METRO &
WASTEWATER J p A

METRO TAC AGENDA
(Technical Advisory Committee to Metro JPA)

TO: Metro TAC Representatives and Metro Commissioners
DATE: Wednesday, December 17, 2014
TIME: 11:00 p.m. to 1:30 p.m.

LOCATION: MWWD, 9192 Topaz Way, (MOC Il 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 November 19, 2014 (Attachment)

2. PRESENTATION: Public Notice for Pure Water Program Environmental Document (Attachment)
(Keli Balo)

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

4. ACTION: Consideration and Possible Action for Approval of Amendment No. 2 with ADS CORP for
the Sewer Flow Monitoring & Event Notification System, Contract No. 10004692-10-W (Attachment)
(Mike Faramarzi)

5. ACTION: Consideration and Possible Action for Approval of Change Order #1 MBC Dewatering
Centrifuges Replacement (Attachment forthcoming) (Manny da Rosa)

6. Metro Wastewater Update (Standing Item)
7. Metro Capital Improvement Program and Funding Sources (Standing Item)

8. San Diego Integrated Regional Water Management Regional Advisory Committee Meeting #53
(Attachment) (Stephen Beppler)

9. Financial Update (Standing Item) (Karyn Keese)
10. MetroTAC Work Plan (Standing Item) (Attachment) (Greg Humora)
11. Point Loma Permit Renewal (Standing Item) (Attachment) (Greg Humora)

12. Review of Items to be Brought Forward to the Regular Metro Commission/Metro JPA Meeting
(January 8, 2014 if needed)

13. Other Business of Metro TAC

14. Adjournment (To the next Regular Meeting, January 21, 2015)

Metro TAC 2015 Meeting Schedule

January 21 May 20 September 16
February 18  June 17 October 21
March 18 July 15 November 18

April 15 August 19 December 16
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Minutes of November 19, 2014
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METRO & &
WASTEWATER J P A
Metro TAC
(Technical Advisory Committee to Metro Commission/JPA)
ACTION MINUTES

DATE OF MEETING: November 19, 2014

TIME: 11:00 AM

LOCATION: MWWD, MOC Il Auditorium

MEETING ATTENDANCE:

Greg Humora, La Mesa Tung Phung, City of San Diego

Dennis Davies, El Cajon Marie Wright-Travis, City of San Diego
Ed Walton, Coronado Lee Ann Jones-Santos, City of San Diego
Dan Brogadir, County of San Diego Rania Amen, City of San Diego

Chris Helmer, Imperial Beach Filemon Sevilla, City of San Diego
Stephen Beppler, Otay WD Amy Dorman, City of San Diego

Arnie Sandvik, Padre Dam Cheryl Lester, City of San Diego

Jim Howell, Poway Pamela Galan, City of San Diego

Michael Obermiller, Poway Azar Husseim, City of San Diego

Tom Howard, Poway Karyn Keese, Atkins

Ann Sasaki, City of San Diego
Edgar Patino, City of San Diego

1. Review and Approve MetroTAC Action Minutes for the Meeting of October 15, 2014.
Vice Chair Dennis Davies moved approval of the October 15, 2014 minutes. The motion was
seconded by Tom Howard and the minutes were approved unanimously.

2. Metro Commission/JPA Board Meeting Recap (Standing Item)
Chairman Humora reviewed the special meeting of the Metro Commission/JPA. A special
meeting of the Metro Commission was held on October 16, 2014. Three items were discussed
and unanimously approved. The Commissioners unanimously supported:
e Sending a letter to Padre Dam in support of their Advanced Water Purification Project;
e The execution of a contract with Benntag Pacific, Inc. for caustic soda for all appropriate
Metro facilities; and
e Sending a letter to the City of San Diego on behalf of the Metro Commission/JPA
supporting the 2015 Point Loma WTP modified NPDES Permit with individual
participating agencies resolutions attached.

3. ACTION: Meeting Calendar for 2015
Metro TAC members reviewed the Metro TAC and Commission/JPA calendars for 2015. On a
motion by Steve Beppler, seconded by Chairman Humora the calendar was accepted with the
provision that the Commission review and revise their January 1* meeting.

4. ACTION: Pump Station 2 Power Reliability and Surge Protection
The scope of this project is to improve the power reliability of Pump Station 2 and bring it up to
EPA required standards. San Diego entered into an agreement with Lee and Ro, Inc to analyze
alternatives and recommend the best alternatives for review along with design and support.
Because of identified existing conditions and the requirements of the preferred alternative eight
changes to the scope of work are required. This change order will be going to the City Council in
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February 2015. On a motion by Mike Obermiller, seconded by Vice Chair Dennis Davies the
motion was approved unanimously to move this contract forward to the Metro Commission for
their review and potential approval subject to the staff report being revised to just include the
requested current change and the construction cost portion be eliminated.

ACTION: Third Amendment to the Facility Franchise Agreement between the City of San Diego
and San Diego Landfill Systems, Inc. (Copy of staff report is included with these minutes as
Attachment A)

PUD staff has negotiated an extension of this existing agreement for a third five-year term
beginning March 2, 2015, that provides for 100% beneficial reuse of solids. San Diego Landfill
Systems has agreed to maintain the existing pricing of $46.65 per wet ton. PUD staff evaluated
this price against what the City of Los Angeles and Orange County Sanitation District are paying
and determined that the lowest unit comparable cost in Southern California is 17% higher than
SDLS’s price. Thus PUD staff did not feel that it was in the best interest of Metro to go out to bid
and potentially pay 17% more. On a motion by Dan Brogadir, seconded by Ed Walton the motion
was approved unanimously to move this contract forward to the Metro Commission for their
review and potential approval.

ACTION: As-Needed Engineering Technical Services Consultant

Ann Sasaki reviewed the staff report regarding the As-Needed Engineering Technical Services
Contract and the scope of work anticipated to be accomplished under this contract. The Contract
is for a five-year period with a not to exceed amount of $30 million. Individual task orders will be
issued for specific amounts in support of the Pure Water Program as individual scopes of work
are developed. The selected consultant is a joint venture of MWH America and Brown and
Caldwell. Five firms’ submitted proposals and the selection committee interviewed all five. Al Lau
represented the JPA on the selection panel. The selection committee unanimously selected the
MWH team. PUD staff Program Management staff including Ann Sasaki, Amy Dorman, and
Rania Amen have completed negotiations with the consultants on hourly rates and they are
included in the contract. The first tasks for the consultant will be to work with PUD staff to put
together milestones, metrics and draft reporting formats that will be used to keep the IROC and
Metro TAC/Commission informed of progress on the project. PUD staff expects to give the
consultant NTP in early January 2015. Chairman Humora stated that Metro TAC has not made a
decision on the review process for individual task orders and will gain input from the Metro
Commission. On a motion by Chairman Humora, seconded by Vice Chair Dennis Davies the
motion was approved unanimously to move this contract forward to the Metro Commission for
their review and potential approval.

INFORMATION: Water Reuse Forum — Purified Drinking Water (WRC)
Vice Chair Al Lau was not at the Metro TAC meeting so this item will be placed on the December
2014 agenda.

DISCUSSION: Ebola Procedures for Wastewater Crews

Tom Howard and Mike Obermiller discussed their concerns over protecting their wastewater
crews from exposure to viruses such as Ebola. They watched a panel of AWWA experts discuss
this but the panel came to a conclusion that there are no current guidelines available from the
CDC. Ann Sasaki stated that she will find if San Diego has a protocol on this and report back. It
was suggested that ADS might have a protocol and should be contacted. SCAP has not released
anything as well. It was decided to add this should be added to the work plan with Tom Howard
and Mike Obermiller as the champions.

Metro Wastewater Update (Standing Item)

Ann Sasaki informed Metro TAC members that this would be her last Metro TAC meeting as she
will be leaving PUD to take a position at Central Contra Costa Sanitation District. She will be
leaving the first week of December.
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Metro Capital Improvement Program and Funding Sources (Standing Item).

PUD staff presented the 1* Quarter 2015 CIP Program results (Copy included as Attachment B).
Featured projects were MBC Dewatering Centrifuge Replacement and Backup Generators at
Sewer Pump Stations, Treatment Plant & EMTS. Forecast for the year is $23.1 million and $2.8
million has been expended to date which is slightly under projected budget.

Financial Update
There was no financial update this month.

MetroTAC Work Plan (Standing Item)
Item 8 regarding Ebola was added to the work plan.

Point Loma Permit Renewal

Chairman Humora reported that now that the Metro Commission/JPA and the City of San Diego
City Council have unanimously supported the 2015 Modified Permit Application that the focus of
the Ad Hoc and Pure Water Program staff will be on the required legislation and cost allocation.
Chairman Humora and Scott Tulloch will be meeting with PUD staff to discuss the duel track for
an administrative fix as suggested by EPA and the legislation so that no deadlines are missed for
the legislation. In addition the cost allocation team is meeting every two weeks with PUD staff to
continue to refine appropriate cost sharing for the Pure Water Program between water and
wastewater.

Review of Items to be Brought Forward to the next Metro Commission/Metro JPA Meeting
(December 4, 2014)
Agenda items 4, 5, and 6 will be brought forward to the Metro Commission at their next meeting.

Other Business of Metro TAC

Chairman Humora reported that there appears to be a potential resolution shortly on the Padre
Dam issue. Padre Dam and San Diego have met and will be sending a letter shortly regarding the
PA’s attorney group’s offer.

16. Adjournment (To the next Regular Meeting, December 17, 2014)



METRO JPA/TAC

Staff Report

Subject Title: Authorization for a Third Amendment to the Facility Franchise Agreement between the City
of San Diego and San Diego Landfill Systems, Inc., to collect, transport and dispose of biosolids generated
from the Metro Biosolids Center.

Requested Action:

In June 1999, the City and San Diego Landfill Systems, Inc., (SDLS) entered into a Facility Franchise
Agreement for the Miramar Landfill, City Ordinance No. 00-18668. Section 4 of that agreement provided
for a five-year period in which SDLS would collect, transport, and dispose of biosolids processed at the
Metropolitan Biosolids Center (MBC}. Prior to the end of the first five-year period in February 2005, the
City and SDLS agreed to extend the Agreement for an additional five years per Amendment No. 1, City
Ordinance 00-19355. Prior to the expiration of Amendment No. 1, SDLFS and the City extended the
Agreement for another five years per Amendment No. 2, City Ordinance No. 19923. As stated in
Amendment No. 2, the current contract completion date is March 1, 2015.

The City and SDLS have negotiated another extension to the Agreement for a third five-year term (the
Third Amendment), beginning March 2, 2015, that provides for 100% beneficial use of biosolids. If the
Third Amendment is approved, SDLS will continue to use land application and alternate daily landfill cover
as its approved methods of beneficial biosolids use. SDLS has agreed to maintain the existing pricing of
$46.65 per wet ton. If, in the future, other methods of beneficial use are identified, prior approval of the
City shall be required before such methods or sites can be used by SDLS. The City has reserved the right to
pursue its own alternatives, if such alternatives afford the City additional benefits in the use of biosolids.

This action will authorize the Third Amendment of the contract with San Diego Landfill Systems, Inc., to
collect, transport, and dispose of biosolids processed at the Metropolitan Biosolids Center {MBC) in excess
of $6 million for the first contract year and further authorize the execution of the contract renewal options
to extend the contract for four additional one-year periods. The maximum contract duration including
options shall not exceed five years and the maximum cumulative contract amount shall not exceed
$41,602,790.

The not to exceed expenditure amount of $41,602,790 over the maximum five-year period of the contract
has been calculated which includes taxes and projected CPI increases for each contract year. Annual
expenditures can only be projected since the exact quantity of biosolids to be managed each year can only
be estimated per last year's experience.

In evaluating if this SDLS pricing was in the best interest of the Participating Agencies and ratepayer,
several factors were reviewed and considered.

MBC produces approximately 120,000 wet tons of Class B biosolids a year. Class B biosolids can only be
reused or disposed of by composting, land applied to non-edible crops in regicns that allow such
application, processing with other materials and using as alternative daily cover at a landfill, further
processing to make an unrestricted fertilizer product, directly land fitling, or using it in some manner as an
epgrgy SO!.II"CQ.



To determine regional reuse/disposal costs for similar volumes of Class B biosolids, we contacted the
California Association of Sanitation Agencies and received a 2013 statewide hiosolids disposal survey. The
two comparable Southern California agencies (City of Los Angeles and Orange County Sanitation District
(OCSD)) reported composting to be the most expensive end use for biosolids at $75 per wet ton. OCSD land
applies 50% of their Class B solids at a cost of $55.00 per wet ton, and directly landfills 10% of their
biosolids at $40.00 per wet ton. Neither agency utilizes alternative daily cover as a reuse option.

Biosolids Management City of Los Angeles Cost Orange County Sanitation
Method (wet ton) (% of total volume unknown) | District Cost (wet ton) (% of
total volume)
Composting $75.00 $75.00 (40%)
Land Application -Class B | n/a $55.00 {50%)
Energy Source $50.00 (not inclusive of all processing n/a
costs)
Direct Land filling n/a $40.00 {10%)
Alternative Daily Cover n/a n/a

When contemplating the potential benefit or risk in inviting a solicitation for a bid on this contract, the
existing contract language has to be considered. The existing contract has a clause that requires the City to
allow SDLS to match the lowest bid received. With this existing contract clause in mind, a significant risk of
paying higher costs on this contract exists for the following reasons:

-SDLS is honoring their present price of $46.65 per wet ton for the biosolids disposition of either

Alternative Daily Cover or land application in Arizona.
- The lowest unit comparable cost in Southern California is 17% higher for land application.

Thus, if this contract were to go out for bid, there is a high likelihood that $55 per wet ton or some higher
unit cost would be the lowest bid. The contract allows for SDLS to then just match the lowest bidder’s unit
cost which would result in a cost increase with no additional service provided.

SDLS has been a very responsible and responsive company since the onset of this contract. They are
flexible in the number of trucks sent to the facility on a daily basis to meet our varying needs. With a
phone call, they easily adjust to assigning more than the typical 20 trucks a day to transport biosolids when
our volumes increase. They have not had any environmental spills of the biosolids during transportation
and there has been no discrepancy of the biosolids sent for land application in Arizona. We have full
confidence that they will continue to be a reliable vendor managing the City’s biosolids.



Recommendations: Approve the resolutions.
Metro TAC: |
| To be submitted for consideration on November 19, 2014.
IROC:
Prior Actions:
(Committee/Commission,
Date, Result)

Fiscg!_ Impact:
Is this projected budgeted? Yes X No
Cost breakdown between  100% Metro
Metro & Muni:
Fir-lané'iéi"i_ihpac_t“ of this §14,-56'0,9"';’6 over five fiscal years (FY 2015 through FY 2_05(_)_)
issue on the Metro JPA:

Fiscal Impact: Estimated Fiscal impact for JPA at 35%:

Fiscal METRO JPA Portion TOTAL MUNI WATER TOTAL
Year (35%) METRO REQUEST
FY 2015 $ 1313975 | % 707525 |§$ 2,021,500 |$ 000 |$§ 0.00 $ 2,021,500
FY 2016 $ 4257279 |§ 2,292,381 |$ 6,549,660 | $ 0.00 |8§ 0.00 $ 6,549,660
FY 2017 $ 4,697,017 $ 2,529,164 | $ 7,226,181 | $ 000 |$ 0.00 $ 7,226,181
FY 2018 $ 5,230,296 |§$ 2,816,313 | $ 8,046,609 |$ 000 |§ 0.00 $ 8,046,609
FY 2019 $ 5,546,782 1§ 2,986,727 | § 8,533,509 | § 0.00 |$ 0.00 $ 8,533,509
FY 2020 $ 5996465 | § 3,228,865 |$ 9,225330 |$ 0.00 |$§ 0.00 $ 9,225,330
TOTAL $27,041,814 | $14,560,976* | $41,602,790 | § 0.00 |$ 0.00 $41,602,790
*Rounding differences
Capital Improvement Program: N/A
New Project? Yes  ~ No_
Existing Project? Yes == No upgrade/addition change
‘Comments/Analysis:

Previous TAC/JPA Action:

Additional/Future Action:

Pending Metro Joint Power Authority (JPA), Metro Commission on approval on December 4,
2014.
' City Council Action:

Tentatively scheduled for consideration by the full Council in January, 2015.






MEMORANDUM

DATE: November 17, 2014
TO: Metro Technical Advisory Committee (Metro TAC)
FROM: Rania Amen, Deputy Director, Public Utilities Department

SUBJECT:  FY2015 Capital Improvement Projects (CIP) — 1st Quarter

The Public Utilities Departments hereby submits the FY2015 CIP updates for the period of July 1 to
September 30, 2014.

This quarterly report includes project highlights, forecast and actual expenditures, and project change
orders.



CIP PROJECT HIGHLIGHTS

MBC Dewatering Centrifuges Replacement

The dewatering centrifuges are part of Area 76, within the Metro Biosolids Center (MBC), a regional
biosolids processing facility located adjacent to the City’s
Miramar Landfill in Kearny Mesa and north of Interstate 52.

This project will increase the production capacity of the
dewatering centrifuges to accommodate plant shutdowns for
maintenance and construction, to accommodate future flows,
and to address diverse types of constraining operational
factors that limit current capacity.

The existing dewatering centrifuges have been in operation for
more than 14 years and are approaching the end of their useful
life. This project will replace six of the eight units, and
increase the unit capacity from approximately 225 gallons per
minute {gpm) to 350 gpm.

