
 
 
 
 
 

METRO TAC AGENDA 
(Technical Advisory Committee to Metro JPA) 

 
TO: Metro TAC Representatives and Metro Commissioners 
 
DATE: Wednesday, March 19, 2014 
 
TIME: 11:00 p.m. to 1:30 p.m. 
 
LOCATION: MWWD, 9192 Topaz Way, (MOC II Auditorium) – Lunch will be provided 
 
*PLEASE DISTRIBUTE THIS NOTICE TO METRO COMMISSIONERS AND METRO 
TAC REPRESENTATIVES* 
 

1. Review and Approve MetroTAC Action Minutes for the Meeting of February 19, 2014 
(Attachment) 

 
2. Metro Commission/JPA Board Meeting Recap (Standing Item) 

 
3. ACTION – Consideration and Possible Action to Recommend Approval of South Bay Water 

Reclamation Plant - Demineralization Project (Attachments to be provided at meeting) (Mark 
Nassar, Quann Hwang) 

 
4. ACTION – Consideration and Possible Action to Recommend Approval of Pt. Loma Digesters 

Roof System Replacement and Repairs Project (Attachment) (Tung Phung) 
 
5. Review of Padre Dam/North City Adjustment (Attachment) (Edgar Patino) 
 
6. SDG&E CPUC Filing Regarding Modifications to Peak Hours (Attachment) (Greg Humora) 
 
7. Metro Wastewater Update (Standing Item) 

 
8. Metro Capital Improvement Program and Funding Sources (Standing Item) (Attachment) (Guann 

Hwang) 
• CIP Quarterly Report 
 

9. PRESENTATION -Salt Creek Diversion Business Case Evolution (Attachment) (Vien Hong) 
 

10. MetroTAC Work Plan (Standing Item) (Attachment) 
 

11. Financial Update (Standing Item) (Karyn Keese) 
• JPA Mid-Year Financial Update (Attachment) 

 
12. Point Loma Permit Renewal (Standing Item) (Attachment) 

 
13. Review of Items to be Brought Forward to the next Metro Commission/Metro JPA Meeting 

(March 6, 2014 ) 
 

14. Other Business of Metro TAC 
 

15. Adjournment (To the next Regular Meeting, April 16, 2014) 
  
 

 

Metro TAC 2014 Meeting Schedule 
 
January 15 May 21   September 17 
February 19 June 18  October 15 
March 19 July 16  November 19 
April 16   August 20 December 17 



 
 
 
 

AGENDA ITEM 1 
February 19, 2014 

Action Minutes 



























 
 
 
 

AGENDA ITEM 4 
Pt. Loma Digesters Roof 
System Replacement & 

Repairs Project 



 

 

METRO JPA/TAC 

Staff Report 

 

Subject Title: Point Loma Digesters Roof System Replacement and Repairs 

 

Requested Action:  Authorizing the expenditure not to exceed $757,595 from Metro Sewer Fund  

                                    700001, to Brazos Urethane Inc., for the repair and replacement of the five 

digesters roofing system at Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant. 

                                     

Recommendations: Approval 

 

 Metro TAC:  

 

IROC:  

 

Prior Actions: 

(Committee/Commission, 

Date, Result) 

 

N/A 

 

Fiscal Impact: Total estimated cost for this construction contract is $757,595.  Funds are available  

                             in the FY14 Metro Sewer Utility Fund 700001. 

  

Is this projected budgeted?      Yes _X_        No ___ 

 

Cost breakdown between 

Metro & Muni: 

$757,595 (100% Metro) 

Financial impact of this 

issue on the Metro JPA: 

$253,795 (33.5% Metro JPA) 

Capital Improvement Program:  

  

New Project?          Yes ___        No _X_  

 

 

Existing Project?     Yes __        No _X__        upgrade/addition __        change ___ 

 

Comments/Analysis:  

 

Previous TAC/JPA Action:  

 

Additional/Future Action: 

 

City Council Action:  

 

 



 
 
 
 

AGENDA ITEM 5 
Padre Dam/North 
City Adjustment 





 
 
 
 

AGENDA ITEM 6 
SDG&E CPUC Filing 

Regarding Modifications to 
Peak Hours 

   
 



