===
1] Based on Final RWGWRF Capital Gost Assessmant 102012 == - | | —! ="t=
[2] Based on Recyclad and Sewer Cost Spreadsheet. I — e . 1 e
[ = S = 1 — g:—— — L e | — i — T [ — = S —
IPresent Worth (Wastewater) S 2o1o| 2015 2020 2025 2030/ | | [ . —
Interest Rate == — 2%, == 2%] 2% 2% N il =k=—— ==
Uniform Amount pe Interest Period _ = 1% 3,136,346 | § 3,136,346 | $ 3136346 [$§ 3,136,346 T N —= !
Factor Table — — — 47135 | 4.7135 47135 1.0000 — — ——
|O&M Present Worth =] s 14,783,166 | $ 14,783,166 |$ 14,783,166 $ 3,136,346 ! S
Capital Costs o = $ 30,449,695 | & - |9 '$ 5 ~Wastewater Total . o IR (e
Present Worth Amount - S — e
Present Worth (Recycled) = b2 2010 2015, 2025 2030 N
|Interest Rate . e I 2% 2% 2% 2% = = = |
|Uniform Amount per Interest Period . _I__ss — 602,392 | § 850,192 [§ 1,491,140 | § 938,000 | — = |
Factor Table = | 47135 47135 4.7135 1.0000 =N — |
08M Present Worth = [ 839,375 |$ 4,007,380 ' § 7,028,488 ' § 938,000 | | |
|Capital Costs = I3 IE] = Is B Recycled Total| |
Present Worth Amount —=
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w/o On-Site Solids Handling, w/ PLWWTP Upgrade

Capital Costs

Interest Rate

Factor Table
O&M Present Worth
Capital Costs

Present Worth Amount

Interest Rate
Factor Table

O&M Pre | Present Worth
Capltal Costs

On-Stte Solids Handl ing Cost (1]
Enhancement/Upgrade Cost [1]
PLWWTP Upgrade Co Cost

[1] Based on Final RWCWAF Capital Cost Assessmen‘t 10-29-12

|[2] Based on Recycled and Sewer Cost Spreadshest

Present Worth jWa lewater)

Uniform Amount per Interest Period

Present Worth h (R ecycled)

|Present Worth Amount

Unrfo@mount per Interest Period

o010

|

2015
2%
38,742,597 |
47135
17,640,729 | §
14,966,588  §

E— Flows (MGD] Flows {AFY]
Wastewater 2010 | 2015 2020 2025 | 2030 2010 | 2015 | 2020 | 2025 2030
Total Metro Discharge f1] — 0.84 0.26 | 026 0.26 | 0.26 941 201 291 | 291 291
Total District WW Flow 1.84 183 1.97 2.09 2.15 2,061 2,162 2,206 2,341 2,408
Recycled 2010 2015 [ 2020 2025 2030 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 |
RWCWRF Production 21 ~1.000 2.340 2.340 | 2340 2.340 1,120 | 2621 2,621 2621 | 2,621
Recycled Demand [3] i — 364 383 4.46 5.18 | 607 | 4,077 4,402 4,995 5802 6,798
~ SBWRF Purchase s 2.64 | —= 1.59 212 | 2.84 3.73 2,957 B ) b e — 2,374 3,181 4,178
— SBWRF Annual Contract Amount 4] 2.98 | 411 4.74 | 514 | - 3,338 4,604 5,312 5,758 .
[1] Otay WD has & 1 231 MGD Metro capacity | | e | — = | == — — ]
[2] Producing et 77% of Total RWGWRF Capacity in 2010 Producing at 90% of Total RWCWRF C Capamtyﬁglnnlng in 2015, | 1 - = — | -~ | — ___ —— 1 i L— —
3] Based on Recycled Water Memo 06-08 12 o L, | | T [ ——— S =
[4] Based on Recycled Purchase Agreement between C_lty of San Brego an%y wD __ __ —|_ — __ (| — | . S _— ——
| i =
= = __ wlo On-Site Solids Handling, w/ PLWWTP Upgrade == ——= = -
O&M Costs — 2015 2020 i £ S — —
|RW Cost {purchase SBWRF) _ __ — L -, 1
MWD/SDCWA Rebate — e | S ==t == =
Metro Dlscharge Cost T — Sam— )
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost = i R == — = — — i——
On-Site Solids Handling Power Cost [11 —= | = — B —
On-Site Solids Handling Chemical Cost [1] ] | =] — —e =
Power Cost [2) e = JIJ| [ | == = —]
Chemical Cost (1] B — =
Collection/T Treatment/Operation 2 e = == = —
RWCWRF Operating Cost (2} — = — D l =