The notice to proceed for construction was issued on June 12,
2013 and the end of construction is estimated to be completed
by spring 2016.

The existing Dewatering Centrifuges in Area 76 at MEC.

The estimated total cost of this project is $11,442,554.

Backup Generators at Sewer Pump Stations, Treatment Plant & EMTS

This project will purchase seven generators and provide
a design-build contract to install the generators and
associated equipment for permanent power connection
to existing sewer Pump Stations 1, 64, 65, Penasquitos,
North City Reclamation Plant, and Environmental
Monitoring Technical Services (EMTS) laboratory.

All seven generators (2-mega watt each) were purchased

in 2013 and are temporarily connected to the wastewater
facilities in case of a power outage. This project also
includes the replacement of a gas generator with a S00kW
diesel generator at EMTS. The project will provide fuel
storage tanks to supply three days of fuel for the generators.
The generators connection to facility power services will
enable automatic transfer or minimal time delay to backup
power in case of a power outage.

Pump Station 65 Generator Pad and Standalone Fuel Tank Pad
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The design-build contract will install all generators and

permanently connect the generators to the wastewater
facilities.

The notice to proceed for construction was issued
on July 30, 2014. This project is expected to be
completed by June 2015 with an estimated total
project cost of $17,745,600.

Penasquitos Pump Station Pad for Belly Fuel Tank and Generator

WASTEWATER PROJECT UPDATES

FY2015 Wastewater
Planned vs. Actual Expenditures
(unaudited)
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F¥15 IROC REPORT - FIRST QUARTER - WASTEWATER PROJECTS

SCHEDULE OF COST OF SERVICES STUDY {CO55) VS ACTUALS

As of September 30, 2014

fromes:

- Projects are Usted fram highest t0 lowest revised profect cost

feriz

being replace with Cost of Service Study {COSS) amcunt

Projects with $1 mi or more in estimated project cost diznge (increase/decrease)

= Cost of Service Study

e

|BO/BY = Benaficlal Occupancy/Beneficl Use [aka Substanilal Completion)

CH = Project Charter In place
CA = Charter Amendment

- projects are sep Ivio Munl and Mewrs Prolects sikor mare months behind schedule In deslgn/construction phases
Al post ed projects re llsted at the end of the schedule 5 ""'_f. T O ;é' 1A=y, A Varlance = difference between COSS BO/BU and ECP BO/BU In working days P = New Charter. Project was in planningfscope
-TBD are but have net yer establised a haseline A = Actual Milestone jwas being defined.
’ ' ' s 7 ot T *_Planning/Deslgn/Award Phase - -Constuction Plixe - i
Progct u:’s::ﬂ Fingl Deaign *
Start Date Approval - End
S Approws] - End
Y Rmee] N 2 e | R R
WIETRO FUNDED
SBWR Plant Demineralization Construction 279,133 45,973,695 $605,321) $1,802,032 $3,565341 10.3%) Bapaal 117302012 11/36/12 o 10/2/2013 11/25/14)
Point Lama Gt Processing Improvements Constroction s;z.gzz.saol 435,584,582 $29,465.7 sa.ms,uan] $2,420,246 223%|  1718/00A o/30y2010] 9/30/16) of 1271772013 03/23/15/
NCWRP Slurlge Pump Station Upgrade 2 $636,294] 4536,204 sae.973] 48,60 $251,715] 57.5% 4110 A 1271200 1j27/12 d 6/5/2013] 01/16/15
MY Blosolids Storage Silas Constructlon sv,ssa,snnl $9.047,838 52,89 041} $5.602,80 $547,001 a2ow] 2008 11/1572017 /18412 ol 0/7204) 1aenf1a]
MBCD Centrifuges Repl Constructlon %12,000,000 su,uz,ssal $4,131,082 42,548,257 54,763,215 26.1% T/L/IL A a/21/2012} 321412, 0| 1/12/2016] cara471s]
PS 18:2 ELECTRICAL UPG & NEW BLDG AT P52 Conatruction $9,535,000] $10,085,000| $5,973,507) $134,034 532,731/ 98.9%|  1171/06 A I a/a/2ma) 11/26/14)
E Strobe Lights at MBE, NC, 58 Adv/Rid/Award saso,000] 714,000 454,106 30 $659,804] 7.6%) §/3/13 A Tan] 12/3/13) Top| os15/15]
s003z3 | *|MBc odor Control Facliy Adv/Bld/Award $6,200,000] $6.615,512| $050,202F $400,560) 45,254,850 fren T T | 1/20/15) 33| 11/12/2005] osmml
811098 W PTL Intercept & P5 2 FM Siphon Repslr Adv/Bld/Award 51,500,000 51,700,c00] $47,360 0 $1,652,640) 28% anpna] 13472012 12/24/12) [ 6/30/2014] 03/30/15)
s00312 | *|psz Power Refiabllity 8 Surge Protection Design_ $31,200,000] 43,000,000 $1,758,359 $627,588] $40,613.753 a1| 111404 3/18/205{ mrzuml 159 s/12/2017] 05725717 10)
500310 EMTE:S Boat Dock & Steam Line Relocation Deslgn $2,018535] szma,# $20634) $1,953.304 L%} 7172011 4 5/30/2014] 6/30/15] 790  12/23/2018] 12/30/16] 274
BL102S |Rnse Canyon T5 {RCTS) Jalnt Repalr Destgn $6,233,000f 36,537,745, 123,933} 36,413,812 1o} sweal  suarans] 1/6/16] 78] sprnos) es0z17] ASOP/CH + 406 days
Bi0173 * |MaC Chernical Systeim Improvements Phase 2 Design ss,om,ono] $6,090,354 3958, 54,851,999 16.2% 2/14/11 A 107472013 1/6/15 3374 4/g)201s] 03/24/15) 370
soo3e | Iwm Weather Sturege Facility Plenning $7.272.127 $7.272,127 $2.350,78 54,899,265 32.3% TBD| 3/7/2ms| TBD) 1/24/2018) TED|
S00317 Ismh Metra Sewer Rehabilitation Phase 3B Planning £9,214,957, 49,214,957 5345} 59,214,612 0.0% TBD 12/8/2015) B 11/22/2017| TBD)|
B14157 |sawrP dudge Pump & &rinder Installstion Planning [ $537,000 $13,352] $523,638 25%] 7115/ A [ 12/17/14 N/A 02/09/15]
| METRO/MUMI FUNDED
12035 |Backup s ot Sewer PS's, TP, BEMTS Constuction $17.745,500] 817,745,600 38,650,065 $5,761.936] $3,233.603 aeysl  omma /23/2013 10/1/13) 6 10130204 03/30/15 111]
14022 }MOC Complex Star Project Design 52.51m| $2.510,200 $9,322) $2.500.878] oasl  7pspaal  twaoems|  svasnms 0 6/30/2016} _06/30/15) D
POST CONSTRUCTION - METRO FUNDED | _-|
Bicoss | + |pTL sedimemation Basins Equip Returbish complete sv.ssa;nnl 47554500 47,451543 # $103 957 R.8% 4j1/10] 5/6/2011 0 gggm' 08/03/12 ]ﬂ
811139 * { North Gity & tion Fadlity E Compl $4,200,000] $4,200,000 54,085,399 515,341 $98,760] ;.-3;1 5/18/11 A 12a6/2001  12/16/11 of 3/26/2013 11/12/13
1100061 | *|ovation Upgrede st PtLoma Wastewater Trmt Plant Complete 54,180,000 $4,180,000 $3,885.324] 3/22/2010 3 0 /2019 o6/0a/13] 88|
800528 | * | MBC WATER SYSTEMS IMPROVEMENTS Complete 1179355 $1179,355 $1207, 30 Y13/200 /13712
800316 __| *| MBC ACCESS ROAD DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENTS Complste $238.184 $285,134 458,390 30 -$180,706 15407 4 5/25/2011 5/25/11) 0 5/1/2017] 05/01/12
1100002 Dvation Upgrade st North City WRP enmplete 53&000' $3,070,000] 52,386,264 $420,785 $252.951 7 10/23/09 A 3/22/2010 3/2/10 o 6/5/2014 11/24/14
B14075 tiarbor Drive Conduit Pipeline Camplete H/A $300,000] $222,641 so| 577,358] Ja2%| 12272013 A NJA N/A /A [ 07/24/14 |
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FY15 Change Order Log

WBS PROJECT TITLE

PREVIOUSLY
AUTHORIZED
PROJECT COST
(ORIGINAL

TOTAL
CHANGE
ORDER
(CCO)
AMOUNT TO
DATE

ENGINEERING
RELATED
COSTS

CCO/
ORIGINAL
TOTAL
PROJECT

- COST %

DESCRIPTION

None.
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AGENDA ITEM 2

Public Notice for Pure Water
Program Environmental Document



THE CiTYy oF SAN DiEco

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Date of Notice: November 24, 2014
PUBLIC NOTICE
OF THE PREPARATION OF A PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
AND
A SCOPING MEETING
INTERNAL ORDER No. 21003411

PUBLIC NOTICE: The City of San Diego as the Lead Agency has determined that the project described below
will require the preparation of a Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) in compliance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This Notice of Preparation of a PEIR and Scoping Meeting was publicly
noticed and distributed on November 24, 2014. This notice was published in the SAN DIEGO DAILY
TRANSCRIPT and placed on the City of San Diego website at:

http://www.sandiego.gov/city-clerk/officialdocs/notices/index.shtml

SCOPING MEETING: Two public scoping meetings will be held by the City of San Diego’s Planning
Department one on Tuesday, December 9, 2014 from 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 PM at the South Bay Recreation Center
located at 1885 Coronado Avenue, San Diego CA 92154, and one on Thursday, December 11, 2014 from 6:00
PM to 8:00 PM at the Public Utilities Department Metropolitan Operations Complex located at 9192 Topaz Way,
San Diego CA 92123. Please note that depending on the number of attendees, the meeting could end earlier
than the end times noted above. Verbal and written comments regarding the scope and alternatives of the
proposed EIR will be accepted at the meeting.

Please send in written/mail-in comments may also be sent to the following address: Myra Herrmann,
Environmental Planner, City of San Diego Development Services Center, 1222 First Avenue, MS 501, San
Diego, CA 92101 or e-mail your comments to DSDEAS@sandiego.gov with the Project Name and Number
in the subject line Number in the subject line within 30 days of the receipt of this notice/date of the Public Notice
above. Responsible agencies are requested to indicate their statutory responsibilities in connection with this
project when responding. An EIR incorporating public input will then be prepared and distributed for the public to
review and comment.

PROJECT NAME / No.: PURE WATER PROGRAM / 386038
COMMUNITY AREAS: Citywide
COUNCIL DISTRICT: All Council Districts

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The Pure Water San Diego Program (Pure Water Program) is the City of San Diego
Public Utilities Department (PUD) proposed program to provide a safe, secure, and sustainable local drinking
water supply for San Diego. Advanced water purification technology will be used to produce potable water from
recycled water. The Pure Water Program consists of the design and construction of new advanced water treatment
facilities, wastewater treatment facilities, pump stations, transmission lines, and pipelines.



The City ot San Diego (City) and its regional partners tace signiticant issues with water supply and wastewater
treatment. Water is critical to the health, safety, and quality of life of people living in the San Diego region.
Currently eight-five percent (85%) of the region’s water supply is imported. The region’s reliance on imported
water causes our water supply to be vulnerable to impacts from shortages and susceptible to price increases beyond
our control. As sources of local water supply are few, we have explored non potable and potable reuse options of
treated water. Water reuse is proven, safe, reliable, and is currently in use in other communities in the United
States and around the world.

A decision must be made regarding the future treatment process at the City of San Diego’s Point Loma Wastewater
Treatment Plant (PLWTP). The PLWTP operates with a Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 301(h) modified
National Pollutant Elimination Discharge System (NPDES) permit which allows the City to operate without full
secondary treatment. The current modified permit expires on July 30, 2015. PUD is in the process of submitting a
new permit application and working with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as well as with local
environmental groups to gain legislative or administrative approval for the concept of “secondary equivalency”
within the Clean Water Act -- a plan to meet modified treatment standards that would be the same as if the existing
240 million gallon per day (mdg) PLWTP were converted to secondary treatment standards.

The Pure Water Program is a significant water and wastewater Capital Improvement Program that will create up to
83 million gallons per day of locally controlled water and reduce flows to the PLWTP which would reduce total
suspended solids discharged and recycle a valuable and limited resource that is currently discharged to the ocean.

The Pure Water Program is a twenty year program that will involve the planning, design, and construction of new
advanced water treatment facilities, wastewater treatment facilities, pump stations, and pipelines. The Pure Water
program will also include property and easement acquisition, discretionary permitting, property acquisition,
financing, facility startup, testing, operation and maintenance of new facilities, and significant public education
and community engagement.

Applicant: City of San Diego, Public Utilities Department

Recommended Finding: Pursuant to Section 15060(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, it appears that the proposed
project may result in significant environmental impacts in the following areas: Land Use, Visual Effects and
Neighborhood Character, Air Quality/Odor, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Biological Resources, Historical
Resources, Health and Safety, Hydrology and Water Quality, Geology/Soils and Seismic Hazards, Noise
Paleontological Resources, Transportation/Circulation, Energy, Public Services and Facilities, Public
Utilities, and Water Supply.

Availability in Alternative Format: To request the this Notice or the City's letter to the applicant detailing the
required scope of work (EIR Scoping Letter) in alternative format, call the Planning Department at (619) 235-5200
(800) 735-2929 (TEXT TELEPHONE).

Additional Information: For environmental review information, contact Myra Herrmann at (619) 446-5372. The
Scoping Letter and supporting documents may be reviewed, or purchased for the cost of reproduction, in the
Planning Department on the at the Fifth floor of the Development Services Center. For information regarding
public meetings/hearings on this project, contact the Project Manager, Keli Balo, at (858) 292-6423 or via email:
kbalo@sandiego.gov. This notice was published in the SAN DIEGO DAILY TRANSCRIPT and distributed on
November 24, 2014.

Cathy Winterrowd
Deputy Director
Planning Department

DISTRIBUTION: See Attached
ATTACHMENTS: Figure 1 — Project Components and Location Map
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THE CitYy oF SaN DiEco

November 24, 2014

SUBJECT: Scope of Work for Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for the Pure
Water San Diego Program (“Project”). Project No. 386038/SCH No. Pending

Based on the review of the project application and pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) and State CEQA Guidelines, as amended, it has been determined by the
City of San Diego Planning Department that the Project may have a significant effect on the
environment and preparation of a Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) is required, in
conjunction with City Council approval of the Pure Water Program (Process 5).

The purpose of this Scoping Letter is to identify specific issues to be addressed in the PEIR and
shall be prepared in accordance with the City of San Diego Environmental Impact Report
Guidelines (updated December 2005) and California Environmental Quality Act - Significance
Determination Thresholds prepared by the Development Services Department (January 2011).
A Notice of Preparation (NOP) is being distributed concurrently to Trustee and Responsible
Agencies and others who may have an interest in the project in accordance with CEQA Section
21083.9(a)(2) for projects of statewide, regional, or area-wide environmental impacts. Scoping
Meetings have been scheduled for December 9 and 11, 2014. Changes or additions to the scope
of work may be required as a result of input received in response to the Scoping Meetings and
NOP. Furthermore, should the project scope be modified during the scoping stage or PEIR
review process and/or by the applicant, these changes shall be disclosed in the PEIR under the
section “History of Project Changes” and be accounted for in the PEIR impacts analysis to the
extent required by CEQA.

Each section and issue area of the PEIR shall provide a descriptive analysis of the project
followed by a comprehensive evaluation. The PEIR shall also include sufficient graphics and
tables, which in conjunction with the relevant narrative discussions, provide a complete and
meaningful description of all major project features, the environmental impacts of the project, as
well as cumulative impacts, mitigation of significant impacts, and alternatives to the project.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The Pure Water San Diego Program (Pure Water Program) is the City of San Diego Public
Utilities Department (PUD) proposed program to provide a safe, secure, and sustainable local

drinking water supply for San Diego. Advanced water purification technology will be used to
produce potable water from recycled water. The Pure Water Program consists of the design and
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construction of new advanced water treatment facilities, wastewater treatment facilities, pump
stations, transmission lines, and pipelines.

The City of San Diego (City) and its regional partners face significant issues with water supply
and wastewater treatment. Water is critical to the health, safety, and quality of life of people
living in the San Diego region. Currently eight-five percent (85%) of the region’s water supply is
imported. The region’s reliance on imported water causes our water supply to be vulnerable to
impacts from shortages and susceptible to price increases beyond our control. As sources of local
water supply are few, we have explored non potable and potable reuse options of treated water.
Water reuse is proven, safe, reliable, and is currently in use in other communities in the United
States and around the world.

A decision must be made regarding the future treatment process at the City of San Diego’s Point
Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant (PLWTP). The PLWTP operates with a Clean Water Act
(CWA) Section 301(h) modified National Pollutant Elimination Discharge System (NPDES)
permit which allows the City to operate without full secondary treatment. The current modified
permit expires on July 30, 2015. PUD is in the process of submitting a new permit application
and working with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as well as with local
environmental groups to gain legislative or administrative approval for the concept of “secondary
equivalency” within the Clean Water Act-- a plan to meet modified treatment standards that
would be the same as if the existing 240 million gallon per day (mdg) PLWTP were converted to
secondary treatment standards.