[insert letterhead] 
 

March ____, 2014 
 

California Public Utilities Commission 
Public Advisor 
505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 2103 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
public.advisor@cpuc.ca.gov 
 

Re: A.14-01-027 – SDG&E Proposal to Shift Peak Times 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 

I am writing to express my opposition to San Diego Gas & Electric Company’s 
(SDG&E) proposal to shift peak energy times from 11:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. to 2 p.m. to 9 p.m. 
during the summer and 5 p.m. to 9 p.m. during the winter in its Application A.14-01-027.  As an 
agency providing water [and/or] sewer services, our agency and its ratepayers will be uniquely 
and dramatically affected by the proposal as one of our largest operational costs is electricity.  
Our agency invested in solar as we saw an opportunity to reduce energy costs for our ratepayers 
and to provide additional then-peak power to the grid.  Moving peak time away from maximum 
solar generating hours and reducing the overall amount of peak time jeopardizes the economic 
viability of our investment.  In addition, modifying the peak times will require us to reorganize 
our operations, incurring additional costs that will be passed on to our ratepayers and shifting our 
energy usage to daytime hours.  As such, we urge the California Public Utilities Commission 
(CPUC) to reject SDG&E’s proposal. 

 
SDG&E’s proposal is simply another attempt by the utility to undermine public 

investment in renewable generation projects.  In its latest general rate case, SDG&E 
unsuccessfully attempted to impose dramatic and illegal charges on customers operating under 
its DG-R tariff.  Perhaps seeking an end-run around the CPUC’s decision, SDG&E has proposed 
shifting peak hours away from maximum solar generating times and reducing the overall number 
of peak hours.  This proposal is clearly an attempt by the utility to reduce the economic benefits 
provided to public agencies and others with renewable projects. 

 
In fact, SDG&E has explained that its proposal is a response to the development of 

rooftop solar and other projects that have shifted its peak costs for procuring power to later in the 
day.  SDG&E argues that this will create an incentive for customers to reduce power 
consumption after general 8:00 a.m.- 5:00 p.m. work hours.  SDG&E notes that many businesses 
that are closed during the new peak hours will benefit from the switch. 

 
Unfortunately, public water and sewer agencies are not normal businesses and will be 

uniquely affected by this proposal.  At the urging of SDG&E, the CPUC and other energy 
stakeholders, water and sewer providers have historically conducted as many operations as 
possible during traditional, non-peak hours (i.e., at night and during weekends).  Shifting peak 
hours will result in more energy usage by these agencies during the now, non-peak day.  This 

09977.00001\8634872.1  



may stress the grid, especially during hot summer months when energy and water usage is at its 
highest.   

 
In conclusion, our agency strongly opposing SDG&E’s proposal to shifting peak times 

and requests that the CPUC reject A.14-01-027. 
 
 

Sincerely, 
 
__________ 
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AGENDA ITEM 8 
CIP Quarterly 

Report 



  
 

 

 
THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

 
M  E  M  O  R  A  N  D  U  M 

 
 
 
DATE: March 14, 2014  
 
TO: Metro Technical Advisory Committee (Metro TAC) 
 
FROM: Guann Hwang, Deputy Director, Public Utilities Department 
  
 
SUBJECT: FY2014 Capital Improvement Projects (CIP) – 2nd Quarter 
 

 
 
The Public Utilities Department hereby submits the FY2014 CIP updates for the period of October 1 to 
December 31, 2013.   
 
This quarterly report includes dashboard information, project highlights, project change orders, and forecast 
and actual expenditures. 
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DASHBOARD INFORMATION 

 
 

PROGRAM HIGHLIGHTS (Water and Wastewater) 
 

 New Projects     6 Projects, $35 Million 
 Completed Preliminary Engineering  5 Projects, $18 Million 
 Completed 100% Design    21 Projects, $51 Million 
 Awarded Construction Contracts   12 Contracts, $64 Million 
 Completed Construction Contracts  3 Contracts, $15 Million 

 
Note:  It is possible for project(s) to complete more than one phase listed above, and therefore be 

listed multiple times. 
 