2020

2%
3,783,218 | §

4.7135 |
17,832,200 | §
5956828 | &

2025 2030 e — e
2% 2% = = I
3783218 | § 3,783,218 | [ —
4.7135 1.0000 | i =
17832 200 | 200 | $ 3,783,218 | |
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Flows (MGD} Flows [AFY] =
W 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 1 2010 2015 2020 2025 I
____Total Metro Discharge [1] o84 0.26 0.26 | 026 0.26 941 | 291 291 291 | 201
Total District WW Flow i [ 1.84 1,93 1.97 | 2.09 215 | 2,061 2,162 2,206 2,341 2,408
Recycled 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2010 2015 2020 ] 2025 [
_ RWCWRF Production (21 = 1000 2.340 2.340 2.340 | 2.340 1,120 | 2,621 2,621 2,621 2,621
Recycled Demand (3] 364 3.93 446 5.18 6.07 | 4,077 | 4,402 4,995 | 5,802 6,798
SBWRF Purchase C 264 1.59 212 284 373 2,957 | 1,781 2,374 | 3,181 | 4,178
SBWRF Annual Contract Amount 4] = 2.98 411 4.74 5.14 | . 3,338 | 4,604 5,312 5,758 -

|[1] Otay WD has a 1.231 MGD Metro capacity | |
(2] Producing at 77% of Total RWCWRAF Capacity in 2010 Producmg at 90% of Total RWCWHF CWRF Capacity beginning in 2015.
3] Based on Recycled Water Memo 06-08-12 —— [ | I
4] Based on Recycled Purchase Agreement between City of San Dlego and Otay WD — __ | | |_
|
= = | ~ w/o On-Site Solids Handling, w/ PLWWTP Upgrade . [
O&M Costs | —

— 2015|
RW Cost (purchase SBWRF)
MWD/SDCWA Rebate
Metro Discharge Cost
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost
On-Site Solids Handling Power Cost M1
On-Stite Solids Handling Chemical Cost (b
Power Cost 21
Chemu_;_al Cost[l]
Coliection/Treatment/Operation [2)
RWCWRF Operating Cost [2]

H

Capltal Costs
On-Site Solids Handling Cost [1]
Enhancement/Upgrade Cost [1]
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost

1) B@n FInaIMC_WHF Capital Cost Assessment 10-29-12. __ '_ __ | ——= il . | === | ! |
12] Based on Recycled and Sewer Cost Spreadsheel_'__ . L 1 | — ___ == = I~ L |