The Pure Water Program is a significant water and wastewater Capital Improvement Program
that will create up to 83 million gallons per day of locally controlled water and reduce flows to
the PLWTP which would reduce total suspended solids discharged and recycle a valuable and
limited resource that is currently discharged to the ocean.

The Pure Water Program is a twenty year program that will involve the planning, design, and
construction of new advanced water treatment facilities, wastewater treatment facilities, pump
stations, and pipelines. The Pure Water program will also include property and easement
acquisition, discretionary permitting, property acquisition, financing, facility startup, testing,
operation and maintenance of new facilities, and significant public education and community
engagement.

PROJECT LOCATION
The Pure Water Program includes a variety of facilities located throughout San Diego County.
The Program can be generalized into three major components: North City Area, South Bay Area,

and the Central Area. Figure 1 shows the conceptual locations of new facilities and pipelines for
the Pure Water Program.

GENERAL BACKGROUND AND PROJECT HISTORY

In January 2004, the City Council approved a study to evaluate options to increase the use of
recycled water produced at the City’s two water reclamation plants, the North City Water
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Reclamation Plant (North City) and the South Bay Water Reclamation Plant (South Bay). The
Water Reuse Study (Water Reuse) identified reservoir augmentation with purified water at the
City’s San Vicente Reservoir as the preferred reuse strategy. In December 2007, the City Council
voted to accept the Water Reuse Study and to proceed with the Water Purification Demonstration
Project (Demonstration Project). The objective of the Demonstration Project was to determine
the feasibility of turning recycled water produced at North City into drinkable water through the
use of advanced water purification technology. A report on the Demonstration Pilot Project,
which was operated for one year, was completed in March 2013, and on April 23, 2013 the City
Council unanimously voted to accept the results of the Demonstration Project and continue to
pursue potable reuse options for the City.

In 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) granted the City of San
Diego its third 301(h) modified National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
Permit. The 301(h) modification allows the City to continue operating the PLWTP as a
chemically-enhanced primary treatment facility instead of upgrading the PLWTP to secondary
treatment. The City’s current permit expires on July 31, 2015.

During the 2010 NPDES permit renewal process, the San Diego Coastkeeper and the San Diego
Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation entered into a Cooperative Agreement with the City to
conduct a Recycled Water Study to find ways to maximize water reuse and minimize the flow to
PLWTP. In accordance with the agreement, both organizations provided support to the EPA’s
decision to grant the modified permit.

The Recycled Water Study was completed in July 2012. The Study developed integrated water
reuse alternatives which support both non-potable (irrigation) and potable reuse to augment the
region’s water supply and reduce reliance on imported water. This study is integral to this
program and can be found at:

http:/www.sandiego.gov/water/pdf/purewater/2012/recycledfinaldraft12051 0.pdf.

The Study identified locations for future advanced water purification facilities (AWP facilities).
Two of these locations, North City and South Bay, are existing water reclamation plants. The
proposed AWP facilities will be constructed on vacant land adjacent to these existing
reclamation plants and will purify the recycled water they produce, to near distilled-water
quality. The third AWP facility is proposed to be located at the Harbor Drive site which was
recommended due to its proximity to Pump Station No.2 and the confluence of the vast majority
of the wastewater generated within the Metro Sewerage System. The Recycled Water Study
identified two City-owned and operated reservoirs (Otay Reservoir and the San Vicente
Reservoir) as potential locations for reservoir augmentation.

The City Council accepted the Recycled Water Study report on July 17, 2012. Follow-up studies
are currently being conducted and technical memorandums prepared to refine the information
presented in the very high level evaluation of the alternatives presented in the Recycled Water
Study.
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During the April 23, 2013 acceptance of the Demonstration Project, the City Council directed
staff to define in greater detail the City’s potable reuse options, including direct potable reuse.
These combined efforts of the Demonstration Project and the Recycled Water Study served to
define the basic elements of the Pure Water San Diego Program.

Water reuse programs provide valuable water supplies by using resources that otherwise are sent
to the ocean. The decision to invest in a water reuse program will affect the rates, reliability, and
regional assets for decades. Potable reuse will reduce the flow to the Point Loma Wastewater
Treatment Plant and is a component of the 2015 NPDES permit.

SUMMARY OF PURE WATER SAN DIEGO PROGRAM

The key Pure Water Program facilities can be categorized as treatment, storage, and conveyance.
Treatment facilities include the existing North City and South Bay Reclamation Plants (North
City and South Bay), as well as a proposed Harbor Drive facility located near Lindbergh Field.
Pump station and pipeline facilities are included for conveying different types of flows to and
from the treatment facilities for: 1) diverting wastewater flows to advanced water purification
facilities; 2) conveying purified water from treatment facilities to either the San Vicente or
Lower Otay Reservoirs; and 3) transporting solid wastes from treatment processes to solids
handling facilities.

The Pure Water Program consists of the design and construction of new advanced water
treatment facilities, wastewater treatment facilities, pump stations, transmission lines and
pipelines. All projects will be planned and coordinated with existing operations, in full
compliance with applicable federal, state, and local regulations. The use of advanced water
purification technology could account for up to one third of San Diego’s future water supply. An
initial 15 mgd purification facility is planned to be in operation by 2023. The long term goal,
producing 83 million gallons of purified water per day, is planned to be reached by 2035.

NORTH CitY COMPONENT

The North City Area component includes possible expansion of the existing North City Water
Reclamation Plant, construction of a new Advanced Purification Facility, pipelines, and support
facilities such as pump stations. The purified water will be piped to San Vicente Reservoir
where it will blend with raw water in the reservoir.

Plans for the existing North City Water Reclamation Plant are to maximize the current plant
capacity or expand the plant capacity to treat up to 48 mgd. This treatment capacity could yield
between 15 and 30 mgd of purified water and up to 9.1 mgd of non-potable recycled water. The
new advanced treatment facility would be located on the vacant City-owned lot across the street
to the north of the plant. A new pump station, sewer force main, and a brine pipeline would be
required to support the treatment facility at an expanded capacity. Pump stations and a new
pipeline would be constructed between the advanced purification facility and the San Vicente
Reservoir. A total of 15 to 30-mgd reduction in Point Loma flow is possible with this North City
component.
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SOUTH BAY COMPONENT

The South Bay component of the Pure Water Program will include the expansion of the South
Bay Water Reclamation Plant, installation of additional pump stations and pipelines to convey
additional wastewater to the plant, and construction of an Advanced Water Purification Facility
and a conveyance system to deliver purified water to the Otay Reservoir. The South Bay
concept is capable of treating up to 44 mgd of wastewater and producing up to 15 mgd of
purified water and 9 mgd of non potable reuse. The South Bay Concept will minimize flows
discharged to the South Bay Outfall.

CENTRAL AREA COMPONENT

The central area component includes the conceptual Harbor Drive treatment facility, which
would be the largest proposed facility. Preliminary evaluations show that the site could
accommodate up to 53 mgd of purified water. The 23-acre Harbor Drive Site is located near the
convergence of the North and South Metro Interceptors, which carry all of the flows that are
conveyed to the PLWTP.

Two Harbor Drive alternatives are included in the Pure Water Program. One would place all
advanced and recycled water treatment at Harbor Drive. The second alternative addresses the
possibility that the site may not be large enough for all of this treatment. In that case, the
alternative would be to site only recycling facilities at Harbor Drive and build an advanced
treatment facility on City-owned property in Mission Valley. Depending on the alternative, as
well as on how much is diverted upstream at North City, the Harbor Drive facility would
produce between 41 and 53 mgd of purified water. Pipelines would be built that connect the
purified water from Harbor Drive to the San Vicente Reservoir. A brine pipeline would also be
required to transport materials from the Mission Valley Facility to downstream of the Harbor
Drive site. Additionally another pipeline would be needed between the Harbor Drive site and the
PLWTP. This pipeline will be used to convey solids from the Harbor Drive Facility to the
PLWTP. A total of 41 to 53-mgd reduction in Point Loma flow is possible with this Central
Area component.

AMENDMENTS TO PLANNING DOCUMENTS

Various components of the Program may require amendment to specific planning documents
prior to project implementation.

PROJECTS WITHIN THE SCOPE OF THE PEIR

Another purpose of this or any other PEIR is to streamline future environmental review of
projects found to fall within the scope of the PEIR. The PEIR for this Project will address and
evaluate the potential components of the Pure Water Program at a general programmatic level.
The PEIR is not intended or structured to evaluate project level impacts associated with future
implementation of any of the treatment facilities or pipelines, although the PEIR may provide
information and analyses that could be used in conjunction with future project-level
environmental reviews of such improvements. Any subsequent activities proposed for the Pure
Water Program, such as approvals and implementation of individual components of the Program,
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will be reviewed for consistency with the PEIR. Project level impacts of subsequent activities are
subject to additional environmental review in accordance with CEQA.

Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15168), a Program EIR allows the lead agency to
consider broad policy alternatives and program-wide mitigation measures at an early time when
the agency has greater flexibility to deal with basic problems or cumulative impacts, and allow
reduction in paperwork. In addition, it may be used with the intent of streamlining and limiting
the later environmental review required for projects that implement the components of the
Program.

PEIR FORMAT AND CONTENT

The PEIR serves to inform governmental agencies and the public of a project’s environmental
impacts. Emphasis on the PEIR must be on identifying feasible solutions to environmental
problems. The objective is not simply to describe and document an impact, but to actively create
and suggest mitigation measures or project alternatives that would avoid or substantially reduce
the significant adverse environmental impacts. The adequacy of the PEIR will depend greatly on
the thoroughness of this effort. The PEIR must be written in an objective, clear and concise
manner, and must meet the requirements of CEQA. Wherever possible, use graphics to replace
extensive word descriptions and to assist in clarification. Conclusions must be supported by
substantial evidence presented in the PEIR or otherwise contained in the administrative record,
with quantitative, as well as qualitative information to the extent practicable.

Prior to distribution of the Draft PEIR (DPEIR), Conclusions will be attached to the front of the
DPEIR. The Conclusions cannot be prepared until a DPEIR has been submitted and accepted for
release by the City. The DPEIR shall include a Title Page which includes the Project Number,
State Clearinghouse Number (SCH No.) and the date of publication and an Executive Summary,
reflecting the DPEIR outline for each issue area identified below in Section V, but need not
contain every element of the DPEIR. Additional information regarding specific content and
formatting of the DPEIR can be found in the City’s Environmental Impact Report Guidelines
(updated December 2005) as outlined below. :

I. INTRODUCTION

Introduce the proposed project with a brief discussion on the intended use and purpose of
the PEIR. Describe and/or incorporate by reference any previously certified environmental
documents that address the project site. Summarize the discretionary City actions
associated with the project and other local, state, or federal approvals or reviews
anticipated to occur for the project, with the more detailed description of required
approvals to be projects in Section III-Project Description. This section should also
describe the basis for how this PEIR will be used for subsequent environmental review of
projects implemented in accordance with the Program and/or additional required approvals
(if applicable).
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IL.

IIIL.

Iv.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The Draft PEIR should (i) describe the precise location of the Project and present it on a
detailed topographic map and regional map; (ii) provide a local and regional description of
the environmental setting of the project, as well as adjacent land uses, area topography,
drainage characteristics and vegetation; and (iii) include any applicable land use
plans/overly zones that affect the Project site, such as the City of San Diego’s Multiple
Species Conservation Program (MSCP)/Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA),
environmentally sensitive lands such as steep hillsides, wetlands, and the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 100 year floodplains or floodways that intersect
with the project components.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Draft PEIR shall include a statement of the objectives of the proposed project,
including a description of the underlying purpose of the project. A clearly written
statement of the project objectives will assist in defining a reasonable range of alternatives
to include in the Draft PEIR, which would avoid or substantially reduce potentially
significant impacts. This section of the document should include a discussion of all
discretionary actions required for Project approval and implementation, including but not
limited to a description of all permits and approvals required by local, state, federal, and
other regulatory agencies.

For the purpose of this analysis the Project shall include all improvements needed to
implement the Pure Water San Diego Program. This includes all potential treatment
facilities, pump stations, pipelines and associated appurtenances.

Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15168), a Program EIR allows the lead agency
to consider broad policy alternatives and program-wide mitigation measures at an eatly
time when the agency has greater flexibility to deal with basic problems or cumulative
impacts, and allow reduction in paperwork. In addition, it may be used with the intent of
streamlining and limiting the later environmental review required for projects that
implement the components of the Program.

HISTORY OF PROJECT CHANGES

This section of the PEIR shall outline the history of the project and any material changes
that have been made to the proposed project in response to environmental concerns raised
during public and agency review of the project (i.e., in response to NOP or public scoping
meetings or during the public review period for the Draft PEIR).

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

The potential for significant environmental impacts must be thoroughly analyzed and
mitigation measures identified that would avoid or substantially lessen any such significant
impacts. The EIR must represent the independent analysis of the City of San Diego as
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Lead Agency; therefore, all impact analysis must be based on the City’s current California
Environmental Quality Act - Significance Determination Thresholds prepared by the
Development Services Department (January 2011).

The analysis shall include all potential Pure Water Program components that may be
implemented and would provide a comprehensive approach to outlining potential
environmental effects.

Future projects implemented in accordance with the Pure Water Program have the potential
to impact resources, and therefore the PEIR Project Description should include a discussion
of the analytical framework proposed for addressing the potential environmental impacts of
the Program, recognizing that the PEIR will provide a general evaluation of the impacts
associated with the overall Program, while the specific impacts particular to individual
components of the Program may be further evaluated when subsequent project-level
components are proposed Mitigation identified in the PEIR will take the form of a
Mitigation Framework, which will lay the foundation for how future projects are reviewed
to assure compliance with the program framework documented in the subsequent
environmental review process. Considerations to be addressed in the Mitigation
Framework shall include, but not be limited to:

(1) the different levels of planning and design of various components of the Pure Water
Program, with some being fairly well-defined at this point and others being more
conceptual in nature, which influences the degree of specificity that certain impacts can
be addressed in the PEIR or may need to be further evaluated in subsequent
environmental reviews;

(2) the proposed Pure Water Program components extend over a very large and diverse
geographic area, and the PEIR’s description of existing conditions that may be
impacted by the Project will draw from a variety of existing data sources considered
suitable and appropriate for a program level of analysis, and may be supplemented by
more current and focused data developed in conjunction with subsequent project-level
environmental reviews;

(3) the ability to draw definitive conclusions regarding the significance of potential
impacts will in certain cases be influenced by degree of project design specificity
available and the nature and amount of data available regarding existing conditions —
hence, such significance conclusions will be based on substantial evidence that is
reasonable and appropriate for a program level of analysis and subject to further
consideration at subsequent project-level environmental reviews;

(4) The PEIR discussion of mitigation measures will be influenced by the amount and
degree of specificity of information available at the time of PEIR preparation. In cases
where the specifics of a mitigation measure(s) are not possible to define at the program
level, the mitigation discussion will include a clear description of the necessary
outcome of the mitigation (i.e., establish a specific performance standard(s) for
mitigation) and identify the basic elements of, and/or options for, measures that can be
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implemented to achieve that outcome with the details of those measures to be defined
in future project-level environmental reviews. This approach to mitigation at the
program level cannot, however, defer to future studies to determine whether a
significant impact would actually occur and/or defer a basic assessment of whether
there are feasible measures to mitigate anticipated significant impacts; and

(5) The PEIR will address a reasonable range of alternatives for the Pure Water
Program. Subsequent project-level reviews of individual components of the Program
may include an evaluation of alternatives to the specific design and location of the
individual component, it is not anticipated that alternatives to the overall Pure Water
Program will be revisited in subsequent environmental reviews associated with the
Project.

Below are key environmental issue areas that have been identified for this Project, within
which the issue statements must be addressed individually. Discussion of each issue
statement should include an explanation of the existing site conditions, impact analysis,
significance determination, and appropriate mitigation. The impact analysis should address
potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts that could be created through
implementation of the proposed Project and its alternatives. Each issue shall be
summarized along with a summary of whether or not future projects under the Pure Water
Program are required to analyze the issue further during subsequent project-level CEQA
review.

LAND USE

Issue 1: Would the Pure Water Program be inconsistent or conflict with the
environmental goals, objectives, and recommendations of the City of San
Diego General Plan (General Plan), the City of San Diego Municipal Code, or
the various community plans where the project would be located, the Naval
Training Center REUSE Plan, or other applicable land use plans?

Issue 2: Would the Pure Water Program result in a conflict with the provisions of the
MSCP or other adopted environmental plans for the area?

Issue 3: Would the Pure Water Program result in land uses which are not compatible
with an adopted Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP)?

The PEIR should evaluate how the Pure Water Program accomplishes or fails to implement
the environmental goals, objectives, and recommendations of the General Plan, San Diego
Municipal Code, San Diego’s City’s Land Development Code and relevant community
plans. If any inconsistencies are identified, the Land Use Section of this PEIR should also
identify if these inconsistencies would result in a direct or indirect environmental impact.
The PEIR should also address the land use compatibility with final MSCP Plan (August
1998), and the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan (March 1997) and other environmental plans.
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VISUAL EFFECTS AND NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER

Issue 1: Would the Pure Water Program result in a substantial change to natural
topography or other ground surface relief features through landform
alteration?

Issue 2: Would implementation of the Pure Water Program result in the blockage of
public views from designated open space areas, roads, or to any significant
visual landmarks or scenic vistas?