 

CIP PROJECT HIGHLIGHTS 
 
 
 
WASTEWATER CIP PROJECT HIGHLIGHTS 
 
 
Power Center 6 Transformer 
Enclosure and Switchboard 
Replacement Project  
 
The Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant 
is located at 1902 Gatchell Road, San Diego, 
CA 92152. Power Center 6 is the most 
critical substation unit at the Point Loma 
Wastewater Treatment Facility as it supplies 
electrical power to the Plant Gas Utilization 
Facility and Effluent Outfall Channel 
Controls (North & South). Due to severe 
deterioration of the metal enclosures and 
internal components, serious safety and 
operational problems were revealed. This 
project involved the replacement of the 
transformer enclosure and the switchboard. 
 
Construction started in May 2013 and was completed in October 2013.  
 
The total project cost was approximately $400,000. 
 
 
 
 

 Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant 
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FY14 Change Order Log 

WBS PROJECT TITLE 

PREVIOUSLY 
AUTHORIZED 

PROJECT COST 
(ORIGINAL 
CONTRACT 
AMOUNT) 

TOTAL 
CHANGE 
ORDER 
(CCO) 

AMOUNT TO 
DATE 

ENGINEERING 
RELATED 

COSTS 

REVISED 
TOTAL COST 

CCO/ 
ORIGINA
L TOTAL 
PROJECT 
COST  % 

DESCRIPTION 

2nd QTR FY14 (10/01/‐2013 ‐ 12/31/2013) 

    None. 

 

1st QTR FY14 (07/01/‐2013 ‐ 9/30/2013) 

    None. 
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AGENDA ITEM 9 
Salt Creek 

Diversion Business 
Case Evolution 



 

BCE Project Abstract Form (Rev. 09/1/11) 

Public Utilities Department 
 BCE Project Abstract 

 
Title Salt Creek Interceptor Flow Diversion 

Proponent Pete Wong/Vien Hong 

Division Engineering and Program Management 

Sponsor/Deputy 
Director 

Guann Hwang 

Submission Date 2/25/2014 
 

Issue/Problem to be Addressed 

 
Issue: This BCE is to evaluate the cost and benefit of diverting wastewater flow from City of Chula Vista 
42-inch Salt Creek Interceptor (SCI) to South Bay Water Reclamation Plant (SBWRP) for treatment. 
Currently, the wastewater flow in SCI is flowing to Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant (PLWTP) for 
treatment via South Metro Interceptor (SMI), Pump Station 1 and 2 (PS 1 and PS 2). The proposed 
diversion structure is located in City of Chula Vista at the intersection of Palm Avenue and Otay Valley Rd. 
Otay Water District (OWD) has been requesting additional recycled water to meet their peak demand. 
 
Flow Diversion Duration: The proposed flow diversion will cover over a 17 years period (2014-2030). 
The duration of the proposed flow diversion is defined based on the timing of 21-mgd South Bay 
Wastewater Treatment Plant (SBWTP). SBWTP and associated solid process facility, pump station and 
conveyance system are proposed in the 2012 Metropolitan Wastewater Plan to be online by 2030. The 
purpose is to offload PLWTP by rerouting the flow from SMI to SBWTP for treatment, which will be 
located adjacent to the existing SBWRP. Note that a 31-mgd SBWTP is proposed for installation in 2027 in 
the draft Pure Water Facility Plan. For the purpose of this analysis, the timeline in the 2012 Metropolitan 
Wastewater Plan is used. 
 
Flow Diversion Amount:  Currently, the measured flow at SCI and SMI connection has an average of 3.5 
mgd and it is projected to increase up to 6.5 mgd by the 2030. The proposed diversion structure is located at 
the upstream stretch of the SCI, which constitutes an average of approximately 3 mgd (existing) up to 6 
mgd (year 2030). At  the downstream side of the diversion structure, the Main St. Trunk Sewer (owned by 
City of Chula Vista) drains approximately 0.5 mgd to SCI, and the segments of SCI between Main St. 
Trunk Sewer and the diversion structure requires approximately 0.9 mgd (based on the minimum slope of 
the segment) to maintain the cleansing velocity. These flows are excluded from the proposed flow for 
diversion. The potential diverted flow is divided into three period as follows (See Exhibit 1): 
 

Period 
Diverted 
Flow 

2014‐2019  2 mgd 

2020‐2024  3 mgd 

2025‐2030  4 mgd 
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Known Alternatives 

 
Alternative 1 “Do Nothing”– This alternative is the existing condition where SCI flows to PLWTP for 
treatment. No capital cost incurs in this alternative, only the current O&M cost. 
 