e — S i i T — 3 — - —_— — — 1 .
Present Worth (Wastewater) . 2010 ~ 2015 20200 2025] 2030 = == i
Interest Rate | = ——. 2% 2%| 2%, 2%, | —
|Uniform Amount per Interest Peri ost Period - 13 3742587 | § 3,742,597 | $ 3,742,597 | $ 3,742,597 | | e .
Factor Table T 47135 4.7135 | 47135 | 1.0000 | S |
O8M Present Worth = = '$ 17,640 ,720 | § 17,640,729 |$ 17,640,729 | § 3,742,597 | | -~
Capital Costs $ 14,966,588 | & 3 £ - $ - | Wastewater Total i —— S
Present Worth Amount | = 4l i ———
Present Worth (Recycled) = = 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 L ==
Interest Rate  p———— [ 2% 2%| 2% 2%) I
Uniform Amount per Interest Period | 8 602,392 850,192 [ $ 1,491,140 | $ 938,000 | I
Factor Table — o 4713 4.7135 47135 1.0000 | |
O8M Present Worth — |8 2,839, 375 4,007,380 s 7,028,488 | § 938,000 | |
Capital Costs | = ] - $ - Recycled Total
Present Worth Amount |
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— = Table: C-1 _ = — 1 . == - — —
_| =i _ Otay Water District | = I | - — ===
I ___ = | —— — —— Wastewater Management Plan : . 1l Sl = = — . —
== EE a A Options Present Worth Analy5|s = = [T — I — - .
_‘Option C - Expand the Ralph W. Chapman ‘Water Recycling Facllltlp t0 3.9 MGD = I S i . | = =
| 1 _— ——— S—
= = == Tari = ——— _ w/ On-Site Solids Handling, w/o PLWWTP Upgrade 22 ——= == e
== = — =1 Flows [MGD] — Flows[AFY}
W 2010 | 2015 2020 2025 ___2030 2010 2015 2020 | 2025 2030
Total Metro Discharge [1] 084 - - = - 941 - . - 3 — =
— Total District WW Flow = — 1.84 | 1.93 1.97 2.0 | 215 2,061 2,162 2,206 2,341 2,408
FEC_ycled 2010 | 2015 2020 2025 | 2030 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
RWCWRF Production 2] S 1.000 | — 3510, 3510 | 3510 3510 1,120 | 3,931 3031 3,931 | 3,931
Recycled Demand [3] N =—G:64 3.93 | 446, 518 6.07 4077 _Aa02| 4,995 - 5,802 | 6,798 |
SBWRF Purchase il i 264 | 042 0:95:[L — - 1.67 256 2957 a0 1,064 1,870 | 2887
___SBWRF Annual Contract Amount (4] 2.98 | 4.11 4.74 | 5.14 | - 3,338 4,604 5312 5,758 -
[1]Otay WD has a 1231 MGD Meiro capacity | 1 B — St —— -
[2] Producing at 77% of Total RWCWRF Capagcity in 2010 Prodlmg_at 90% of Total | RWCWRF Capacity beginning in 201. __ — — — — = — —
3] Based on Recycled Water Memo 06-08-12 | o = | — . - — _— —_— —
[4] Based on Recycled Purchase Ag_reement bstweeLClly of Sanﬂo and Obay WD._ _|_ __ | - | . S | — = | — =] = = -
- o __ w/ On-Site Solids Handling, w/o PLWWTP Upgrade | | _L S o |
|O&M Costs 2010 2015/ 2020 — ! . S N == —_—
RW Cost (purchase SBWRF) | — — = - e —
MWD/SDCWA Rebate |
Metro Discharge Cost o — j_ — B A —
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost | S = — =1l S— =
On-Site Solids Handling Power Cost [1] . | P — ——=
On-Site Solids Handii ing Chemical Cost [1] — = — ———
Power Cost[z] — —— — | — 1
Chemical Cost 1] I S = S
Collection/T reatment/Operatlon 2] = o _— — |
RWCWRF Operating Cost 2] — = 1 — ——
Capital Costs — L S |— -
On-Site Solids Handling Cost o == o . =
Enhancement/Upgrade Cost [1] =l — = e ———
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost —— . S
[1] Based on Final RWGWRF Capial Cost Assessment 10-20-12. = == i — = — = = i N |
[2]F Based on Hecycled and Sewer Gost Spraadsheet _-. __ . = Y — — | —— __ | [ — - —_— —
Present Worth (Wastewater) == - 2010 o 2015| i 2020 — 2025L 2030/ — S = S — —
Interest Rate - o | 2% === 2% 2% 2% M —_— 1S S — —
Uniform Amount per Interest Period I —v _| $ 6253824 6253824 % _ 6,253,824 | 6,253,824 I e = -3 —
Factor Table = — 4. 7135 | 4.7135 4.7135 | _1.0000 — — | —_—
OBM PresentWorth EE |S 20477400 |$ 29,477,400 $ 29,477,400 § 6,253,824 | s
Capital Costs —— - | 31 523.691 | $ - Wastewater Total —= ]
Present Worth Amount —= = ‘ — El——
Present Worth (Recyzled) - _mot0 — o018] _2@[ 208 2030 =] — =—— 1 ]
Intgrei Rate — I 2% 2%| = 2% 2% == —— S
Uniform Amount per Imerest Period '$ 97,888 |§ 345688 '$ 1,229,060 $ 217,280 | IR | o e |
Factor Table = 47135 | A7I85 | 47185 | 1.0000 . = o — =Ll
O&M Present Worth = 1§ — 461,305 ' $ 1,629,400 | $ 5,793,174 s 217,280 | e | F— =1 |
Capital Costs B $ B . T I Recycled Total | =
Present Worth Amount I
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w/o On-Site Solids Handling, w/ PLWWTP Upgrade
Flows {MGD}

Flows |AFY)

2020 =il

437 |
2,206

2020

8,931
4,995
1,064
5312

2025 ] 2030
437 437
2,341 | 2,408
2025 2030
3,931 3,081
5,802 | 6,798
5,758

2] Producing at 77% of of Total RWCWRF Capacity in 2010, Produclng at 90% of Tolal RWCWRF Capaoity b eglnnlng n 2015
[3] Based on Recycled Water Memo 06-08 12
[4] Based on Recycled Purchase Agrasment betwaen Cly / of San Dlego and Otay V\{D.

L= _—— —, = w/o On
0&M Costs 2010 2015
RW Cost (purchase > SBWRF)
MWD/SDCWA Rebate

Metro Discharge Cost
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost
On-Site Solids Handling Power Cost [1]
On-Site Solids Handling Chemical Cost [}
Power Cost [2]

Chemical Cost m

Collectlon/T reatment/Operanon 2
RWCWRF Operating Cost 2]

Capital Costs

On-Site Solids Handiing Cost ) ——:
Enhancement/Upgrade Cost 1]
PLWWTP Upgrade C: Cost

|
1] Based on Final RWCWRF Capital Cost Assessment_ 10-29-12
[_2] Based on Recycled and Sewer Cost Spreadsheet

Capital Costs
Present Worth Amount

| 2010

|Present Worth Amount

Wastewater 2010 | 2015
Total Meiro Discharge [1] — 084 ﬂg
____Total District WW Flow 1.84 | .93
_____Recycled 2010 2015 2020
—_RWCWRF Production 2] 1000 510 |
Recycled Demand [g] — 384 iﬁ
____ SBWRF Purchase I 264 042 |
SBWRF Annual Contract Amount [4] 2.98 7R
[1] Otey WD has a 1 231 MGD Metro capacity, F