Issue 3: Would the Pure Water Program result in substantial alteration to the existing
character of the area?

Issue 4: Would the Pure Water Program be compatible with surrounding
development in terms of bulk, scale, materials, or style?

To the extent feasible, the PEIR should include an evaluation of potential impacts on the
natural landforms resulting from implementation of project components. The City’s
Significance Determination Thresholds include, but are not limited to, the following in
determining such impacts: exceed the allowed height or bulk regulations and existing
patterns of development in the surrounding area by a significant margin; and/or located in a
highly visible area and would strongly contrast with the surrounding development or natural
topography through excessive bulk, signage, or architectural projection. If any project
components include such elements, this section of the PEIR should, therefore, include a
conceptual description and analysis of the allowed building mass, bulk, height, and
architectural style that could result from the Program. The EIR shall also analyze the use of
materials or components that could emit or reflect a significant amount of light or glare and
any potential effect on light sensitive species or on adjacent aviation uses. Renderings,
cross sections and visual simulations of the proposal should be incorporated into the EIR
section when possible.

AIR QUALITY/ODOR

Issue 1: Would the Pure Water Program conflict with or obstruct the implementation
of the applicable air quality plan?

Issue 2: Would the Pure Water Program result in a violation of any air quality
standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?

Issue 3: Would implementation of the Pure Water Program result in air emissions
that would substantially deteriorate ambient air quality, including the

exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Issue 4: Would the Pure Water Program create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people?
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Issue 5: Would the Pure Water Program exceed 100 pounds per day of respirable
particulate matter (PMjg) or 55 pounds per day of fine particulate matter
(PM 25)?

The PEIR should describe the area’s climatological setting within the San Diego Air Basin
and the basin’s current attainment levels for State and Federal Ambient Air Quality
Standards (AAQS). It should discuss both the potential stationary and non-stationary air
emission sources related to the land use modifications associated with the Program

particularly vehicle and facility emission sources as well as dust creation-during
construction.

The PEIR will include a qualitative description of potential impacts to air quality and
compliance with AAQS associated with subsequent activities that implement the Program.
While a detailed quantified analysis of future project impacts to air quality would not be
addressed in the PEIR, and future project-level impacts would be subject to subsequent
environmental review under CEQA, a general quantification of construction-related
emissions estimated to occur with typical construction activities associated with treatment
plants and pipelines, drawing from examples of other similar type facilities completed by
PUD will be included in the PEIR. To the extent there are similar analogous quantified data
available for operations-related emissions associated with such facilities, such information
will be included in the PEIR.

The PEIR should discuss the Program’s impact on the ability of the San Diego Air Basin to
meet regional air quality strategies (RAQS). It should discuss any short, long-term, and
cumulative impacts the project may have on regional air quality, including construction and
transportation-related sources of air pollutants, and the potential impacts from the increase
in vehicle trips to the RAQS, the overall air quality impacts from such trips, and any
proposed mitigation measures.

GREENHOUSE GASES

Issue 1: Would the Pure Water Program generate GHG emissions that may have a
significant cumulative impact on the environment?

Issue 2: Would the Pure Water Program conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emission of GHGs?

The PEIR shall provide a description of the existing global context in which climate change
impacts are occurring and are expected to occur in the future; a summary of the relevant
state laws that address climate change; a description of relevant statewide and/or regional
GHG inventories to which the project would contribute; a quantification of the project’s
direct and indirect GHG emissions and compare them to baseline conditions; a discussion of
whether the project would enhance or impede the attainment of state GHG reduction targets
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and its relationship to local plans and policies; and a description of the cumulative, global
climate change impacts to which the project would contribute.

Furthermore, an estimate of the project generated greenhouse gas emissions shall be
provided in this section. The projected greenhouse gas emissions with and without the
Program shall be compared and incorporated into a qualitative discussion of the significance
of the emissions relative to global climate change.

If the Program results in emissions exceeding 900 metric tons per year, a GHG analysis
shall be done. The analysis should include, but it is not limited to the five primary sources
of GHG emissions: vehicular traffic, generation of electricity, natural gas
consumption/combustion, solid waste generation and water usage.

The analysis of greenhouse gas impacts shall include a discussion of the Program’s
compatibility with the City of San Diego draft Climate Action Plan.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Issue 1: Would the proposed Pure Water Program result in impacts to a sensitive
habitat or sensitive natural community as identified in local, regional, state
or federal plans, policies, or regulations?

Issue 2: Would the proposed Pure Water Program result in an impact on City, State,
or Federally regulated wetlands through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption or other means?

Issue 3: Would implementation of the proposed Pure Water Program result in a
reduction in the number of any unique, rare, endangered, sensitive, or fully
protected species of plants or animals?

Issue 4: Would the proposed Pure Water Program result in interference with the
movement of any native resident or migratory wildlife through linkages or

wildlife corridors?

Issue 5: Would the Pure Water Program conflict with provisions of adopted local
habitat conservation plans or policies protecting biological resources?

Issue 6: Would the Pure Water Program introduce land uses within or adjacent to
the MHPA that would result in adverse edge effects?

Issue 7: 'Would the Pure Water Program introduce invasive species into natural open
space areas?
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A series of diverse habitats and sensitive species could potentially be directly or indirectly
affected by the Program and to the extent feasible, should be fully discussed in this section
of the PEIR. A biological resources constraints analysis, based on existing inventory of
biological resources should be prepared to address existing conditions, potential constraints,
and opportunities related to biological resources within the project study area. The analysis
should also include limited site reconnaissance as necessary to accurately represent the
existing conditions discussion of the PEIR. The analysis must identify any rare and
sensitive species, MSCP covered and narrow endemic flora and fauna, which are known to
be, or to have a potential to exist, in the Program area as well as an inventory of sensitive
habitat types and wetlands.

The impacts to identifiable wetland habitat should be addressed within this section of the
PEIR. Wetland habitat types should be shown graphically and include recommendations to
sustain their functionality. If impacts to any wetlands or wetlands buffers are identified, a
discussion of the feasibility or infeasibility of avoiding such impacts should be included.
The analysis must identify whether the project and associated components would have any
adverse affects on existing reservoirs and related marine habitat.

Encroachment into the City’s MHPA and Cornerstone Lands and County’s PAMA would
occur with the Program. Both the biological constraints analysis and the Biological
Resources section of the PEIR should disclose potential preserve boundary adjustments that
may be required with implementation of subsequent activities that implement the Program.

HISTORICAL RESOURCES

Issue 1: 'Would the Pure Water Program result in the alteration or destruction of a
prehistoric or historic archaeological site, or any adverse physical or
aesthetic effects to a prehistoric or historic building, structure, object, or
site?

Issue 2: Would the Pure Water Program result in any impact to existing religious or
sacred uses or result in the disturbance of any human remains within the
potential impact area?

The Program includes improvements located in or near areas where archeological sites have
been previously recorded. The project could have a potentially significant impact on these
sites. A cultural resources report should be prepared for the proposed project (mcludmg
facilities and pipelines) to address existing conditions, potential constraints and
opportunities related to cultural and historic resources within the project area. The analysis
should include a records search of local databases and limited site reconnaissance as
necessary to accurately represent the existing conditions discussion of the PEIR. A report
shall be prepared in accordance with the City of San Diego’s Land Development Code
Historical Resources Guidelines (amended April 30. 2001) and discussed in the PEIR.
Based on background research and review of archaeological site records, the PEIR should
identify areas of high, moderate or low sensitivity and provide recommendations for further
evaluation to determine significance when applicable and include recommendations for

Page 13 of 22



appropriate mitigation. The PEIR should identify a Mitigation Framework for
implementation with subsequent projects, as well as requirements for archaeological
monitoring during grading operations and specific mitigation requirements for discoveries.
This section must also include a discussion of potential impacts to Native American cultural
resources and include an ethnographic discussion of the San Diego tribal community
relative to the project study area.

HEALTH AND SAFETY

Issue 1: Would the Pure Water Program expose people or property to health
hazards, including fire?

Issue 2: Would the Pure Water Program create future risk of an explosion or the
release of hazardous substance (including, but not limited to gas, oil,
Dpesticides, chemicals, or radiation)? Would the proposed Program expose
people or the environment to a significant hazard through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

Issue 3: Would any component of the Pure Water Program interface or intersect with
a site that is included on a hazardous material sites list compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 6596.25 and, as a result, pose a potential hazard to
the public or environment?

Issue 4: Would the Pure Water Program result in a safety hazard for people working
in a designated airport influence area?

Various aspects of water treatment employ the use of chemicals, gases, and potentially
hazardous processes. Provide an analysis of the hazardous materials to be stored, used and
transported for this Program. Assess the potential for significant human health and safety
impacts.

The Program proposes to supplement the regions drinking water supply with purified water.
Discuss the potential of water contamination from mishandling, error, or equipment
malfunction and the potential for significant human health or public safety impacts.

Given that military uses have occurred within portions of the Program area, the PEIR should
address the potential for unexploded ordnance (UXO) as defined by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACOE).

The PEIR will include a qualitative description of potential hazards and hazardous materials
issues that intersect or interface with the Program area including disclosure of sites on a list
maintained by the State which has been compiled in accordance with Government Code
Section 6596.25. However, a quantified analysis would not be addressed in the PEIR. The
PEIR should provide recommendations for when future project review would be required to
conduct site assessments as part of subsequent environmental review under CEQA.
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HYDROLOGY

Issue 1: Would the Pure Water Program increase impervious surfaces and associated
increased runoff?

Issue 2: Would the Pure Water Program result in a substantial alteration to on-and
off-site drainage patterns due to changes runoff flow rates or volumes?

Hydrology deals with the properties, distribution, and circulation of surface water, ground
water, and atmospheric water. The quantity of water which flows in a creek or river is
calculated based on historic climatic conditions combined with the watershed
characteristics. The slope and shape of the watershed, soil properties, recharge area, and
relief features are all watershed characteristics that influence the quantity of surface flows.
The PEIR will address the existing conditions, potential constraints and opportunities related
to hydrology resources within the project study area.

WATER QUALITY

Issue 1: Would the Pure Water Program create discharges into surface or ground
water, or in any alteration of surface or ground water quality, including, but
not limited to, temperature, dissolved oxygen or turbidity? Would there be
increases in pollutant discharges including downstream sedimentation?

Issue2: Would the Pure Water Program, when considered in combination with past,
current, and future projects in the affected watersheds, result in
cumulatively significant impacts on hydrology and water quality?

Water quality is affected by sedimentation caused by erosion, by runoff carrying
contaminants, and by direct discharge of pollutants (point-source pollution). Also, as land is
developed, the impervious surfaces send an increased volume of runoff containing oils,
heavy metals, pesticides, fertilizers, and other contaminants (non-point source pollution)
into adjacent watersheds. Degradation of water quality could impact human health as well
as wildlife systems. Sedimentation can cause impediments to stream flow. In addition,
oxygen availability is affected by sedimentation, which can si gnificantly influence aquatic
and riparian habitats. Therefore, the PEIR should discuss how the Pro gram could affect
water quality within the project area, in discharge reservoirs, ocean outfalls, and
downstream. The PEIR will address the existing conditions, potential constraints and
opportunities related to water quality within the project study area.

GEOLOGY/SOILS

Issue 1: Would the Pure Water Program expose people or property to geologic
hazards such as earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, liquefaction, ground
failure, or similar hazards?
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Issue 2: Would the Pure Water Program increase the potential for erosion of soils on-
or off-site? '

Issue 3: Would the Pure Water Program be located on a geological unit or soil that is
unstable or that would become unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on-or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?

The geologic and subsurface conditions in the proposed project area will be described in this
section, along with existing topography, geology (surface and subsurface), tectonics and soil
types. The constraint discussion should include issues such as the potential for liquefaction,
slope instability, and rockfall hazards. Any need for blasting should also be identified, if
such measures are anticipated. Any secondary issues due to soils/geology (e.g., excavation
of unsuitable soils) should be addressed.

The PEIR will include a qualitative description of potential geologic hazard issues that
could be encountered within the Program area. A quantified analysis based on project level
geotechnical analysis would not be addressed in the PEIR. The PEIR should however
provide recommendations for when future project review would be required to conduct
geotechnical assessments as part of subsequent environmental review under CEQA. This
could be shown in table form in the PEIR and must reference the City’s Seismic Safety
study (1995). |

NOISE

Issue 1: Would the Pure Water Program result in or create a significant increase in
the existing ambient noise level?

Issue 2: Would construction noise associated with implementation for any component
of the Pure Water Program exceed the City’s adopted noise ordinance or
noise levels as established in the General Plan? »

A Noise Technical Report shall be prepared, which shall consist of a comparison of the
change in noise levels projected along affected roadways (as identified in the traffic study)
and in surrounding areas resulting from project implementation. This analysis and the
discussion in the PEIR shall focus on areas that would be subject to potentially significant
noise impacts as a result of the proposed Program and shall include discussion of potential
measures that could be utilized to reduce vehicular noise levels.

The noise analysis shall also address potential construction-related impacts, including a
general delineation of noise-sensitive uses located in proximity to Program components, a
description of noise levels associated with typical construction activities including general
quantification of typical construction activity type noise levels at interval distances (i.e.,
confined earthmoving equipment with a typical noise level of 90 dBA at 50 feet would
result in noise levels of approximately 84 dBA at 100 feet, 78 dBA at 200 feet, 72 dBA at
400 feet, etc.)
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PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Issue 1: Would the Pure Water Program result in the loss of significant
paleontological resources?

The Program would have facilities constructed in the following high sensitivity geologic
formations: Scripps Formation, Stadium Conglomerate, Friars Formation, Baypoint,
Mission Valley, San Diego, and Otay. As such, there is potential for the project to impact
paleontological resources due to excavation in high resource potential areas. The PEIR
should include a paleontological resources discussion that identifies the underlying soils and
formations within the scope of the Program and the likelihood of the project to uncover
paleontological resources during grading and excavation activities The PEIR should identify
a Mitigation Framework for implementation with subsequent projects, as well as
requirements for paleontological monitoring during grading operations and specific
mitigation requirements for discoveries.

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION

Issue 1: Would implementation of the Pure Water Program result in an increase in
projected traffic specifically associated with project-related construction that
is substantial in relation to the capacity of the existing and planned
circulation system?

Issue2: Would the Pure Water Program create alterations to present circulation
movements in the area including effects on existing public access points?

The PEIR should include a traffic analysis which estimates the expected construction-
related and operations-related trips that could be generated based on the Program boundaries
and potential impacts on intersections, roadways, and freeways throughout the entire project
area and would form the basis of the impact analysis for this section of the Draft PEIR. The
analysis should focus on circulation elements on existing adjacent roadways and at public
access points and parking areas based on the City of San Diego standards and determine
whether additional improvements are required. The traffic analysis and PEIR should include
descriptions and applicable graphics of the existing transportation/circulation conditions
within the project area.

ENERGY

Issue 1: Would the construction and operation of the Pure Water Program facilities
result in the use of excessive amounts of electrical power or use excess
amounts of fuel?

Appendix F of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that potentially significant energy

implications of a project shall be considered in an EIR to the extent relevant and applicable
to the project. Particular emphasis on avoiding or reducing inefficient, wasteful, and
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unnecessary consumption of energy should be included in this section. The PEIR section
shall address the estimated energy use for the project and assess whether the project would
generate a demand for energy (electricity and/or natural gas) that would exceed the planned
capacity of the energy suppliers and include any water saving project features in this
section. This section would be cross-referenced with the GHG Emissions discussion section
of the PEIR as appropriate, shall describe any proposed measures included as part of the
project directed at conserving energy and reducing energy consumption, and shall address
all applicable issues described within Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines.

PUBLIC SERVICES

Issue 1: Would the Pure Water Program result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives for any of the public services?

The PEIR analysis of public facilities should determine if the Program would result in
impacts to fire, police, or solid waste within the project area. The PEIR should describe the
public services currently available and how they intersect or interface with proposed
Program.

PUBLIC UTILITIES

Issue 1: Would the Pure Water Program result in new systems or require substantial
alterations to existing utilities including solid waste disposal, the construction
of which would create a physical effect on the environment? These systems
include communications systems, storm water drainage and solid waste
disposal.

The Pure Water Program includes the construction of new water and wastewater facilities.
This section shall discuss the existing public utilities that serve the area and how they
intersect or interface within the proposed Program. The PEIR analysis of public facilities
should determine if the Pure Water Program would result in impacts to solid waste facilities.

WATER SUPPLY

Issue 1: Would the Pure Water Program affect the ability of water serving agencies
to provide water?

The Pure Water Program will develop a water resource that diversifies the regional’s potable

water resources. The Program’s affect on water agencies shall be analyzed in this section of
the PEIR.
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VI.

SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFF ECTS WHICH CANNOT BE AVOIDED IF
THE PROPOSED PROJECT IS IMPLEMENTED

This section shall describe the significant unavoidable impacts of the Program, including
those significant impacts that can be mitigated but not reduced to below a level of
significance. '

VIL SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES

In accordance with CEQA Section 15126.2(c), the PEIR must include a discussion of any
significant irreversible environmental changes which would be caused by the proposed
action should it be implemented. The PEIR should also address the use of nonrenewable
resources associated with Program implementation. See CEQA Section 15127 for
limitations on the requirements for this discussion.

VIII.GROWTH INDUCEMENT

IX.