Alternative 2 “Divert 2-4 mgd from SCI to SBWRP” – This alternative requires capital and O&M costs 
for the duration of the diversion. 

 
Key Factors to Consider 

 
 Diversion is seasonal and only occurs during the summer to provide additional reclaimed water to 

customer. 
 Additional capital and O&M costs may need to be borne by the JPA if flow diverted to SBWRP. 
 Additional cost of sending the sludge to PLWTP for retreatment was not included in this BCE 

estimate. 
 The ownership, O&M responsibility, liability of sewer overflow, and construction of the diversion 

structure should be determined before the construction. 
 The City receives CWA incentive for the remainder of the total recycled water produced after 

selling to OWD. This cost, relatively minimal, is not included in this BCE estimate. 
 Besides Metro facility costs, the additional Muni conveyance facility cost will incur, since the 

diverted flow will convey through Otay Valley Trunk Sewer (Muni facility). This cost is not 
included in this BCE estimate. 

 Future Demineralization Facility power and maintenance costs are not available at this time and are 
not included in this BCE estimate. 

 Diverted flow may possibly contribute an increased chloride and manganese level in production 
water. Currently, high level of chloride was experienced at SBWRP and notice of violation had been 
issued by RWQCB. The planned relocation of the EDR units from NCWRP to SBWRP will help to 
reduce these increases. More water quality sampling is recommended for the SCI flows.  
  

Other Considerations 

 
 As regional benefit: 

 
1. Offload PLWTP flow (but not solids)  
2. Maximize reclaimed water use 

Comments 

 
Of the know alternatives, it is recommended that the Alternative 1 “Do Nothing” should be selected. This 
alternative is a more cost effective solution and in the best interest of both City and JPA. Alternative 2 
requires JPA bears the additional costs and liability. The cost of approximately $9.4M will be shared among 
the Metro agencies over 17 years. If Alternative 2 is pursued then the following will need to be determined: 

1. Cost allocation among San Diego (Muni and Metro) and the Participating Agencies. 
2. O&M responsibility and liability of failure for the diversion structure throughout its lifecycle. 
3. Continue operation of the diversion structure after SBWTP and associated conveyance system are 

online. 
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Cost Estimates                                                                                                         Attachments: Y/N 

 
Alternative 1 “Do Nothing” (existing condition) NPV cost is $7,807,389 (See Attached).  
 

Alternative #1 ‐ Year One Expenditure 

Facility  Total Cost 
Flows 
(MG) 

Unit Cost per 
MG  2 MGD 

PS 1   $1,437,510   19,418   $74  $54,042  

PS 2  $6,216,671   53,186   $117  $85,326  

PLWWTP  $16,490,078   53,453   $308  $225,201  

Capital Cost  $0   ‐  ‐  $0  

Revenue (RW Sale)  $0   ‐  ‐  $0  

Grand Total Cost (1st year)  ‐  ‐  ‐  ($364,569) 

Note:    

1) The expenditure of each facility is based on the FY 2013 dollar 

2) MBC cost for PLWTP sludge was not included in the analysis 

 
Alternative 2 “Divert 2-4 mgd from SCI to SBWRP” NPV cost is $17,167,358 (See Attached). This NPV cost 
included entire SBWRP O&M cost (influent to tertiary process) and revenue from the sale of reclaimed water 
produced and delivery. 
 
In 2008, City of San Diego, Public Utilities Department issued to Brown and Caldwell a task order to perform 
design of a sewer diversion structure which included electrical and mechanical control for SCI at Otay Valley 
and Palm Avenue. The design was completed and provided to City of Chula Vista for the purpose of solicit 
construction bids in 2010. The construction bid resulted in the estimated cost of approximately $800,000. The 
cost is escalated based on ENR CCI to 2013 dollars, which is approximately $860,000. 
 