S
e Sollds s Handling, w/ PLWWTP

Present Worth [Wastewater) | 2010 2015 2
Interest Rate — = H . 2%'_
Uniform Amount per Interest Period | .8 7,163,200 [ § 7,224,
Factor Table — L= ~ 47135
O&M Present Worth = $ 33,763,745 | $

$ 23,199,403 $

- | Wastewater Total|

Present Worth h (Recycle: 201

Interest Rate | ; o 1 29
Uniform Amount per Interest Period o | $ 97,888 | §
Factor Table —— | . 4735
O&M Present Worth $ 461,39 '8
Capital Costs = = $ - %
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[4] Based on Recycled Purchase Agreement between Clly of San Dlego and Otay WD ]

- -5 = =—: __w/o On-Site Solids Handling, w/o PLWWTP Upgrade - ) o —— = i
= Flows (MGD) e Flows {AFY)
Wastewater 2010 2015 | 2020 2025 2030 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Total Metro Discharge [1] — 084 0.39 | 0.39 | ~ 039 0.39 941 437 | 437 - — —4or~ 437
Total District WW Fiow - 1.84 1.93 ] 1.97 | 2.09 2.15 2,061 2,162 2,206 | 2341 2,408
Recycled 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2010 2015 2020 | 2025 | 2030
RWCWRF Production [2] = ~1.000 3510 3510 — 3510 3510 1,120 393 3931 3,931
Recycled Demand (3) 364, 3.93 | o 4.46 | ) 518 | 607, 4,077 | 4,402 5,802 | 6,798
SBWRF Purchase 264 042 | 0.95 | 167 2.56 2,957 470 1870 2,867
SBWRF Annual Contract Amount (4] | 2.98 4.11 == 4.74 | 514 | : 3,338 =
[1] Otay WD has a 1.231 MGD Metro capacity |
[2] Producing at 77% of Total RWCWRF Gapacity In 2010. )10. Producing at 90% of Total RWCWHF Capacity beginning in 2015 e |
[3] Based on Recycled Water Memo 06-08 12 - = = o |

wlo On-Slte Solids Handllnﬂ, wlo PLWWTP Upgrade

0&M Costs ==

RW Cost (purchase SBWRF)
MWD/SDCWA Rebate
Metro Discharge Cost
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost
On-Site Solids Handling Power Cost [1]
On-Site Solids Handling Chemical Cost [1) ol
Power Cost (2]
Chemical Cost (1]
Collection/Ti reatmenl/Operahon 2]
RWCW RF Operatmg Cost [2]

3,931
4,995
L = 1,064 [
4,604 5312 5,758 |

Capital Costs
On-Site Solids Handling Cost]
Enhancement/Upgrade Cost [1]
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost

|21 Based on Flscycled and Sewer Cos! Spreadshest

—_— ! P — i — —_— p— 1 —_— — SR
[1] Based on Final RWCWRF Capital Cost Assessment 10.29:12 == | | — —

Present Worth Amount

Present Worth (Wastewater) _I__ 2010, — 2015] 2020/ —_— 202_5'L_ 2080 =

Interest Rate | — | 2% 2% 2%| 2%| 2 - N

Uniform Amount per Interest st Period o 3 7,163,200 ' § 7,163,200 | $ _7,163200 | § 7,163,200 | —!

Factor Table Il [ = E== 47135 _4.7185 | 4.7135 | 1.0000 | =l | o =
O&M Present Worth 1 i 33,763,745 | $ 83,763,745 | $ 7,163,200 | [

Capital Costs —_— $ - Wastewater Total

Present Worth (Recycled) 2010 = 2015 20200 2025 2030, L ==
Interest Rate == e 2% 2%| 2% 2% | .

Uniform Amount per Interest Period = - $ 97888 $ 345688 | § 1,220,060 [$ 217,280

Factor Table = __| 47135 4.7135 47135 1.0000 | —

O&M Present Worth ] ] 461,395 $ 1,629,400  $ 5,793,174 | $ 217,280 | |

Capital Costs | S ki - | F P ] - |E - | Recycled Total Total

Present Worth Amount = —
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1 Table: D-1 |

___| Otay Water District |
Wastewater Management Plan
Optsons Present Worth AnaIyS|s

|' ption D - Abandon and Demolish the Ral IEh W. Chapman Water Recycling Faclllty

=

wlo Chul Vista Purchase, w/o w/o PLWWTP Upc mrade

== - - — ____ Flows {MGD} . =
Wastewater 2010 [ 2015 2020 2025 — 2030 2010 2030
Total Metro Discharge (1] l 184 1.93 197 - 2.09 215 2,061 | 2,408
Total District WW Flow 184 1.93 1.97 2.09 | 2.15 2,061 2,408
Recycled 2010 | 2015 1 2020 | 2025 2030 2010 2030
Recycled Demand [2] — 364 393 446 — 518 | 6.07 | 4,077 6,798
SBWRF Purchase = 364 393 446 5.18 6.07 4,077 | 6,798
SBWRF Annual Contract Amount 3] == 208 4.11 474 514 : 3,338 -