The PEIR should address the potential for growth inducement through implementation of
the Program. The PEIR should discuss ways in which the Program could foster economic or
population growth, or construction of additional housing either directly or indirectly. This
section need not conclude that growth-inducing impacts, if any, are significant unless the
project would induce substantial growth or concentration of population.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

When the Pure Water Program is considered with other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable projects in the project area, implementation could result in significant
environmental changes which are individually limited but cumulatively considerable.
Therefore, in accordance with Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines, potential cumulative
impacts should be discussed in a separate section of the PEIR.

Issue 1: 'What are the cumulative impacts of the Pure Water Program in conjunction
with other approved or proposed projects within the region?

CEQA requires a discussion of cumulative impacts when they are significant. The determination
of cumulative significance calls for reasonable effort to discover and disclose other related
projects. The direct and indirect impacts of each related project need to be identified and looked
at comprehensively. CEQA provides various alternative methods to achieve an adequate
discussion of cumulative impacts (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 noting the repealed
sections of 15064(i)(4) and 15130(a)(4)). Specific sections of the City’s Significance Thresholds
provide significance determination criteria for cumulative impacts under individual issue areas
(e.g. biology, air quality, traffic). However, in general the following rule of thumb should apply
for determining significant cumulative impacts:

L. If there are known documented existing significant impacts occurring in a

community, additional increments would exacerbate the impact (e.g. an overloaded
transportation system).
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2. If a community plan and/or precise plan identifies cumulative impacts in the
community wide EIR, individual projects which contribute significantly to the
community wide impacts would be considered cumulatively significant.

3. A large scale project (usually regional in nature) for which direct impacts are
mitigated by the collective number of individual impacts results in a cumulative
impact.

As defined in Section 15355, a cumulative impact consists of an impact which is created as
a result of the combination of the project evaluated in the Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) together with other projects causing related impacts. An EIR should not discuss
impacts which do not result in part from the project evaluated in the PEIR.

Section 15355 defines “cumulative impacts” as follows:

Cumulative impacts refers to two or more individual effects which, when considered
together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.

(@)  The individual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or a number of
separate projects;

(b)  The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment which
results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related
past, present and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts
can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place
over a period of time.

The PEIR cumulative analysis should be based on a list of projects to determine the
Project’s contribution to a cumulative effect or can be evaluated using the previously
certified General Plan and associated or related community plans.

EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT

A separate section of the PEIR should include a brief discussion of issues areas that were
not considered to be potentially significant, such as agricultural resources, recreation,
mineral resources, hazardous materials, and population/housing. If these or other potentially
significant issue area arises during detailed environmental investigation of the project,
however, consultation with is recommended to determine if these other issue areas need to
be addressed in the PEIR. Additionally, as supplementary information is submitted, the
PEIR may need to be expanded to include additional issue areas. PUD will consult with the
Planning Department to determine if subsequent issue area discussions need to be added to
the PEIR. The justification for these findings shall be summarized in the PEIR.
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XI. ALTERNATIVES

The PEIR should analyze reasonable alternatives that can avoid or substantially reduce the
Pure Water Program’s significant environmental impacts. These alternatives should be
identified and discussed in detail, and should address all significant impacts associated with
the Program. The alternative’s analysis should be conducted in sufficient graphic and
narrative detail to clearly assess the relative level of impacts and feasibility. Preceding the
detailed alternatives analysis should be a section entitled “Alternatives Considered but
Rejected.” This section should include a discussion of preliminary alternatives that were
considered but not analyzed in detail. The reason for rejection should also be explained. At
a minimum, the following alternatives shall be considered:

A.

The No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative should discuss the existing conditions of the project area
at the time the Notice of Preparation is published, as well as what would be
reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the Pure Water Pro gram was
not approved. This alternative should compare the environmental effects of the
existing treatment facilities remaining in their existing state (or in what would
reasonably be expected to occur) against environmental effects that would occur if the
Program were approved. Should the No Project Alternative prove to be the .
environmentally superior alternative, then pursuant to Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the
CEQA Guidelines, the PEIR shall also identify an environmentally superior
alternative among the other alternatives.

Alternate Pipeline Alignments and Facility Siting Alternative

The Alternate Pipeline Alignments and Facility Siting Alternative should analyze
implementing a Program with similar, but varied, pipeline alignments and potential
treatment plant locations than what is described in the proposed Project. This
alternative would analyze alternate pipeline alignments and treatment plan locations
that may result in levels of impact different from those of the proposed Project
relative to most, if not all, of the environmental issue areas described above in Section
5, which ostensibly could avoid or substantially reduce significant impacts depending
on the impacts of the proposed Project.

Direct Potable Reuse Project Alternative

The Direct Potable Reuse Project Alternative should analyze implementing a Program
that includes advanced water treatment but eliminates the reservoir augmentation at
San Vicente Reservoir and reduces pipelines necessary to convey water. This
alternative would eliminate miles of pipelines, reduce the number of pump stations,
and eliminate the discharge of water into San Vicente Reservoir. This alternative will
consider the impacts of implementing direct potable reuse which may reduce
significant impacts for the same issue areas as analyzed for the Project at a
programmatic level.
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If through the environmental analysis process, other alternatives become apparent that
would mitigate potentially significant impacts such alternatives must be reviewed and
discussed with environmental staff prior to including them in the PEIR. It is important to
emphasize that the alternatives section of the PEIR should constitute a major part of the
document. The timely processing of the environmental review will likely be dependent on
the thoroughness of effort exhibited in the alternatives analysis.

XII. MITIGATION FRAMEWORK - MITIGATION, MONITORING, AND REPORTING
PROGRAM (MMRP)

A Mitigation Framework should be developed which clearly identifies the requirements for
review of subsequent projects implemented in accordance with the Pure Water Pro gram.
The PEIR should describe the significant impact(s) addressed by each measure and the
anticipated effectiveness and outcome of the measure as addressed in the PEIR. The
Mitigation Framework will be the basis for which future projects implemented in
accordance with the Program are evaluated or designed to assure compliance with goals,
objective and policies contained within the planning documents to be amended. At a
minimum, the Mitigation Framework should identify for each mitigation measure: 1) the
City department or other entity responsible for implementing the program or monitoring its
affects; 2) the monitoring and reporting schedule, and 3) the completion requirements. The
MMRP shall be presented as a separate chapter at the back of the PEIR. Formatting of this
section will be developed in consultation with the Planning environmental analyst.

XIII. OTHER

The PEIR shall include sections for references, individuals and agencies consulted, as well
as a certification page. Appendices shall be included in the Table of Contents, but are bound
under separate cover and/or will be included on a CD attached to the back page of the DEIR.
In addition, other specific direction regarding formatting, content and processing of the
DEIR will be provided by environmental staff prior to submittal of the first screencheck
DEIR for internal staff review.
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AGENDA ITEM 4

Amendment No. 2 with ADS CORP
for Sewer Flow Monitoring & Event
Notification



METRO JPA/TAC

Staff Report
Date: 12/9/2014

Subject Title:
Second Amendment to Sewer Flow Monitoring and Event Notification System

Requested Action:

JPA/TAC authorization of a Second Amendment to the Sewer Flow Monitoring and Event
Notification Services Agreement between the City of San Diego and ADS CORP to provide
equipment, software, event notification capabilities and system maintenance to 162 flow
monitoring sites.

Recommendations:
Approve the contract request

Metro TAC:

To be submitted for consideration on December 17, 2014.
IROC: N/A
Prior Actions: The original contract was approved by Metro TAC Committee

(Committee/Commission, on April 21, 2010.
Date, Result)

Fiscal Impact:

Is this projected budgeted? Yes X No
Cost breakdown between | It is estimated that the funding will be distributed as follows:
Metro & Muni: Muni: 41% ($2,841,854) Metro: 59% ($4,090,548)
Fiscal impact to the Metro | 33.5% of Metro costs = $1,370,334
JPA:
Capital Improvement Program:
New Project? Yes No N/A _ X
Existing Project? Yes No Upgrade/addition N/A_ X
Previous TAC/JPA Action:
N/A

Additional/Future Action:
Pending City Council approval

City Council Action:
Tentatively scheduled for consideration by full council in Jan 2015

Background:
See Attached

Discussion:
Please see copy of the negotiated Amendment to the contract

Bid Results:
N/A — Contract Extension

Revised: 20140409




CITY OF SAN DIEGO
PUBLIC UTILITIES DEPARTMENT

Contract Title: Sewer Flow Monitoring and Event Notification for FY16 to FY20

Presenter: Mike Faramarzi, Senior Civil Engineer

Contract Description:

On June 21, 2010, the City council approved San Diego Resolution No. 305893, which authorized the City
to enter into a phase funded agreement with ADS CORP for sewer flow monitoring and event
notification services and authorizing expenditures, with contract duration for five years. This contract is
assisting the Public Utilities Department with its ongoing effort of monitoring sewage flows at 152
permanent monitor sites and 10 temporary sites which are relocated annually to maintain the
department’s best practices policy for the reduction and prevention of sewer spills. The Flow Monitoring
Program is a critical component of the Metro System as well as the City’s municipal sewer system. The
information gathered from the monitoring sites is used for:

a. Billing and reporting for the flow generated by the participating agencies for the transportation,
treatment and disposal of wastewater which generates approximately $65 million per year.

b. Alarm Notification which provides real-time early warning of potential and/or existing
wastewater overflows thereby minimizing sewer spills and its health hazards to the general
public.

c. Operational strategy for efficient use of large critical pump stations and treatment plants.

d. Engineering related studies for Hydraulic Modeling, Criticality Evaluation, and Inflow/Infiltration
Study purposes.

The City and ADS CORP have negotiated an extension to the Agreement, and shall be extended for a one
(1) year period (Agreement Year 6) commencing on June 23, 2015. The City shall have the option,
exercisable in its sole discretion, to further extend the Agreement for a period of an additional one (1)
year, up to a maximum of four (4) additional periods (Agreement years 7 through 10). ADS has agreed
to honor their present pricing and maintain the same unit rates as the current contract for a period of 3
years, and a 3% price increase per unit rate for years 4 and 5. The yearly cost is $1,370,040.00 with a
not to exceed amount of $6,932,402.40 for the contract extension.

As part of the existing contract, ADS has upgraded all existing wastewater meters (3600 series) to
Flowshark Triton meters with a life expectancy of approximately 5 years and a value of approximately
$1.9 million. If a new a new vendor is selected to perform these services, they will certainly not have
the ability to use the upgraded Flowshark Triton meters, as this is a proprietary product and ADS does
not sell its data collection interface products or services through distributors and maintains all
proprietary information confidential. A new service provider will cost the City additional money as new
metering equipment will need to be purchased and installed; in addition, the City will remove
approximately $1.9 million in City owned metering equipments rendered obsolete by selecting an
alternate vendor and the investment will go to waste.
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In evaluating if ADS pricing was in the best interest of the City as well as the Participating Agencies and
Ratepayers, several factors were reviewed and considered. ADS has over 20 years partnership with the
City providing dependable flow data information. ADS has a long standing working relationship with
field and Administrative staff providing accurate, repeatable, and reliable data. ADS CORP maintains a
local office in San Diego for maintenance crews dedicated to support the project. ADS has acquired
institutional knowledge of the sewer system that is integral to the success and accuracy of wastewater
data.

In Fiscal Year 2003 an alternate vendor was selected to provide flow monitoring services via the RFP
process beginning with Fiscal Year 2004. The alternate vendor could not provide the requirements for
accurate and reliable flow monitoring services, and flow data was not available for Fiscal Years 2004 and
2005. This negatively impacted the day to day operations of users relying on the flow data. The
operational strategies for large pump stations were severely disrupted. Critical flow monitoring data
during an uncharitably rare rain season that could have been used for invaluable Inflow and Infiltration
studies was not recorded, and the department was forced to bill the Participating Agencies for two fiscal
years based on historical averages and ultimately lost revenue since the meters failed to capture the
additional flows from the heavy rain. The contract with the alternate vendor was a 2 year contract with
the option to extend the contract for an additional 3 years. The City did not extend the contract and
terminated the agreement after 2 years due to poor performance. In the end, ADS was re-hired by the
City to provide the required accurate and reliable flow monitoring services.

The following schedule is anticipated:

January 2014 - City Council Approval of Contract Extension

Revised: 20140409



AGENDA ITEM 5

Change Order #1 MBC Dewatering
Centrifuges Replacement
(Attachment forthcoming)
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San Diego Integrated Regional
Water Management Regional
Advisory Committee Meeting #53



San Diego Integrated Regional Water Management
Regional Advisory Committee Meeting #53
December 3, 2014

Background

The Regional Water Management Group for IRWM Program was established in 2005.
This group is made up of the City of San Diego, the County of San Diego, and the
Water Authority.

A year later, they established the Regional Advisory Committee (RAC) to assist the
Regional Management Group with the original IRWM Plan and to assist on prioritization
of Prop 50 funding application. The RAC is made up of 4 groups; Water Supply, Water
Quality, Natural Resources and Watersheds, with the recent reorganization, they added
the Metro JPA representative to the Water Quality Group. The RAC meet every other
month.

San Diego Integrated Regional Water Management Meeting

At the Regional Advisory Committee meeting of December 3, 2014, a review of the
IRWM Grant Program was presented, see the meeting slides with notes for grant
funding status and information. Next round of funding projected to be open for project
submission in Fall 2015.

A presentation on the IRWM Project 50-13, South San Diego Water Supply Strategy
was given by Wes Danskin of USGS. Sixteen wells have been drilled, as deep as 2,000
feet, for understanding the groundwater in the area. Additional information can be

obtained at the USGS website hitp://ca.water.usgs.gov/sandiego/ .

An update to Project 84-1-11, Regional Water Data Management Program was
presented, see the three page handout after the meeting slides.

David Gibson, Regional Board Executive Officer, gave a presentation that covered the
Regional Board Practical Vision, comprised of: Healthy Waters; Monitoring and
Assessments; Wetlands Restoration; Public Involvement; and Local Sustainable Water
Supply. The Board is starting on their Basin Plan Triennial Review. They will release
their projects list for comments on December 8 with comments accepted until January
22, 2015. IRWM RAC members submitting comments should provide a copy to RAC for
coordination with other RAC members. The review is expected to focus on Biological
Objectives, Chollas Creek Metals, Bacterial Indicators, and Board Housekeeping
Practices. The Board indicated that they will share their short list of projects before the
Febuary RAC meeting.

RAC Member Selection workgroup was approved, with outgoing members recognized
for their service. New members will be selected before February.

A fact pamplet on the Colorado River was passed out and is included in the scan of the
meeting slides. This topic will be covered at the next meeting.

Next meeting scheduled for February 4, 2015.
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Agenda

+ Welcome and Introductions
« IRWM Grant Program

- Regional Board Presentation
- RAC Member Selection

« Next RAC Meeting

+ Summary and Thanks

Proposition 84 Implementation, Rnd 1
44 ProTecT s TOTAL
- Projects progressing as planned
= Project 3: North San County Cooperative
Demineralization Project
« Construction complete
- Engineer inspection held on 11/04/2014
= Project 4: Rural Disadvantage Community
Partnership Project
- ldentified two subprojects to be funded; one is a tribal project
+ Project 5. Lake Hodges Water Quality and Quagga
Mussel Mitigation

- Lake Hodges Water Quality improvements Assessment and
Evaluation Report was finalized
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Agenda

+ Welcome and Introductions
+ IRWM Grant Program

- Regional Board Presentation
+ RAC Member Selection

+ Next RAC Meeting

+ Summary and Thanks
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Agenda

+ Welcome and Introductions
+ IRWM Grant Program
Regional Board Presentation
» RAC Member Selection
Next RAC Meeting

+ Summary and Thanks
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Proposition 84 Implementation Rnd 1

- Financials:
Prop 84 Grant Award $7,900,000
Costs Billed to Date $3,112,208
Less Retention to Date (5%) ($155,610)
Net Reimbursement Request to Date 2,956,598
Remaining Budget $4,787,792
Net Reimbursement Request to Date $2,956,598
Amount Reimbursed to Date $2,043,102
Outstanding Reimbursements $913,496
As of 12/3/14
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Proposition 84, Implementation Rnd 1

Grant Funding vs. Grant Amount Billed to Date
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Proposition 84, Implementation
Drought Solicitation

« November 4t final award list released
» San Diego confirmed to received $15.1M
= Supports 7 water supply projects
« November 14%: Water Authority received
commitment letter from DWR

= Grant agreement execution conditions to be
submitted to the Water Authority by December 3rd

Proposition 50

- Financials:
Prop 50 Grant Award $25,000,000
Costs Billed to Date $15,812,161
Less Retention to Date (10%) ($1,591,216)
Net Billed to Date $14,320,945
Remaining Budget $9,087,839
Net Reimbursement Request to Date $14,320,945
Amount Reimbursed to Date $13,900,465
Outstanding Reimbursements $420,480
As of 12/3114
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Proposition 84, Implementation Rnd 2

- Executed all Local Project Sponsor (LPS)
Agreements
- 15t LPS Meeting/Training Workshop: November 14%
« Attended by ail projects’ program managers and DWR

» Discussed online invoice processing and reporting
guidelines

= Discussed highlights of the grant agreement

- 1st Progress Report and Invoices due to the Water
Authority: December 15"

!
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Proposition 50
P 50 19 ProTECT S
+ Projects progressing as planned
« 10 projects completed or in final stages