Alternative #2 ‐ Year One Expenditure 

Facility  Total Cost  Flows (MG)  Cost per MG  2 MGD 

ORPS  $205,551   1,972   $104  $76,075  

GAPS  $463,009   2,929   $158  $115,416  

SBWRP  $4,473,043   2,938   $1,522  $1,111,239  

Capital Cost  $860,000   ‐  ‐  $860,000  

Revenue (RW Sale)  $701,851   635  1074  $701,851  

Grand Total Cost (1st year)  ‐  ‐  ‐  ($1,460,879) 

Note:               

1) The expenditure of each facility is based on the FY 2013 dollar 

2) Revenue  is based OWD agreement (expire 2027) of sale price ($350/acr‐ft) and meter charge ($1,646/month) 

3) Revenue is based on Recycled Water Produced (13% loss of treatment of 2 mgd) 

4) Second year expenditure and beyond will decrease due to no capital expenditure 

 
NPV Calculation Assumptions: 
 

 Project construction start in 2014 
 Escalation/Inflation Rate = 3% 
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 Discount Rate = 5% 
 Period = 17 years (2014-2030) 
 Revenue (constant) = $350 per acre-ft (usage) plus $1,646 per month (meter charge) 
 Diverted flow was based on the availability of SCI 

 
The NPV breakdowns are divided into three period as follows: 
 

Period  Flow (mgd)  Alternative 1  Alternative 2  Variance 

2014‐2019  2  $2,085,859  $4,572,859  ($2,486,999) 

2020‐2024  3  $2,345,226  $4,842,383  ($2,497,158) 

2025‐2030  4  $3,376,304  $7,752,116  ($4,359,968) 

NPV Total  ‐  $7,807,389  $17,167,358  ($9,359,968) 

 
As shown above, the cost-benefit analyses as well as the NPV calculations provide sufficient evidence as to why 
implementing alternative 2 is not beneficial. The cost-benefit analysis shows a loss as well as the NPV is 
negative even revenue and PLWTP avoided costs considered. However, if this alternative is pursued, costs, 
reliability and O&M responsibility need to be determined. 

 
Accounting  (For Administrative use) 

 
Funding:  O&M_____   or   CIP_____    CIP# ___________________  Funding Year: _________ 
 
Financing Plan Review:  10YR/RC            Version Date: _____/_____/_______ 
 

Fund No. Cost Center No. G/L Acct. No. WBS No. Internal Order No. 

 
Analyst Review:_____________________________  Date:_____/_____/_____ 

Approval/Signatures 

Role Name Signature Date 

Sponsor Deputy Director Guann Hwang   

Sponsor Assistant Director            Ann Sasaki   
USET Approval 

(Sponsor Assistant Director)    

Department Director          Halla Razak   

Tracking (For Administrative use) 

BCE No. Asset No. 
(Auditor’s Use) Completion Date Final Cost Asset Mgr Review 
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From Summary Sheet: Risk adjustments (+/- percent): Public Utilities Department
Year of analysis 2014 Capital cost 0% Business Case Evaluation
Escalation rate 3% Benefits 0% Life Cycle Alternative Cost Analysis