[1] Otay WD has a 1 231 MGD Metro capacity
[_2] Based on Raecycled Water Memo 06-05_-12

O&M Costs

RW Cost (purchase SBWRF)
Metro Discharge Cost
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost
On-Site Solids Handiing Power Cost [1
On-Site Solids Handling Chemical Cost [1]
Power C Cost [2)

Chemical Cost [1)

Collection/Ti reatment/Operatlon 2
RWCWRF Operatﬂg_Cosi B

Capital Costs
Decommlssmn/Demolmon cost [1]
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost
Aaditional Metro Cost [2]

[1] Based on Final RWCWHF Caplbal Cost Assessment 10 29-12

Present Worth (Wastewater)
Interest Rate |
Uniform Amount p per lnterest Period _—I_

Factor Table
OSMresem Worth
Capital Costs
Present V ent Worth Amount

Present Worth (Recy yeled)
Interest Rate e
Uniform Amount per Interest Period
Factor Table

O&M Present Worth
Capital Costs o
Present Worth Amount

[2] Per discussion with tha Bell. $22 Million paid to Melro $8 Mllllcn paid to the Coun(y

[3] Based on Recycled Purchase Agreemsnt between CI‘y?San Diego_and Otay WD_

i = = |
w/o Chula Vista Purchase, w/o PLWWTP Upgrade

2015 2020/

———

2015 2020 2025 2030
2%)] 2%, 2% 2%
596294 § &, oae 579 $ 6,457,335 ls_ 6,642,713
4.7135 o ariss 1.0000 =
28,106,570 | $ — 78, 689 oso K 30,436,649 | § 6,642,713
3,955,800 - = - [$ 27,570000 | Wastewatar Total

2025

~2015) 2020] 2025, 2030/ =] E—
2% 2% — 2%| — 2% |
1,611,400 | § 1,859,200 |$ 2,030,560 | $ 2,379,440 | o

47186 | 47135 4.7135 ~1.0000 -~
7595334 [$ 8,763,339 |$ 0,571,045 % 2,379,440 |
= - |5 « |B R - Recycled Total
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w/o Chula Vista Purchase, w/ PLWWTP Upgrade

Present Worth Amount |

Page 1

_Flows {MGD) = — Flows {AFY)
Wastewater 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2010 | 2015 | 2020 2025 | 2030
Total Metro Discharge [1] - 1.84 193 — 1.97 2.09 215 P 06e1] 2162 2,206 | 2,341 | 2408
Total District WW Flow 1.84 183 1.97 209 2.15 2,061 2,162 2,206 2,341 2,408
Recycled 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2010 2015 2020 2025 . 2030
Recycled Demand [2) — 364 393 446 5381 — 6.07 4077 4402 4995 | 5,802 6,798
SBWRF Purchase 3.64 393 4.46 - 5.18 6.07 Y74 4,402 | 4,995 5,802 6,798
SBWRF Annual Contract Amount [3] 2.98 411 474 5.14 3,338 4,604 | 5,312 | 5,758 -
[1] Ctay WD has a 1 231 MGD Metro capacity. | . | | = . | —— i — —
2] Based on Recycled Water Memo 06-08-12 = - I — e | = — i ([ . = =l = -
[3] Based on Recycled Purchase Agreement between Cily of San Diego and Otay WD __ e i — ——Lw = = e - — 1 —_—
= — =[ —— wio Chula Vista Purchase, w/ PLV\IIWTI'-'_pgrade_ = = ——— | i 1l s
O&M Costs 2010 2015 2020| 2025 — R — e — —
|RW Cost {purchase SBWRF) : — i = B
Metro Discharge Cost = Sl = —— | —
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost == i S — _ R
On-Site Solids Handling Power Cost [1] e = L IS — 1 -
On-Site Solids lds Handlling Chemical Cost (1] || = — I | -
Power Cost 2] k2 5 i S S — —
Chemical Cost [1] = = ¥ — =, i —
CoHectlonIT reatmem/Operatlon 2 — e I —
RWCW RF Operating Cost 12] 3 i Al — { | = ==
Capital Costs = = — | —_— = = — ¢ —— —_—
Decommlssmn/Demolmon cost [1] = - — S -
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost L — == N _[_ _
Addmonal Metro Cost(g | —ak S— S
{11 Based on Final AWCWRF Capital Gost Assessment 102912 | | . = | — S| = =
[2] Per discussion wlth Rita Bsll MI"O‘I paid to Me!ro $8 Mllho_p_ald tothe Coumy __ —— __ — __ B = — — =
Present Worth (Wastewater) __[ 1 1 S | _ e020, 2025 2030| —_ =S I = = =
Interest Rate e = . 2% 2%! _2%| 2% — | — — -
| Uniform Amount per Interest Period | —_— '$ 596299 s 6,394,367 | $ 6,783,872 $ 6,978,624 — = L - — —
|Factor Table == = == 4735 47135 47185 | 1.0000 = i =—— ===
|O&M Present Worth = — _|$ 28106570 | $ 80,139,850 | $ 31,975,780 | $ 6,978,624 | o S — E== ]
|Capital Costs - | s 3,955,800 | 5,956,828 | § -8 27,670,000 | Wastewater Total — = — =
Present Worth Amount A o L — — ~E = —
[Present Worth (Recycied) = ‘ = 2010 2015, zag_ 2025 2030, == = == i - —
Interest Rate - - 2% 2% - 2% 2%| L 7= — S
Uniform Amount per Interest Period _ — | | s 1,611,400 | § 1,859,200 [§ 2,030,560 | § 2,379,440 1 - — — -
Factor Table . == _ amss 4.7135 47135 1.0000 | | - | _|7 — ==
O8M Present Worth = I's 7595334 |§ 8763339 $ 9,571,045 § 2,379,440 _— == = = e
Capital Costs. — ——— s —— . % - [ - $ - Recycled Total Total! = ==
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w/ Chula Vista Purchase, w/o PLWWTP Upgrade
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Power Cost [2]