=« 3 Projects are completing their final reports (Projects 7, 13
and 18)

+ Project 5 to extend project completion date to
January 2016
- Retention Payments from DWR for Projects 16 and
19 received on Nov. 6, 2014
Audit Issue
= SDCWA reviewed DWR calculation
- Awaiting DWR's final decision

i
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Proposition 50

Grant Funding vs. Grant Amount Billed to Date
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Proposition 50

Chollas Creek Runoff Reduction and
Groundwater Recharge Project

Proposition 50

Biofiltration Wetland Creation and
Education Program

Proposition 50

Thank You Letter
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Proposition 1 Water Bond

Priosig 1 alryy, Supply, an
Inf astructure | ment Act of 2014 — was
passed! i ii

e e

P,
Proposition 84 Grant Funding:
Final Round

+ $31 million remains for the San Diego IRWM Region for
final round of Prop. 84 Implementation Grant Funding

» Anticipated schedule delay: 2015-2016

2014 Selichation

Acieone Draht Program Gusdelines & PSP dpeil 1, 2014

Aeieuse Final Fitgiam Guidelnes & PSP ey 29, 2014

e shin s Due — Ty 2. 2014

Public e 10 Discans Deoft Funding Rec armemendations 2044

DwR oves Final Conditional Grant Awards Oetoder 2004

Aelouse Drat P1pgram Guidelines & PSP Lo 2015 Fall 2016
Ackase Fina Progiam Guidefnes RPSP _ Isummer 2015 | Winter 2016
Ayl s _lrow20s5 Spring 2016
Anncunce Draft Recommendations for Public Review & Comment Winder 2045418 | | Summor 2016
Announce Final Awdrds ing 2016 Fail 2018

1} Molics denove agproximote dotes.
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Proposition 1 Water Bond

+ $7.545B Total
+  $520M: Safe Drinking Water
« $726M: Water Racycling
«  $900M: Groundwater Sustainability
= $1.495B: Watershed Protection,
x B b

Pr ton 1 Ifions]
Proposition 84 ($milllons)

= $2.7B: Storage
= $395M: Statewide Fiood Management
= $810M: Regional Water Reliability

+ $510M for IRWM
» $52.5M for San Diego Funding Area

+ 50% Funding Match

= DAC waivers availabls

+ 10% DAC Requirement

. T BTy e SR
$38 M foAh SDIRWM



IRWM Project Report SRR T

Project 50-13:
South San Diego Water Supply Strategy

WES danvSKId j USGS
16 WELLS

DATA AVAILABLE o USGS WEBS7C

Agenda

. Welcome and Introductions
- IRWM Grant Program

- Regional Board Presentation
. RAC Member Selection

+ Next RAC Meeting

« Summary and Thanks
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IRWM Project Report

Project 84-1-11:
Regional Water Data Management Program

PROTECT UPPATE

d
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| YEAR 1#TP PRoTECT
SEE ATTACHEd HAMDOOT

San Diego IRWM Coordination with

Regional Board

. 2013 IRWM Plan Regulatory Workgroup:

« Purpose: Identify means for the IRWM Program to
collaborate with and support the Regional Board in
regional efforts to maintain and enhance water
resources

. Qutcome:
= IRWM Action ltems

. Incorporation of Regional Board’s Practical Vision
into the 2013 San Diego IRWM Plan

San Diego IRWM Coordination with
Regional Board

. Action Iltems that are Complete or Underway:

Action ltems I Status.

«  Assign IRWM iaison to RWQCB Compiete
- Provide periodic IRWM progress reports to RWQCB Underway
+  Monitor development of RWQCB Practical Vision Complete
« Incorporate priority themes from RWQCB Practical Vision into IRWM Plan Complete
= \C/:;:inam with RWQCB for consistency in IRWHM Plan and Practical Complete
«  Obtain input from IRWM stakeholders identify Basin Plan review priorities Underway
+  Obtain input from IRVWM stakeholders to review 303(d) listings, identify

istings that may warrant reevaluation, and determine IRWM interest in Underway
supporting reassessment or reclassification

+  Provide a forum to share outcomes and approaches related to projects
that could improve water quality of 303(dHisted waters and alternate Underway
rmeans to traditional TMDLS to achieve water quality objectives

Agenda

. Welcome and Introductions
+ IRWM Grant Program

. Regional Board Presentation
. RAC Member Selection

. Next RAC Meeting

. Summary and Thanks
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RAC Member Selection

» RAC Selection Process
= Purpose: Facilitate
broader stakeholder
participation and ensure
that all stakeholders have
an equal opportunity to
serve on the RAC

i

i

RAC Member Selection

+ RAC Selection Workgroup Nominees:

City: Goldy Herbon

County: Nancy Stalnaker

= Water Authority: Mark Stadler

= Water Supply: Joey Randall, Olivenhain Municipal Water District
Water Quality: Ligeia Heagy, City of Carlsbad

Natural Resources/Watersheds: Kimberly O’Connell, UCSD
DAC/EJ: Jennifer Hazard, Alter Terra

Other: Robyn Badger, San Diego Zoo Global

i
l

Agenda

« Welcome and Introductions
+ IRWM Grant Program

» Regional Board Presentation
+ RAC Member Selection

- Next RAC Meeting

« Summary and Thanks

RAC Member Selection

+ Process Steps:
1. Solicit RAC Members for RAC Membership Workgroup:
October 1% — November 26t
3 RWMG representatives and 1 representative from each
voting caucus (8 total)
2. Solicit Applications for Open RAC Seats:
September 15" — November 26t
Received 16 applications for 12 open RAC seats
3. Finalize RAC Membership Workgroup:
December 3@ RAC Meeting
4. Convene RAC Membership Workgroup:
December 3 2014
5. New RAC Membership in Effect; January 2015

RAC Discussion and Vote on
RAC Selection Workgroup
Members

Next RAC Meeting

» February 4, 2015

2015 Meeting Schedule
- February 4, 2015

+ April 1, 2015

+ June 3, 2015

+ August 5, 2015

+ October 7, 2015

- December 2, 2015

- Regular Meetings Held First Wednesday
of Every Other Month -
, i TR T
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REGIONAL WATER DATA MANAGEMENT PROJECT

Project Update Prepared for the Regional Advisory Committee
December 3, 2014

BACKGROUND REFRESHER

The California Department of Water Resources requires inclusion of a data management
component in all IRWM plans. This stakeholder-driven, collaborative project is funded by the
San Diego IRWM'’s 2011 Implementation Grant, and has the goal of developing a regional, web-
based data management system (DMS). Water-related agencies and organizations in the region
prioritized this project because their need for consistent, sharable data, and fewer gaps in data
collection and analysis efforts.

More specific goals for the DMS include:
* Provide a snapshot of current data management efforts and priority data needs
* Establish basic design parameters for the future development of a regional, web-based,
user-friendly system for sharing, disseminating, and supporting the analysis of water
management data and information
* Assist in the assessment and management of watershed health and sustainability (WHS)

ADVISORY WORKGROUP

The project’s Advisory Workgroup (AWG) consists of 12 members and four alternates.
Members possess both knowledge of water policy and working experience with data
management systems. In terms of categories of water data users and interests, Advisory
Workgroup members cover:

*  Water purveyors *  Community and watershed

* Wastewater * Environmental

* Stormwater * Professional business {e.g.,

*  Flood landscape contractors)

* Regulatory * Academia

* Meteorology * Geographic Information Systems

To date, the AWG has had four meetings, and has three additional meetings scheduled in 2015.
During this time the AWG has done the following:

* Reviewed and then recommended an approach to the stakeholder needs assessment
approach and prioritization of data management efforts



* Helped to develop the structure for the stakeholder workshops and corresponding
organization of the stakeholder group (SHG)

* Connected the project to a broad, diverse community of water resource data generators,
managers and users, including their contact information

* Participated in the stakeholder workshops during the summer of 2014

* Reviewed a draft outline of the DMS design recommendations report, and provided
strategic guidance on associated policy and technical issues

The AWG also recommended that one of the overall goals of the project include advancing the
assessment and management of watershed health and sustainability.

STAKEHOLDER GROUP WORKSHOPS

Based on the participant list developed with the AWG, more than 60 stakeholders participated
in two workshops during the summer of 2014 to inform development of recommendations for
the DMS. The stakeholders came from a variety of water-related professional backgrounds,
agencies and organizations, and geographic areas of the IRWM region. Over the two
workshops, stakeholders worked to:

* Verify and discuss the results of a pre-
workshop survey that identified major data
management efforts and issues

* ldentify specific data needs in different parts
of the watershed

* Prioritize potential data-related tasks that a
DMS could address

* Develop a general definition of “watershed
health and sustainability”

* Prioritize potential design features of a DMS,
including those that would specifically
advance watershed health and sustainability

The detailed SHG workshop summaries can be found on the project’s webpage:
http://www.projectcleanwater.org/index.php?option=com content&view=article&id=231&Itemid=208

PUBLIC WORKSHOPS

Public workshops held on February 17, 2015, will educate interested parties about the need
and goals for this effort, explain the proposed framework, functionality, and features of the
DMS, and provide an opportunity to ask questions and provide feedback on any part of the
draft design recommendations.



CURRENT WORK EFFORTS OF THE PROJECT’S PLANNING TEAM

Based on the stakeholder workshops, the project’s Planning Team — including technical experts
from the Southern California Coastal Water Research Project — recently prepared a draft-
annotated outline of the DMS design recommendations. The AWG reviewed and commented
on this at its November meeting. Some of the key design features suggested included:

* Afederated data system (meaning that a common system facilitates the direct sharing
of data between users, rather than storing all the data)

* Open-source software architecture
® Online data input mechanism

* Standardization of data ontologies and units

* Inclusion of meta data, including historical meta data when available and appropriate

Topics that the AWG is further discussing include:

* Outputs, including those which support communication and education
* Types of data covered, including groundwater, agricultural water quality, and

conservation

* Governance of the DMS and data-sharing memoranda of understanding

The AWG will review a draft design recommendations at its February meeting. The public
workshops will focus on the same draft. Afterwards the Planning Team will prepare a final draft
for review and recommendation by the AWG and provision to the Regional Advisory Committee

and Regional Water Management Group.

PROJECT TIMELINE
Italics indicate remaining meetings.

* RAC Project Briefing: December 4, 2013
*  RWMG Project Briefing: March 5, 2014
* AWG Meeting #1: March 7, 2014

*  AWG Meeting #2: April 4, 2014

*  AWG Meeting #3: May 6, 2014

* SHG Workshop #1: July 31, 2014

* SHG Workshop #2: September 16, 2014
*  AWG Meeting #4: November 18, 2014
* RAC Project Update: December 3, 2014
*  AWG Meeting #5: February 4, 2015

* Public Workshops: February 17, 2015

AWG Meeting #6: April 22, 2015
AWG Meeting #7: May 13, 2015 (if
needed)

Provision of final design
recommendations report: May or June
2015

RAC Final Project Update: May or June
2015

RWMG Final Project Update: May or
June 2015
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Whether rafiing
Grand Canyon or soaking in the rays while
Sloating on a boat on Lake Mead or Lake
Powell, recreation is a major element of
the Colorado River.

Colorado River Facts

This booklet was developed to educate you about your source of water,
realize the importance of water in an arid vegion and understand the

competition for our most precious resource.

The Colorado River is many things to many people. To some, it provides
the electricity necessary for lighting up a room, the water needed to grow
a crop, or supply a glass of cold water on a hot day. To others, it offers a
chance to bask in the sun on the deck of a boat, hook a fish or feel an
adrenaline rush paddling its swift waters in a
raft. And still to others, who speak on behalf of
the environment, its waters are essential to
maintaining a healthy ecosystem. All these uses
share a common bond with the Colorado: its
water sustains life.

At its birth in the craggy peaks of the Colorado
Rocky Mountains, the river starts as a trickle,
gathering force from tributaries and water
runoff as it tumbles over 1,400 miles, carving a
channel through the southwestern U.S. and
Mexico before reaching the Sea of Cortez. The
river is augmented by a number of tributaries,
the largest of which are the Green River in
Wyoming and the San Juan River in New
Mexico. Along the way, over 25 million people
and 3.5 million acres of farmland in seven states rely (at least in part) on
its water, as do numerous species of plants, fish and wildlife. In addition
to providing water, the river also is a source of electricity and recreation
for millions of residents and tourists. Within Mexico, the river provides
water for numerous acres of farmland and to major metropolitan areas
such as Tijuana and Mexicali.
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The Colorado River is subject to periods of drought and flooding and
the region through which it flows is subject to varying temperatures.
Temperatures can range from 60 degrees below zero degrees Fahrenheit
in the high mountains to a blistering 125 degrees in the desert valleys.
Annual precipitation ranges from more than 50 inches at higher
elevations to as little as 4 inches in the more arid regions. Because of this
variance, in its natural state, oftentimes by late summer and early fall, the
river would be bone dry in the lower reaches. Conversely, in spring and
eatly summer, as snow melts and rain increases, the river could be a
raging torrent, overrunning its banks and submerging vast

To protect reaches of land from heavy
flooding and ensure a steady supply of both
water and power along the river, a series of
large dams were constructed during the 20th
century to collect spring runoff for use later
during the year and from year-to-year.

Number of People
Who Rely on

Colorado River Waterg}ﬁ%

T

25
25,000,000 % &




Tracing its Course

From Colorado, the river flows southwest, fed by its largest tributary —
the Green River — flowing out of Wyoming. It continues on through
Utah, supplemented by the San
Juan River — the Colorado’s second
largest tributary — flowing out of
New Mexico, before dropping
down into Arizona and along the
Nevada, California and Arizona
borders and into Mexico. With the
existing dams and reservoirs, one

Quick Fact

may envision the Colorado River as Amount of concrete in Hoover Dam,
a stream of water flowing into a ! : powerplant and associated structures:
series of tea cups, each one only 4,400,000 cubic yards — enough to pave
{ holding so much water before it a 16-foot wide .roaa’ from San Francisco
e 0 i AL PO S flows into the next. Lake Powell, . t0 New York City.
J. oy ATV i located on the border of Utah and
The Green River in Wyoming supplies about 2 million Arizona, is the final and largest cup
acre-feet of water annually to the Colorado River. in the Upper Basin, while Lake

Mead, located downstream on the
Nevada/Arizona border, is the largest cup in the Lower Basin. The idea
with Powell and Mead is to not allow the cups to overflow but instead to
equalize the amount of water in each cup to keep them brimming.

Lake Powell, which holds a maximum of
26 muillion acre-feet of water, sees about ' The name “Hoover Dam” was given to the dam in 1931, However, some. people who
3 million visitors a year. did not like Herbert Hoover, the 31* President of the United States, continued to call
i it “Boulder Dam,” The dam was officially named as Hoover Dam in 1947 when
President Harry S. Truman signed a congressional act.

, " n"n n 3, AN
PR : A An acre-foor equals about
An A ~ 2
| A GGy S 326,000 gallons, or enough water
4 A to cover an acre of land, about the
)y size of a football field, one foor
l - deep. An average household uses
) between one-half and one acre-
QuAERs 7 V' foor of water per year for indoor
\
Qllle Fact . [ - . , ! oy and outdoor use.
Number of states that share ; A w2 SRR
the Colorado River: 7 . . > SPSAAANA A A A A e AA AN e P




Dividing the Colorado River Apportionment of 15 million acre-feet

The 1902 Reclamation Act prompted thousands of pioneers to head West ' The Upper Basin states consist of Wyoming, Wyolngzg :
in search of “manifest destiny.” Homesteading, as it was called, brought Colorado, Utah and New Mexico, while the million acre-foct
farming and ranching in abundance and with it, the need for more water. Lower Basin includes Nevada, Arizona and
With the expanding population came urban growth in the form of cities ! California. Under the 1922 Colorado River
and the expansion of business. Compact, eventually signed by all seven states
Early on, the state of California (Arizona did not sign the compact until years Colorado
became a vocal claimant for after the other states), each basin has a right to milliz;sairse ek
Colorado River water, making v an average of 7.5 million acre-feet of water
other states with access to the from the river annually. (An acre-foot is
river nervous that there approximately 326,000 gallons, or enough to million acre-feet
wouldn’t be enough water 1 fill a football field to a depth of one-foot and New Mexico .838
available for them to develop can supply one to two families for a year.) The million acre-feet
their own economies in the Upper Basin has an obligation to provide the _Nevada 3 3 Afﬂil?na 'o_ieet
future. And so, with pressing Lower Basin 7.5 million acre-feet annually but lliniefeater RS
needs, it was decided that the officials say the Upper Basin itself will likely ==
Colorado River would be only see 2 maximum of 6.3 million acre-feet o
divided among the competing annually due to a lack of storage. In accor- ==
i : Y . states. ‘ dance with the 1944 Water Treaty with
= "-i. W~ _ h Mexico, the U.S. must provide a minimum of
Lee’s Ferry, a point on the Colorado River just below Glen Within the United States, the ‘ 1.5 million acre-feet annually south of the R
Canyon Dam and at the top of the Grand Canyon, is the Colorado River Basin is divided | border. The 10 American Indian tribes who Y7
dividing point between the Upper Basin and Lower Basin. into two portions: the Upper own land along the Colorado River and its million acre-feet
Basin and the Lower Basin. tributaries also have water rights that are
The dividing line for these portions is at Lee’s Ferry near the Arizona/ included as part of the state’s rights in which 1.5 i Ml acge- o i BREEICr per yeu
Utah border. the tribes reside.
Law of the River
The “Law of the River” is a growing collection of compacts, agreements, E 2. The Boulder Canyon Project Act of 1928 that ratified the Colorado
contracts, treaties, state and federal legislation, court decrees and federal River Compact, authorized construction of Hoover Dam, its power
administrative actions that divide and regulate the use and management plant, the All-American Canal and established basic apportionments
I of the Colorado River. Many consider the Law of the River as a constitu- among Arizona, California and Nevada.

| tion because it establishes a framework for managing the river's resources.
3. Seven Party Agreement of 1931 that divided California’s share of the

Some of the most significant documents include: Colorado among the seven major water users in the stare.
| .
| 1. The Colorado River Compact of 1922 that divided the rights to the : 4. The Mexican Water Treaty of 1944 gave Mexico a base allocation of
use of the Colorado River between the Upper and Lower Basins. 1.5 million acre-feet of water annually.
|
6 7




Among the states in the Upper and Lower basins, the water is further
divided. The Lower Basin allocation used hard numbers based on 7.5
million acre-feet annually: 4.4 million acre-feet for California; 2.8
million acre-feet for Arizona; and 300,000 acre-feet for Nevada (which
was largely undeveloped at the time). The Upper Basin states, not
knowing for sure how much water they would have year to year after they
met downstream needs in the Lower Basin and Mexcio, chose to divide
their water based on percentages: 51.75 percent to Colorado; 23 percent
to Utah; 14 percent to Wyoming; and 11.25 percent to New Mexico (see
graphic for acre-feet estimates based on 7.5 million acre-feet annually).