Discount rate 5% Annual/R&R costs 0% "Do Nothing" Alternative

Year
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042 2043

Expressed in 2014 dollars, unescalated
Capital Outlays
Benefits:
Benefit 1
Benefit 2
Benefit 3
  Total benefits 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Annual Running Costs:
O&M (Treatment & Conveyance) 364,569 364,569 364,569 364,569 364,569 364,569 546,853 546,853 546,853 546,853 546,853 729,137 729,137 729,137 729,137 729,137 729,137
Power
Chemicals
Compliance monitoring
Unexpected events
Other
Other
Other
  Total running costs 364,569 364,569 364,569 364,569 364,569 364,569 546,853 546,853 546,853 546,853 546,853 729,137 729,137 729,137 729,137 729,137 729,137 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
R&R Costs:
Pump refurbishment 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Site maintenance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other
Other
Other
  Total refurbishments 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Net Benefit (364,569) (364,569) (364,569) (364,569) (364,569) (364,569) (546,853) (546,853) (546,853) (546,853) (546,853) (729,137) (729,137) (729,137) (729,137) (729,137) (729,137) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Expressed in escalated dollars with sensitivity adjustments
Capital Outlays 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Benefits:
Benefit 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Benefit 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Benefit 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
  Total benefits 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Annual Running Costs:
O&M (Treatment & Conveyance) 364,569 375,506 386,771 398,374 410,326 422,635 652,971 672,560 692,737 713,519 734,925 1,009,296 1,039,575 1,070,762 1,102,885 1,135,972 1,170,051 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Power 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Chemicals 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Compliance monitoring 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unexpected events 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
  Total running costs 364,569 375,506 386,771 398,374 410,326 422,635 652,971 672,560 692,737 713,519 734,925 1,009,296 1,039,575 1,070,762 1,102,885 1,135,972 1,170,051 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
R&R Costs:
Pump refurbishment 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Site maintenance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
  Total refurbishments 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 00
Net escalated benefit (364,569) (375,506) (386,771) (398,374) (410,326) (422,635) (652,971) (672,560) (692,737) (713,519) (734,925) (1,009,296) (1,039,575) (1,070,762) (1,102,885) (1,135,972) (1,170,051) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Life cycle cost analysis
PVs in 2014 (364,569) (357,625) (350,813) (344,131) (337,576) (331,146) (487,257) (477,976) (468,872) (459,941) (451,180) (590,115) (578,874) (567,848) (557,032) (546,422) (536,014) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
NPV as of 2014 (7,807,389)
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From Summary Sheet: Risk adjustments (+/- percent): Public Utilities Department
Year of analysis 2014 Capital cost 0% Business Case Evaluation
Escalation rate 3% Benefits 0% Life Cycle Alternative Cost Analysis

Discount rate 5% Annual/R&R costs 0% Divert 2-4 mgd Flow to SBWRP (Tertiary Cost+Revenue)

Year
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042 2043

Expressed in 2014 dollars, unescalated
Capital Outlays 860,000
Benefits:
Benefit 1 - Revenue 701,876 701,876 701,876 701,876 701,876 701,876 1,042,938 1,042,938 1,042,938 1,042,938 1,042,938 1,383,999 1,383,999 1,383,999 1,383,999 1,383,999 1,383,999
Benefit 2
Benefit 3
  Total benefits 701,876 701,876 701,876 701,876 701,876 701,876 1,042,938 1,042,938 1,042,938 1,042,938 1,042,938 1,383,999 1,383,999 1,383,999 1,383,999 1,383,999 1,383,999 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Annual Running Costs:
O&M (Treatment & Conveyance) 1,302,730 1,302,730 1,302,730 1,302,730 1,302,730 1,302,730 1,954,094 1,954,094 1,954,094 1,954,094 1,954,094 2,605,459 2,605,459 2,605,459 2,605,459 2,605,459 2,605,459
Power
Chemicals
Compliance monitoring
Unexpected events
Other
Other
Other
  Total running costs 1,302,730 1,302,730 1,302,730 1,302,730 1,302,730 1,302,730 1,954,094 1,954,094 1,954,094 1,954,094 1,954,094 2,605,459 2,605,459 2,605,459 2,605,459 2,605,459 2,605,459 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
R&R Costs:
Pump refurbishment 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0p
Site maintenance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other
Other
Other
  Total refurbishments 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Net Benefit (1,460,854) (600,854) (600,854) (600,854) (600,854) (600,854) (911,156) (911,156) (911,156) (911,156) (911,156) (1,221,460) (1,221,460) (1,221,460) (1,221,460) (1,221,460) (1,221,460) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Expressed in escalated dollars with sensitivity adjustments
Capital Outlays 860,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Benefits:
Benefit 1 - Revenue 701,876 701,876 701,876 701,876 701,876 701,876 1,042,938 1,042,938 1,042,938 1,042,938 1,042,938 1,383,999 1,383,999 1,383,999 1,383,999 1,383,999 1,383,999 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Benefit 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Benefit 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
  Total benefits 701,876 701,876 701,876 701,876 701,876 701,876 1,042,938 1,042,938 1,042,938 1,042,938 1,042,938 1,383,999 1,383,999 1,383,999 1,383,999 1,383,999 1,383,999 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Annual Running Costs:
O&M (Treatment & Conveyance) 1,302,730 1,341,812 1,382,066 1,423,528 1,466,234 1,510,221 2,333,290 2,403,289 2,475,388 2,549,649 2,626,139 3,606,565 3,714,762 3,826,204 3,940,991 4,059,220 4,180,997 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Power 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Chemicals 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Compliance monitoring 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unexpected events 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
  Total running costs 1,302,730 1,341,812 1,382,066 1,423,528 1,466,234 1,510,221 2,333,290 2,403,289 2,475,388 2,549,649 2,626,139 3,606,565 3,714,762 3,826,204 3,940,991 4,059,220 4,180,997 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
R&R Costs:
Pump refurbishment 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sit i t 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0Site maintenance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
  Total refurbishments 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 00
Net escalated benefit (1,460,854) (639,936) (680,190) (721,652) (764,358) (808,345) (1,290,352) (1,360,351) (1,432,450) (1,506,711) (1,583,201) (2,222,566) (2,330,763) (2,442,205) (2,556,992) (2,675,221) (2,796,998) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Life cycle cost analysis
PVs in 2014 (1,460,854) (609,463) (616,953) (623,390) (628,839) (633,360) (962,881) (966,776) (969,538) (971,240) (971,948) (1,299,488) (1,297,856) (1,295,154) (1,291,454) (1,286,827) (1,281,337) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NPV as of 2014 (17,167,358)
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Metro Wastewater JPA
Treasurer’s Report