Chemical Cost [1]
RWCWRF Operating Cost ost [2]
Capital Costs

PLWWTP U VTP Upgrade Cost
Additional Metro Costp trer

|Present Worth (Wastewater;
|Interest st Rate

Uniform Amount per Int Interest Period
Factor Table

O&M Present Worth

Present Worth Amount

Present Worth (Recycled)
Interest Rate

Uniform Amount per Interest Period
Factor Table

O&M Present Worth

Capttal Costs

Present Worth Amount

On-Slte Solids Handhng Power Cost M1
On-Site Solids Handiing Chemical Cost (1]

Collection/Treatment/O perationfz]

Decommlsswn/Demohhon cost [1)

Chula Vista Pump Station/Pipsiine [3]

Capital Costs | —

(1] Based on Final RWCWRF Capital Casl Assessment 10-20-12
[2] Per discussion with Rita Bell $22 Million paid to Metro, $8 Million paid to the County.
[816 MGD Pump Station (600 hp), 8000 LF oﬂelina]

2010, 2015 2020 2025 2030, =
== %% 2% 2% 2% ¥
| $ 5962,994 |$  6,086579 | & 6,457,335 | § 6,642,713 | ——=
[— 47135 4.7135 | 47135 1.0000
'$ 28,106,570 | $ 28,689,090 | $ 30,436,649 | $ 6,642,713 1 e
: 3,955,800 | & = - |3 27,570,000 | Wastewater Total

2010 _— 2020 2025 |
2% % 2% 2% |
1$ 1540560 | § 1,748,320 | $ 2,030,560 | § 2,379,440 = |-
47135 . 4.7135 4735 1.0000
8240706 |$ 9,571,045 |§ 2,379,440 |

3,960,000 | $ ~Recycled Total

Page 1

Flows (MGD} = Flows (AFY)
Recycled 2010 2015 | 2020 | 2025 2030 2010 [ 2015 [ 2020 2025 2030

Chula Vista Avallable [1] = i : 2.00 | 4.00 600 e G 2,240 | 4,480 6,720

___ Chula Vista Purchase i - o i 200/ 4.00 | 6.00 = = e 2,240 4480 6,720
SBWAF Purchase 3.64 393 246 | 1.18 0.07 4,077 | 4,402 2,755 1,322 7l

1 Basedﬂ City of Chula Vista's A of Additional Gapacity Project Final Reporl April 2012 — | I | .1 —

— —————t ~wi Chula Vista sta Purchase, w/o PLWWTP Upgrade ==
O&M Costs 2015 2020/ e = —— S
RW Cost (purchase Chula Vista) i == - . |
AW Cost (purchase SBWRF) = 1_ = ]
Metro Discharge Cost — | e
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost — 1
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L | = . _ = _____wi/ Chula Vista Purchase, w/ PLWWTP Upgrade - — — —
= — Flows (MGD) _ 1 —— Flows {AFY) =In

[ Recycled 2010 I 2015 | 2020 2025 I 2030 — 2010 _ 2015 2020 2025 | 2080
— Chula Vista Available [1] [=— — e = ———2:00 400 6.00 . - — 2240 | 4480 6720
= Chula Vista Purchase T : 2.00 T 400 6.00 | - = 2240 44801 6720