Morvelos Dam, located on the border between Arizona and
Mexico, 15 the primary Colorado River water diversion

point for Mexico.

o AN e iy o ..w..t?-.. e Y
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Law of the River

5. Upper Colorado River Basin Compact of 1948 that apportioned
Colorado River use based on percentages among the Upper Basin
states.

6. 1964 U.S. Supreme Court Decree in Arizona v. California that holds
California to 4.4 million acre-feet; Arizona to 2.8 million acre-feet;
and Nevada to 300,000 acre-feet annually and established water
rights for five tribes below Hoover Dam.

7. 1968 Colorado River Basin Project Act which authorized the Central
Arizona Project.

In addition to these agreements, numerous other compacts, agreements,
contracts, international treaties, state and federal legislation, U.S.
Supreme Court decisions and federal administrative actions comprise the

larger, over-arching compendium that governs use of the Colorado River
known as “The Law of the River.”

Expanstve canals for delivering water to cities and

Jfarms, such as the Colorado River Aqueduct in

southern California, can be found throughout the ‘
Colorade River Basin states.

8. “Ciriteria for Coordinated Long-Range Operation of Colorado River
Reservoirs of 1970,” that links that operations of reservoirs between
the Upper and Lower basins.

9. Minute 242, passed in 1973, that establishes salinity standards for the
water being delivered to Mexico. ,

10. 1974 Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act that authorized
desalting and salinity control projects to improve Colorado River
water quality.
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The Colorado River System

Quick Facts

Total storage on the Colorado River

Quick Fact

Size of Colorado River Basin:
242,000 square miles.

system: 60 million acre-feet. IDAHO P Finelhe
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Meeting Demand in the 21 Century

Agriculture uses the majority of water in the Colorado River Basin —
about 80 percent on average. In states such as Colorado, the percentage
of water use dedicated for farming and ranching approaches 90 percent.
In Utah, the $1.6 billion Central Utah Project (a conglomeration of
reservoirs, aqueducts, tunnels and powerplants), when fully completed,
will divert about 100,000 acre-feet of Colorado River, primarily to
agriculture. New Mexico, which gets its Colorado River allocation from
the San Juan River, uses water stored in Navajo Reservoir to irrigate
about 111,000 acres of land for the Navajo Nation — the largest American
Indian reservation in the United States. In the Lower Basin, California
uses about 3.5 million acre-feet of Colorado River water annually for
agriculture in the Palo Verde, Imperial and Coachella valleys.

In the 21* century, water use is increasingly shifting from agriculture to
cities. Though the Upper Basin has not exhibited the growth of the
Lower Basin states, its population continues to multiply. In Utah, the
state’s population is expected to expand from 1 million residents to 3
million by 2020. Though Colorado uses only 5 percent of its Colorado
River water for municipal purposes, it is the third-fastest growing state in

Agriculture uses the largest percentage of water in the Colorado River Basin —
abour 80 percent.

Denver, Colo., the largest city in the state,
receives its Colorado River water from a
trans-mountain diversion.

the nation. With 90 percent of its popula-
tion living east (Denver area) of the
Continental Divide and the Colorado River
flowing on the west side of the divide, water
is pumped over the mountains to the Denver area using transmountain
diversions. The largest of these diversions is the federal Colorado Big-
Thompson Project that moves approximately 217,000 acre-feet annually
through a pipeline. Initially farms were the
main beneficiaries but increasingly the water is
being used for urban areas.

Quick Fact

Amount of hydroelectric generation
produced by river fucilities annually:
Within the Lower Basin, urban supply is more

of an issue than it is for the Upper Basin.
Water from the Central Arizona Project is
being used mostly by cities, although its initial
concept was for agricultural water. In 2002,
Las Vegas remained the fastest growing city in the country adding about
5,000 new residents a month. Likewise, Phoenix and Tucson in Arizona
and Los Angeles and San Diego in California continue to grow. The
result is 2 demand for more water.

10 billion kilowast hours (enough
electricizy to meet all electricity needs
of 3 mullion people or the partial needs
of 9 to 12 million people.

California, with over 17 million residents at least partially dependent on
supplies from the Colorado River, is facing the greatest challenge. Since
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Colorado River Timeline | |

T

The 11
hydropower
dams on the :
Colorado River l .I/'_
can produce
4,177,766
kilowatts of
electricity:
enough to meet
the total needs
of 3 million
people or the

the 1950s California has been using a cushion of unused river water
partial needs of belonging primarily to Nevada and Arizona to meet its own demands.

9 to 12 million  Since the early 1990s, that extra amount has sometimes grown to as
people. much as 800,000 acre-feet a year. But as populations in Nevada and
Arizona grew by leaps and bounds, those states began using their full
apportionments of the river. Arizona began banking its full apportion-
ment of the river in the vast underground aquifers underlying the state in

600 Anasazi and Hohokam Indians develop water distribution system.

1500 Spanish explorers introduce livestock and ditch systems called
acequias.

1847 Mormons arrive in Salt Lake Valley and begin cultivating
farmland.

1869 John Wesley Powell begins exploration of the Colorado River by
boat.

1902 US Reclamation Service (now Bureau of Reclamation) estab-
lished.

1908 US Supreme Court rules water reserved as part of land for
American Indians, creates the Winter’s Doctrine.

14

The 110-mile
long Lake
Mead has
550 miles of
shoreline and
sees about 10
million
recreational
users a year.

a project known as the Arizona Water Bank (both Nevada and California
also have plans to store Colorado River water in the bank).

Since 1997, California has had to rely on the secretary of the Interior to
grant the state permission to take “surplus” flows from the Colorado
River so the state can meet its demands. Upper Basin states, which have
yet to develop their full apportionments of the river, are wary of
California’s seemingly endless search for more water. In 1996, the federal
government strongly suggested that California reduce its overuse of the
Colorado River in normal years and the state has since been trying to
develop a long-term solution to its overuse.

1922 Colorado River Compact negotiated.

1925  Six states with the exception of Arizona sign compact.

1928 Boulder Canyon Project Act signed.

1931 Construction of Hoover Dam begins; Seven Party Agreement
signed.

1944 U.S. and Mexico sign water allocation treaty.

1948 Upper Colorado River Compact signed.

1964 US Supreme Court Decree in Arizona v. California.

1969 Endangered Species Act passed.

1973 Construction begins on the Central Arizona Project (CAP).

1985 First CAP water deliveries.

1988 Upper Basin endangered fish recovery program begins.

15
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Phoenix, Ariz. is one of the fastest growing cities in
the United States and uses water from the Central
Arizona Project.

Quick Fact
Lowest annual flow on record: 5 MAF

Highest annual flow on record: 24 MAF

Colorado River Timeline

1992 Congress signs Grand Canyon Protection Act.
| 1993 CAP declared essentially complete.
| 1996 Experimental flood releases made from Glen Canyon Dam to
| restore habitat below the dam; California told it must stop its
overuse of the Colorado River.
1999 Development begins on interstate banking rule to allow
California and Nevada to store water in Arizona aquifers.
| 2000 Interim Surplus Guidelines created, potentially allowing Nevada
% and California “extra” water from the Colorado River for 15
| years.
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Environmental Issues

Since its passage in 1973, the Endangered Species Act (ESA) has been |
used in numerous instances to rejuvenate populations of plants, fish and

wildlife that have become threatened or endangered. Both the Upper and

Lower basins have, or are developing, endangered species recovery

programs for large stretches of the Colorado River within the United

States. Much of the focus has been on four species of native Colorado

River fish — the razorback sucker,
the bonytail chub, the humpback
chub and the Colorado pikeminnow
— listed as endangered under the
ESA. Other species, such as the
Southwestern willow flycatcher, also
are the focus of conservation efforts.

Though the reason for their decline
can vary from species to species, a
major catalyst is the loss of habitar,
particularly on the lower reaches of
the river. Reasons for habitat loss ; e :
include the construction of dams; . . Tt
channelization, containment and 4 & hs”, O
straightening of the river’s natural _ J . P S
course; and the introduction of The Southwestern willow flycatcher is an endangered
non-native “game fish” species such  species found along the Lower Colorado River.

as trout and bass to the river.

Consequently, much of the ecosystem recovery efforts have been focused

in the Upper Basin, both on the Colorado River and its tributaries, as

part of a program known as the Upper Colorado River Recovery Imple-

mentation Program. Along the lower portion of the river below Hoover

Dam, logistics are being developed for the Multi-Species Conservation

Program, a plan that would incorporate conservation programs for fish,

wildlife and plants.

humpback chub
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Dam Reoperation

A crucial restoration activity is changing dam releases, where and when
possible, to more closely approximate the natural flow of the river. In its
natural state, flows from the river are heavy in the spring and taper off by
late summer. Likewise, during fall and winter, river flows would naturally
be less than flows during the spring. Natural flows also are consistent
throughout the day and night. However, since the major dams along the
Colorado River were built to meet peak power demands, flows have been
generally higher during the day and in the summer. The U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation is currently working on making releases through the dams,
in particular Glen Canyon Dam in Arizona and Flaming Gorge Dam in
Utah, more closely resemble the natural hydrology of the river — less

powerful flows through the dams and fewer fluctuations between releases.

In 1996 and 2000, flood and low-flow releases were made from Glen

Since 1996 officials have experi-
mented with releases from Glen
Canyon Dam and studied their
effect on species and habitat in the
Grand Canyon below the dam.

Other efforts to increase the
number of native fish in the
Colorado River include fish
stocking programs and
improving fish ladders to allow
fish passage over smaller

Canyon Dam through the Grand Canyon in an attempt to mimic the diversion dams.
natural flows of the river and to study flow impacts to water temperature,
sediment deposition, vegetation and both native and non-native fish

species. A third experimental flow study is under consideration.

Some experimental Glen Canyon Dam releases have restored riparian habitat and
created sand bars for rafiers to camp on.

A biologist weighs a razorback sucker,
one of the four native endangered
fish of the Colorado River and one
Jfound in high concentrations in Lake
Mobhave.

-
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; ts, the €olorado River Delta,-or Mexican Delta; has at-

" tracted the attention of governments, academics and envirenmental

= advc;.cacy groups in both Mexico and the U.S. The Delta is located where

“ the Colorado River-historically meandered through Mexico on its way to
the Gulf of California. Much of the Delta ecosystem has been heavily

- damaged by a lack of water due to upstream river diversions. Now the

habitats, such
as those found
in the Colorado
River Delta,
provide
important
habitat for
many avian
species, like
these white
pelicans.

-
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river only flows to the Gulf in the wettest years when excess river water
cannot be stored or entirely consumed by upstream interests. Bi-national
discussions have been held to determine the best course of action, if any,
for protecting and restoring the Delta.

Another looming environmental issue, and one closely tied to California’s
plan to reduce its use of the Colorado River, is the Salton Sea — a natural
salt sink into which the Colorado River meandered in and out of through
the centuries. The latest incarnation of the Sea occurred in 1905 when
the Colorado River broke through an irrigation dike and filled the sink
located in the Imperial Valley. By the time the river was contained 18
months later, it had filled the 40-mile long depression with over 7.5
million acre-feet of Colorado River water that is today 25 percent saltier
than the Pacific Ocean. With no natural outlet, the sea is fed primarily by
agricultural runoff from farmlands in the Imperial and Coachella valleys.
If this water is conserved by Imperial Valley farmers for sale to San Diego,
far less water will flow to the sea and scientists are afraid it will increase
the salinity of the sea too quickly. Should this happen, the sea’s fishery
that supports numerous waterfowl including pelicans, grebes and
cormorants will die out. Proponents for restoring the Salton Sea empha-
size its role as a migratory stop-over for birds along the Pacific Flyway —
an important habitat given that 90 percent of California’s historic
wetlands have disappeared due to infill. However, how best to restore the
sea is still being debated.

How to resolve the issue of the Salton

Sea, California’s largest inland lake,
is still being studied.
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Water Quality

The Colorado River was originally named by Spanish explorers for its
muddy, red color caused by the massive erosion occurring along the river
channel as evidenced by the Grand Canyon. Millions of years ago, much
of the Colorado River Basin was covered by a vast sea and consequently,
much of the soil in the basin has a high salt composition.

As the river runs downstream, it gathers more and more salt along the
way. Both the natural leaching of salts into the river from precipitation
and human activities such as irrigation, increase the river’s salinity. High
salinity in the water can damage soil and crops, corrode pipes and
household plumbing and make water unpalatable. It is estimated the
annual costs to Lower Basin states as a result of high salt concentrations
in the river are $1 billion in damages. Since the passage of the national
1974 Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act, programs have been
developed to limit the introduction of salt into the river.

Water Conservation

Conserving water in arid regions like the Colorado River Basin is of the
urmost importance and conservation practices are continually developing.
National low-flow plumbing standards have been adopted for toilets
showerheads, faucets, and urinals through the Federal Energy Policy Act
of 1992.

Outdoor water needs, including watering the lawn, filling the swimming
pool, and washing the car consume more than half the water used in a
typical single-family home. Xeriscaping — landscaping with plants that
use less water — has become a popular way for people to reduce outdoor
water use by as much as 75 percent.

While most residential water is used outdoors, big savings can also be
made indoors, especially in the bathroom. A traditional toilet can be the
biggest water-using fixture in the house, consuming 3.6 gallons per flush
and about 27 percent of a household’s overall indoor water use, according
to a national study. With conventional toilets, water can be conserved by
placing a contained filled with water in the toilet tank to displace some of
the water.

After the toilet, the biggest bathroom guzzler is the shower or bathtub.
An eight-minute shower with a 2.2 gallon-per-minute showerhead can
use 17 gallons of water. A bath, on the other hand, uses about 24 gallons.

In the kitchen, a typical dishwasher uses between 8 and 15 gallons of
water. New, water-efficient styles can use as little as 6 gallons per load. In
the laundry room, a typical clothes washer uses 41 gallons per load.
High-efficiency clothes washers reduce the average volume per load by 40
percent.

Other urban water efficient steps include using highly-treated wastewater
to irrigate parks and golf courses instead of using water that has been
treated to drinking water standards. This practice is known as water
recycling.

But conservation practices are not limited to urban areas. On farms, new
technologies are being used to maximize efficient use of irrigation water.
Lining irrigation canals with plastic or concrete can reduce the amount of
water normally lost to seepage. More efficient irrigation techniques, such
as replacing flood irrigation or sprinkler systems with drip irrigation,
place the water directly onto the crop root zone.

Final Note

Trying to balance the water needs of farms, cities, the environment,
American Indian tribes and recreation is no easy task, especially with an
already over-allocated water source such as the Colorado River. The
challenge for these interests is to find common ground on their water
uses and this will require some willingness to diverge from their historic
water demands. Whether this can be accomplished without intervention
of the judicial system or will require legal action is uncertain. What is
certain is that creative solutions to address the multitude of demands in
the Colorado River Basin are being implemented now and into the
future.
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MefroTAC
2013/14 Work Plan
November 2014 (Revised Per Metro TAC)

Description

Subcommittee

working with Vision Internet to finalize a scope of work and contract. These
will go to the JPA for approval at their October meeting. 1/14: The contract
has been negotiated and approved and Vision has started on the framework
for the website.

MetroTAC Items
Member(s)
JPA Website 5/13: The Metro TAC would like to update the current website as it is Greg Humora
Update outdated. A review of the current website and its limitations will be on the Karyn Keese
Metro TAC agenda in the next couple months. 9/13: Greg & Karyn have been | Lori Peoples

Ebola Protocol for
Protection of
Wastewater Staff

11/14: Members of Metro TAC discussed their concerns over protecting their
wastewater crews from exposure fo viruses such as Ebola. A recent panel of
AWWA experts came to a conclusion that there are no current guidelines
available from the CDC. Ann Sasaki stated that she will find if San Diego has
a protocol on this and report back. It was suggested that ADS might have a
protocol and should be contacted. SCAP has not released anything as well.