Six months ending December 31, 2013



Beginning Cash Balance at July 1, 2013 212,980$         

Operating Results

Membership dues & interest income 114,296           

Expenses (126,942)          

Net Income (Loss) (12,646)            

Net change in receivables & payables (see cash flow statement) 84,509             

Cash provided by (used in) operating activities 71,863             

Ending Cash Balance at December 31, 2013 284,843$         

Submitted by:

Karen Jassoy, Treasurer, 2/20/14

Treasurer’s Report
Six months ending December 31, 2013

Unaudited

Metro Wastewater JPA



Dec 31, 2013 Jun 30, 2013 $ Change

ASSETS

Checking/Savings

California Bank & Trust - Savings 275,984$        203,685$        72,299$      

California Bank & Trust - Checking 8,859              9,295              (436)            

Total Checking/Savings 284,843          212,980          71,863        

Accounts Receivable 5,259              9,104              (3,845)         

TOTAL ASSETS 290,102$        222,084$        68,018$      

LIABILITIES & EQUITY

Liabilities

Accounts Payable 41,985$          75,579$          (33,594)$     

Unearned Membership Billings 114,258          -                  114,258      

Total Liabilities 156,243          75,579            80,664        

Fund Balance

At Beginning of Period 146,505          115,570          30,935        

Net Income (12,646)           30,935            (43,581)       

At End of Period 133,859          146,505          (12,646)       

TOTAL LIABILITIES & EQUITY 290,102$        222,084$        68,018$      

Fund balance at 12/31/13 133,859$        

2014 JPA Required Operating Reserve 76,205            
Based on 4 months of Operating Expenditures

Over (under) required reserve 57,654$          

 Metro Wastewater JPA
 Balance Sheet

As of December 31, 2013 and June 30, 2013
Unaudited



 Page 3

Actual Budget
Over (Under) 

Budget

Income

Membership Dues 114,258$         114,258$         -$                  

Interest Income 38                    52                    (14)                    

Total Income 114,296$         114,310$         (14)$                  

Expense
Administrative Assistant -$                 1,800$             (1,800)$             
Admin & Treasury Services-Padre 8,494               9,502               (1,008)               
Atkins 87,646             64,599             23,047               
Audit Fees -                   -                   -                    
Contingencies -                   -                   -                    
Dues & Subscriptions -                   300                  (300)                  
Legal - BB&K 21,081             17,498             3,583                 
JPA/TAC meeting expenses 1,686               2,498               (812)                  
Mileage Reimbursement -                   1,000               (1,000)               
Miscellaneous 225                  (225)                  
Office Supplies -                   250                  (250)                  
Per Diem - Agency 7,500               9,998               (2,498)               
Public Information 535                  412                  123                    
Telephone -                   225                  (225)                  