SBWRF Purchase 3.64 393 2.46 118 0.07 4,077 4,402 | 2,755 1,322 78
U];lasad on City of Chula Vista's Acquisition oM(ior)al Wastewater Gapacity Project Final Report April 2012 _' | . 1 S | = _' S —

|
= S~ = w/ Chula Vista Purchase, w/ PLWWTP Upgrade o | | = ==
O&M Costs 2010 2015/ 2020 2025 2030 | =— | == | S
RW Cost (purchase Chula Vista) | = i = ——
RW Cost (purchase SBWRF) i I _— B S —_—
Metro Discharge Cost | = T | —F: —
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost — L — —
On-Site Solids Handling Power Cost [1] | = = | =1 F—
On-Site Solids Handling Chemicai Cost [1] = [ L === ———— =
Power Cost [2] — — ! = SN ——
Chemical Cost [1] ] | | - o =
Collection/Treaiment/Operation [2] i —— — S
RWCWRF Operating Cost [2] — — —— Pl
Capital Costs ——= L= —=—| — —
Decommission/Demolition cost [1] — == —
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost - = o I -
/Additional Metro Costf2) ——n Ll — = =
Ghula Vista Pump Station/Pipefine [3] ] — ——
o - o 1 i | — = | — = — — ] ————=

(1] Based on Final RWGWHF Capial Cosl Assessment 1020-12 el [— _—[ =— — A== 1 == — | —
12] Per discussion with Rita Bell $22 Million paid to Metro, $8 Million paid to the County, == | e — R 1 - = S —
3] 6 MGD Pump Station (600 hp), 8000 LF of Pipeline. = i S— —= 1 | -} S i — ] S —
Present Worth (Wastewater) ] 2010 2015 2020 == 2025 2030 1 . —— = =
Interest Rate 2%, 2% %[ 2%, = 1 =
|Uniform Amount per Interest Period | = = '$ 5,962,994  §$ 6,394,367 | $ 6,783,872 | $ 6,978,624 —
Factor Table =—1 s 47135 47135 4713 1.0000 | = | 1HE= =
|O&M Present Worth i '$ 28,106,570 | $ 30,139,850 | § 31,975,780 | $ 6,978,624 | i = == S
|Capital Costs 1 5 5,956,828 | $ - s 27,570,000 Wastewater Total| 5w — S =10
Present Worth Amount — . ==
Present Worth (Recycled) —— | 2010 2015 2020, 2025 2030 [ = [ =—— | _—
Interest Rate i 2% 2%, 2%)| _ E= 2% = | o | = e
Uniform Amount per Interest Period | __|% 1540560 $ 1,748,320 | § 2,030,560 $ 2,379,440 i _ N ==
Factor Table — [ =_ 4.7185 | 4.7135 | 47135 | 1.0000 o - | =l =
O8M Present Worth == I8 7261430 § 8,240,706 | $ 9,571,045 | § 2,379,440 | —— = = ————
Capital Costs — = & K 3,960,000 | - |'s - Recycled Total
Present Worth Amount .
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] — T Table; E1 T = M - l = BC i
= ] ===E =— | Otay Water District | - ] Uln . e = =
— . Wastewater Management Plan = | 1 1] — =
i = | [ ____ Options Present Worth Analysis I | I e -
i | : S
= OEt on E - Abandon ¢ and Demolish the Ralph W. Chapman Water | Flecycllng Facility and Partlclpate in a New Joing Wastewater Treatment and Recycling Facility with San Diego County J:_ b
— | = = f=— ] == —
—— ) - _ wio PLWWTP Upgrade _—— i ) == - —
== = Flows {MGD} Flows (AFY} _ =
Wastewater 2010 = 2015 | 2020 _2025 2030 2010 | 2015 2020 2025 2030
Total Metro Discharge (1] i— 1.84 | 1.93 | — = - T = 2,061 2,162 | = =S r— =
—_Total District WW Flow 1.84 | 1.93 1.97 2.09 2.15 2,061 2162 2,206 2,341 2,408
Recycled 2010 | 2015 2020 2025 2030 2010 2015 | 2020 2025 2030
__Joint Project Production = {1 - 6.00 | 800, 10.00. 2=l = ] 6,720 = == 8960 | 11,200
—_Joint Project Purchase = - . = 1.97 209 2,15 = - 2,006 2341 2,408
__ Recycled Demand 2] 384 393 4.46 518 6.07 4,077 | 4402 4995 5802 8798
SBWRF Purchase | 3.64 | ~ 3e3 249 3.09 882 4,077 4,402 | 2,789 | 3461 4,390
SBWRF Annual Contract Amount 3] 298 411 474 | T - 3,338 4,604 5312 5,758 -
[1] Otay WD has a 1.231 MGD Metro capacity. | | = | ] | EE— I
[E]?ased on_RecycIed Water Memo 06-08-12. o = = I __ . R S — I S —
[3] Based on Recycled Purchase Agresment betwean City of San Diego and Otay WD == o= _ = —— — e —=m—
= = [ o i wio PLWWTP Upgrade | — | . |
O&M Costs - 2010 2015 2020 . | . 1 il e —
RW Cost (purchase Joint Project) i 5 - = | o
RW Cost (purchase SBWRF) = | e S —
Metro Discharge Cost =R —
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost . N | =
Joint Project Cost (22%) 111 = | e
Capital Costs K } — —_—
Total Jolnt Project Cost (1] jost [1] == 1| | B
Otay Joint Project Cost (22%) [1] . =l | o L. =+
Decommission/Demolition cost (1] _. —
Additional Metro Cost 2] B | R
PLWWTP Upgrade Cost S S S | ]
Joint Project Pump Station/Pipeline (3] = B - = —
[1] Based on City of Chula Vista's A " of Addiional Capacity Projeot Final Report Apr 2012 i = B = —
[2] Per discussion with Rita Bell $22 Million paid to Metro $8 Miliion pard to the County b P 1 | d — —
(3] 10 MGD Pump Station (900 hp), 7000 LF of Plpene. = ———— Ee== =l =—— = —1 - I ([
Present Worth (Wastewater) | 2010, 2015 =020 2025 2030, | | — —
Interest Rate 5— 2% 2% 2%, 2% = 1 ——
|Uniform Amount per Interest Period mn s 5962994 § 906563 |$ 1,530,083 |$ 2,150,000 | = N
Factor Table = g 47135 4.7135 4.7135 | ~1.0000 | | - ===
O&M Present Worth | % 28106570 | $ 4,273,181 |$ 7,212,048 | 2,150,000 | ——" == = -
Capital Costs = 5,800 25,599,333 | § 7,510,667 | $ 8,055,333 == B
Present Worth Amount J_ - | — —_—
: :
Present Worth (Recycled) [ __2010! = ~2015) 2020 2025 2030 |
Interest Rate e | 2% 2% 2% 2% i I =—
Uniform Amount per Interest Pericd | = I3 1,611,400 | $ 2,631,440 | $ 2,834,580  § 2,379,440 | —= —
Factor Table | - |_ 47135 47135 | _ATm3s[ 1.0000 | = I =
O&M_Present Worth . =0 18 7 595,334 | $ 12,403,292 | $ 13,360, 13,360, 793 | [ 23879440
|Capital Costs i _ = ] - 4,440,000 | & 3 3 Recycled Total| |__
|Present Worth Amount !
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O&M Costs ] 2010
IRW Cost [purc (purchase Joint Proj Projecti
RW Cost (purchase SBWRF)
Metro Dlscharge Cost

PLWWTP Upgrade Cost

Joint Project Cost (22%) 1]

Capital Costs_

Total Joint Project Cost 1]

Otay Joint Project Cost (22%) (1]
@ommnssnon/Demohhon cost[1}
Additional Metro Cost [2]
PLWWTP P Upgrade Cost

Joint Project Pump Station/Pipeline [3]

2] Per discussion with Rita Bell. $22 Million paid to Metro, $8 Million paid to the County
|3] 10 MGD Pump Station (800 hp) 7000 LF of Pipeline

Present Worth (Wastewater) | 2010|
Interest Rate

Factor Table
O&M Present Worth

Capital Costs = '3
Present Worth Amount _‘_

Present Worth (Re cycled) ! 201
Interest Rate

Capital Costs |

[1] Bassd on Cri,-.ol Chula Vista's Acq of Ad&l!lonﬂ"__ Capaclty PrOJecl Final Report Aprit 2012

2015
2% =

Umform Amount per Intere Interest Period —l_$ 5,962,904 $

28,106,570 §$
24925000 $

N
2
© Xl

&G

|Uniform Amount per Interest Period | R ]

Factor Table Al

O&M Present Worth $
$

=== $ 4,440,000 | & Rl - il ecycled Total| ~ Total|
|Present Worth Amount ___—__

2020

$ 2,631,440 §
47135
$ 12,403,292 | §

2020/

906,583
4.7135 |
4,273,181 |

31,556.161

2020

o | Ll o e w/ PLWWTP Upgrade == . s o __
Flows {MGD}) Flows [AFY
Wastewater I 2010 2020 2015 | 2020 2025 ] 2030
____Total Metro Discharge [1] | 1.84 2,162 = | | = -
Total District WW Flow 1.84 1.97 2,162 2,206 2,341 2,408
Recycled 2010 2020 2015 2020 2025 | 2030
Joint Project Production = —— 6.00 N = | 6,720 8,960 11,200
Joint Project Purchase R | | 1.97 <L 2,206 2,341 | 2,408
~ Recycled Demand 21 364 j — 4.46 | 4,402 4995 5802 6,798
~ SBWRF Purchase e 3.64 | ! 249 | 4,402 | 2,789 3,461 4,390 |
SBWRF Annual Contract Amount (3] 298 474 4,604 5,312 5,758 -
11] Otay WD has a 1.231 MGD Metro capacity et
[2] Based on Recycled Water Memo 06-08-12 | : — l —-
[3] Based on Recycled Purchase Agreement Eetwe?n City of San Diego and Otay WD | = — — B
T T — — —
= [ — w/ PLWWTP Upgrade i ==

Wastewater Total

- — _|
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