Total Expense 126,942$         108,307$         18,635$             

Net Income (12,646)$          6,003$             (18,649)$           

 Metro Wastewater JPA
 Profit & Loss Budget vs. Actual

 July through December 2013
Unaudited



OPERATING ACTIVITIES

Net Income (12,646)$       

Adjustments to reconcile Net Income
to net cash provided by operations:

Accounts Receivable 3,845            

Accounts Payable (33,594)         

Unearned Membership Billings 114,258        

Net cash provided by Operating Activities 71,863          

Net cash increase for period 71,863          

Cash at beginning of period 212,980        

Cash at end of period 284,843$      

 Metro Wastewater JPA
 Statement of Cash Flows
 July through December 2013

Unaudited



Current 1 - 30 31 - 60 61 - 90 > 90 TOTAL

City of San Diego - Metro Wastewater Dept -$            0.00 0.00 0.00 5,259.03 5,259.03$    

TOTAL -$            0.00 0.00 0.00 5,259.03 5,259.03$    

 Metro Wastewater JPA
A/R Aging Summary
As of December 31, 2013



Padre Dam 21,589.20$      *

Atkins North America 18,207.80        *

Best, Best and Krieger 2,187.89          *

Total 41,984.89$      

 Metro Wastewater JPA
Vendor Balance Summary

As of December 31, 2013
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                  Point Loma Permit/Potable Reuse 03/12/2014

                 KEY MILESTONE DATES

DATE TASK FOLLOW UP
ACTION/STATUS

2013

Dec. 13, 2013 San Diego provide draft facilities plan to stakeholders
Draft provided. Enviros requested if schedule 
could be accelerated. San Diego provide 
update on 2/5/14

2014

January Begin outreach to regulators, legislators, key stakeholders and public

1/16/14 8:30-
10:30 MOC2 2E San Diego Define Secondary Equivalency. Provide draft white paper

Comments provided on white paper. Enviros 
requested an analysis to be run using existing 
flows as a base line for comparison. Also look 
a concentration limits. Next meeting TBD

1/23/14 10-12 
MOC II

San Diego meet with JPA on cost allocation. 1) Agree on methodology 
2) Insert construction costs from facilities plan

San Diego to look at comparing PR facilities 
construction through secondary to secondary 
at Point Loma. Next meeting on 2/20/14

Late January Preliminary cost estimate and rate impact based on preliminary 
facilities plan

02/05/2014 
MOC2 2E San Diego Stakeholders Meeting

February First draft of legislative language Draft prepared
February Seek Congressional sponsor for legislation (Issa/Davis ?) Need to define secondary equivalency 1st

02/24/2013 Imperial Beach outfall meeting Halla agreed to look at additional potable 
reuse to reduce south bay discharge

03/05/2014 San Diego (Ann, Brent, Bob, Allan) meet with EPA staff Pure Water program was well received by 
EPA

03/06/2014 Cost allocation meeting

March Resolve Padre Dam mass balance correction. This is holding up the 
FY12, FY11, FY10, and FY09 audits

Attorney's met on 1/23/14. They asked San 
Diego for additional information wihtin 30 
days. Next meeting TBD

March Resolve North City billing correction
These adjustments may be combined with 
Padre Dam mass balance corrections

March Resolve recylced water revenue
These adjustments may be combined with 
Padre Dam mass balance corrections

03/07/2014 Presentation to SANDAG Regional Planning Committee Presentation was well received
03/13/2014 Stakeholders Meeting

03/27/2014 San Diego County Water Authority Board Meeting
Request to delay vote on fiscal sustainability 
policy

04/03/2014 Cost allocation meeting

06/30/2014 Complete cost analysis and rate impact review
Finalize cost allocation method

September Finalize facilities plan for inclusion in NPDES permit application
September First draft NPDES Permit
December Final draft NPDES Permit

2015
January Submit NPDES Permit to the Environmental Protection Agency

OUTREACHSECONDARY 
EQUIV

FACILITIES 
PLAN

COST 
ALLOC

PERMIT 
APP

Milestone Progress Dashboard

Amount of pie filled = % complete
Green = on schedule
Yellow = behind schedule
Red = late

LEGIS-
LATION
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