Mike Obermiller
Tom Howard

SDG&E Rate Plan

SDG&E has submitted a Rate Plan that would not only change some rate
structures but will also shorten the off peak hours for users such as utilities.
BEK will continue to monitor and update Metro TAC and Commission/JPA
members on protest measures.

Paula de Sousa

PUD Industrial
Waste Program
Update

9/13: A performance audit was performed on the PUD’s IWCP. The audit
produced two findings and made 8 recommendations. PUD has hired Brown &
Caldwell to perform a fee study and assist implementation of an updated
program. A subcommittee of the Metro TAC was formed to work with PUD
staff and the consultant.

Roberto Yano
Ed Walton

Management of
Non-Dispersibles
in Wastewater

9/13: Eric Minicilli handed out a position paper prepared by the NEWEA.

Eric Minicilli

2013114
Transportation
Rate Update

5/13: PUD staff is proposing slightly revising the methodology and increasing
the transportation rate. Subcommittee met with PUD staff on 6/12/13 to review
calculations. 9/13: PUD staff is having the rate methodology reviewed by
engineering staff. They should be meeting with Metro TAC subcommittee
within the next month. 5/14: PUD staff has met with subcommittee and will be
presenting the current proposal at May Metro TAC. 5/14: Metro TAC approved
2014 transportation rate w/caveat that PUD staff hires a consultant to
review/revise methodology for 2015.

Al Lau
Dan Brogadir
Karyn Keese

PLWTP Permit Ad
Hoc TAC

6/13: Ad Hoc created by JPA at their special June workshop. Goal: Create
regional water reuse plan so that both a new, local, diversified water supply is
created and maximum offload at Point Loma is achieved to support federal
legislation for permanent acceptance of Point Loma as a smaller advanced
primary plant. Minimize ultimate Point Loma treatment costs and most
effectively spend ratepayer dollars due to successful coordination between
water and wastewater agencies.

Ad Hoc has been meeting all month and has developed a Concept Paper.

Ad Hoc will be giving presentations to PAs City Councils/Board of Directors
during July 2013. 8/13: Greg Humora, Leah Browder, and Scott Tulloch have
given presentations to most of the governing bodies of the PAs in addition to
meeting with environmental groups, San Diego staff and City Council
members. A position paper, as well as a presentation, has been prepared. A
resolution of support has been adopted by the governing bodies of the PAs.
1/14: The AdHoc outreach group continues to meet with stakeholders and City
staff in development of the Program. Milestones are included in each month
agenda packet

Greg Humora
Leah Browder
Mark Watton
Scott Tulloch
Rick Hopkins
Jim Smyth
Karyn Keese
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MetroTAC items

Description

Subcommittee
Member(s)

IRWMP

Bob Kennedy attended the Reglonal Advisory Committee (RAC) meeting of
April 3, 2013. Minutes from this meeting are attached. 6/5/13: Bob Kennedy
attended Meeting #43. Minutes are attached to this work plan. The Final 2013
San Diego IRWM Plan has been completed and is available to download at
http://sdirwmp.org/2013-irwm-plan-update. 1/14: Bob Kennedy continues to
attend RAC meetings and reports back to Metro TAC. 5/14: Bob Kennedy
presented minutes from meeting #49 & #50 to Metro TAC 9/74: Meeting No,
52 minutes included in October 2014 Metro TAC agenda.72/14: Meefing No.
53 minutes included in December Metro TAC agenda.

Bob Kennedy
Greg Humora

Fiscal ltems

The Finance committee will continue to monitor and report on the financial
issues affecting the Metro System and the charges to the PAs. The debt
finance and reserve coverage issues have been resolved. Refunds totaling
$12.3 million were sent to most of the PA’s.10/26/11: 2010 will be the first
year where the PAs will be credited with interest on the debt service reserve
and operational fund balances. Interest will be applied as an income credit to
Exhibit E when that audit is complete.

Greg Humora
Karen Jassoy
Karyn Keese

Recycled Water
Revenue Issue

Per our Regional wastewater Agreement revenues from SBWTP are to be
shared with PA's. 4/11: City has agreed to pay out revenue to Wastewater
Section and PA’s credit will be on the Exhibit E adjustments at year end Open
issues: Capacity reservation lease payments and North City Optimized
System Debt service status. 12/11: Letter sent to San Diego regarding
outstanding recycled water revenue issues. 1/14: Karyn Keese continues to
meet with City staff to determine the basis of the water department's
administrative charges.4/13. Need Metro TAC member for subcommittee

Karyn Keese

Water Reduction -
Impacts on Sewer
Rates

The MetroTAC wants to evaluate the possible impact to sewer rates and
options as water use goes down and consequently the sewer flows go down,
reducing sewer revenues. Sewer strengths are also increasing because of
less water to dilute the waste. We are currently monitoring the effects of this.
2/2011:wastewater revenues are declining due to conservation and flow
reductions and agencies are re-prioritizing projects to be able to cover annual
operations costs

Eric Minicilli
Bob Kennedy
Karyn Keese

“No Drugs Bown
the Drain”

The state has initiated a program to reduce pharmaceuticals entering the
wastewater flows. There have been a number of collection events within the
region. The MetroTAC, working in association with the Southern California
Alliance of Publicly-owned Treatment Works (SCAP), will continue to monitor
proposed legislation and develop educational tools to be used to further
reduce the amount of drugs disposed of into the sanitary sewer system.
8/2010: County Sheriff and Chula Vista have set up locations for people to
drop off unwanted medications and drugs.4/11: Local law enforcement has
taken a proactive role and is sponsoring drug take back events. 3/11: TAC to
prepare a position for the board to adopt; look for a regional solution; watch
requirements to test/control drugs in wastewater. 10/26/11: A prescription drug
take back day is scheduled for 10/29/11. Go to www.dea.qov to find your
nearest location.4/12: East County to host a prescription drug take back
4/28M12. 4/27/13 is scheduled to be a county wide take back day. Locations
can be found on the DEA website. 5/14: There was a county-wide drug take-
back program on 4/26/14. All sheriffs’ offices in San Diego County now take-
back drugs on a daily basis. 9/14: Measures are being taken through the
Attorney General’s office to require Drug Stores to take back unused drugs on
a national level.

Greg Humora

Strength Based
Billing Evaluation

3/20/13: Brown and Caldwell presented their draft results to Metro TAC. This
has been added as a standing item to the Metro TAC agenda for discussions
on the recommendations. 9/13: This item is complete. 1/14: City staff provided
Metro TAC with draft adjustments back to 2004 based on B&C’s review of the
North City Plants flows. 2/14: The City provided the Finance Committee with
draft adjustments back to 1998.

Karyn Keese
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MetroTAC Items

Description

Subcommittee
Member(s)

Grease Recycling

To reduce fats, oils, and grease (FOG}) in the sewer systems, more and more
restaurants are being required to coilect and dispose of cooking grease.
Companies exist that will collect the grease and turn it into energy. MetroTAC
is exploring if a regional facility offers cost savings for the PAs. The PAs are
also sharing information amongst each other for use in our individual
programs. 3/11: get update on local progress and status of grease rendering
plant near Coronado bridge

Eric Minicilli

Padre Dam Mass
Balance
Correction

11/11: Padre Dam has been overcharged for their sewage strengths since
1998, Staff from City of San Diego presented a draft spreadsheet entitled
Master Summary Reconciliations Padre Dam Mass Balance Corrections
Calculation. Rita Bell and Karyn Keese were elected to review the
documentation and report back to Metro TAC. 2/12: Audit complete. ltem
added as Standing to Metro TAC agenda.4/12: This issue is scheduled as a
standing item and discussed at each Metro TAC meeting until it is resolved.
Currently Metro TAC is focusing on the statue of limitations. 2/13: The PAs
have received a joint letter from Padre Dam/City of San Diego. The PA’s
attorneys group continues to meset on this issue. 3/13: The attorney’s group
has requested an extension to 4/23/13 to respond to San Diego’s letter. 5/13:
The attorney’s group has submitted a letter to Padre Dam and San Diego.
1M14: City of San Diego has submitted an offer to the attorney’s group. The
attorney’s group met in January to discuss. 2/14: Edgar Patino has prepared a
spreadsheet of all open financial issues. Karyn Keese is currently reviewing it.
The spreadsheet has been given to the attorney’s group. 5/14: Metro TAC will
meet with the PA attorney group at the May meeting. 9/14: PA Attorney group
has submitted a letter to San Diego and Padre Dam outlining a proposed
settlement.

Rita Bell
Karyn Keese

Waiver and
Recycled Water
Study
Implementation

11/12: Metro TAC requested a timeline from City staff including milestones for
the waiver process. The waiver is due no later than 7/30/15. However, the
application needs to be submitted six months prior to the July date (2/1/15}.
Preparation of the waiver will begin in the early part of FYE 2014. 2/13: City
staff has met to start coordination of the waiver process. Staff in attendance
included Roger Bailey, Marsi Steirer, Guann Hwang, Steve Meyers, and Allan
Langworthy. 5/13: Scott Tulloch has briefed Metro TAC and the Metro
Commission/JPA on the waiver's history and secondary equivalency. A JPA
workshop to be heid in June to further discuss. Scott Tulloch is preparing a
briefing paper for the Commission's use.6/13: JPA workshop held and PLWTP
Steering Committee and Ad Hoc TAC were appointed.

Greg Humora
Leah Browder
Scott Tulloch
Karyn Keese

City of San Diego
Recycled Water
Pricing Study

San Diego is working on a rate study for pricing recycled water from the South
Bay plant and the North City plant. Metro TAC, in addition to individual PAs,
has been engaged in this process and has provided comments on drafts San
Diego has produced. We are currently waiting for San Diego to promulgate a
new draft which addresses the changes we have requested. 10/26/11: draft
study still not issued. 5/13: Recycled Water Study to be on July 2013 Metro
TAC agenda per PUD staff.6/24/13: Recycled Water Pricing Study goes to
IROC. 7/10/13: Recycled Water Study goes to NR&C 9/13: PUD has hired
Black & Veatch to review the study

Karyn Keese
Rita Bell

Pure Water
Program Cost
Allocation

A small working group was formed to discuss options to allocate PLWTP
offset project costs among the water and wastewater rate payers; Concepts
will be discussed at TAC and JPA Board in near future.7/12: Subcommittee to
meet with PUD staff & consultants to review TM 8 and economic model.8/12:
Subcommitiee has meet with City staff and consultants. Economic model has
been received. City will not pursue cost allocations until Demonstration Project
is complete due to staffing constraints. 6/13: Ad Hoc TAC has started work on
cost allocation concept. 5/14: Cost allocation workgroup will meet in May.
6/14: Cost allocation group has met twice.7/74: Cos! allocation group
continues to meet on a every two week basis.

Greg Humora
Leah Browder
Scott Tulloch
Rick Hopkins
Roberto Yano
Kristen Crane
Al Lau

Bob Kennedy
Karyn Keese
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Subcommittee

case. As part of that process, Metro TAC and the Finance Committee will be
monitoring the City’s proposals as they move forward. 6/12: San Diego hired
Black & Veatch as their rate consultant. 2/13: Preliminary results were
reported at the IROC Meeting of 2/19/13. Karyn Keese will be working with the
IROC Finance Committee to review details. 3/13: Karyn Keese attended a
joint workshop with IROC to review the draft revenue requirement for the Rate
Case. 4/13: Next meeting with IROC on the rate case is 5/20/13. 5/13: Next
special meeting with IROC is June 24, 2013. 6/13: San Diego is only moving
forward with Water Rate Case due to needed rate increase. Wastewater does
not appear to need a rate adjustment for two years.

MetroTAC Items Description Member(s)
Board Members’ ltems
Rate Case ltems 1/12: San Diego is in the process of hiring a consultant to update their rate Karyn Keese

Exhibit E

Metre TAC and the Finance Committee are active and will monitor this
process. Individual items related to Schedule E will come directly to the Board
as they develop. 2/13: 2010 and 2011 audits are ongoing. 3/13: The 2010
audit is complete and has been presented to Metro TAC & the Finance
Committee. Will move forward to Commission at 6/13 meeting. 2011 fisld work
is complete. 2012 sample selected.9/13: 2012 preliminary fieldwork is
complete. Waiting for PUD’s answers to questions. 5/14: Fieldwork for all
audits is complete (including 2013). True-ups have not been completed since
2008 due to the Padre Dam and North City billing issues.

Karen Jassoy :
Karyn Keese

Future bonding

Metro TAC and the Finance Committee are active and will monitor this
process. Individual items related to bonding efforts will come directly to the
Board as they develop. 10/26/11: San Diego is issuing an RFP for a cost of
service study to support a future bond issue potentially in mid-2013. Kristin
Crane to sit on the selection panel. 2/1 3: San Diego’s preliminary rate case
does not show the issuance of additional debt until FY 2018.

Karen Jassoy
Karyn Keese
Kristen Crane

Changes in water
legislation

Metro TAC and the Board should monitor and report on proposed and new
legisiation or changes in existing legislation that impact wastewater
conveyance, treatment, and disposal, including recycled water issues

Paula de Sousa

Border Region

Impacts of sewer treatment and disposal along the international border should
be monitored and reported to the Board. These issues would directly affect the
South Bay plants on both sides of the border. 2/12: This Iterm does not have a
champion. Should we remove?

Who should take
over?

Strategic Plan

strategic plan initiatives.

SDG&E Rate 5/14: BBK prepared a draft letter for all PAs to send regarding SDG&E’s latest | Paula de Sousa
Case proposal to the PUC regarding the change in off-peak hours. BBK will
continue to monitor.
Metro JPA 6/12: Chairman Ewin to establish a subcommittee to monitor the progress of Who should take
over?
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Subcommittee

Communications
Plan

system to prepare a Sewer Systern Management Plan (SSMP). Agencies’
plans have been created. We will continue to work to meet state requirements,
taking the opportunity to work together to create efficiencies in producing
public outreach literature and implementing public programs. Project
complete: 5/10. 2/12: State has proposed new WDR regulations. Metro TAC
will not reopen but Dennis Davies will stay on top of the issue.

Completed ltems | Description Member(s)
City of San Diego B/12: San Diego City Engineer James Nagelvoort reported on recent changes | Metro TAC
Revised fo San Diego's procurement process to move projects through more quickly.
Procurement Technically any CIP projects under $30 million may no longer need to be
Process reviewed by the Metro TAC or JPA prior to City Council approval. Chairman

Humora requested San Diego prepare a summary of the recent changes and

the decision points for consideration of the TAC at the September meeting.

10/4: Metro Commission requests further review by TAC to recommend an

appropriate level for CIP's to be brought forth to the Commission. 11/12:

MetroTAC recommended leaving the thresholds as they are today and

therefore everything wilt go through TAC and then to the JPA for formal action.

he policy will be placed on the JPA website. The Metro Commission approved

he policy at their November 2012 meeting. San Diego’s CIP will become a

standing item on the Metro TAC agenda.
State WDRs & The Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs), a statewide requirement that Dennis Davies
WDR became effective on May 2, 2006, requires all owners of a sewer collection

Ocean Maps from
Scripps

Schedule a presentation on the Sea Level Rise research by either Dr. Emily
Young, San Diego Foundation, or Karen Goodrich, Tijuana River National
Estuarine Research Reserve

Project complete: 5/10

Board Member
Iltem

Secondary Waiver

The City of San Diego received approval from the Coastal Commission and
now the Waiver is being processed by the EPA. The new § year waiver to
operate the Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant at advanced primary
went into effect August 1, 2010.

Project complete 7/10

Scott Huth

Lateral Issues

Sewer laterals are owned by the property owners they serve, yet laterais often
allow infiltration and roots to the main lines causing maintenance issues. As
this is a common problem among PAs, the MetroTAC will gather statistics
from national studies and develop solutions.

4/11: There has been no change to the issue. We will continue to frack this
item through SCAP and report back when the issue is active again. Efforts
closed 3/11

Tom Howard
Joe Smith

Advanced Water
Purification
Demonstration
Project

San Diego engaged CDM to design/build/operate the project for the water
repurification pilot program. 2/8/11: Equipment arrived 3/2011; tours will be
held when operational (June/July 2011 timeframe). 2/12: Tours are available.
San Diego whitepaper on IPR distributed to Metro TAC members. Closed
4/18/12

Al Lau

SDG&E Rate
Case

SDG&E has filed Phase 2 of its General Rate Case, which proposes a new
“Network Use Charge” which would charge net-energy metered customers for
feeding renewable energy into the grid as well as using energy from the grid.
The proposal will have a significant impact on entities with existing solar
facilities, in some cases, increases their electricity costs by over 400%.
Ultimately, the Network Use Charge will mean that renewable energy projects
will no longer be as cost effective. SDG&E’s proposal will damage the growth
of renewable energy in San Diego County. A coalition of public agencies has
formed to protest this rate proposal.2/12: PUC has not accepted SDG&E's
filing. Metro TAC move to close this item. Will continue to monitor this.8/19:

Karyn to check with Paula regarding latest SDG&E issues.

Paula de Sousa
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Completed items

Description

Subcommittee
Member(s)

Metro JPA
Strategic Plan

2/2011: committee to meet 2/28/11 to plan for retreat to be held on 5/5/11
Retreat held and wrap up presented to the Commission at their June Meeting.
JPA strategic planning committee to meet to update JPA Strategic Plan and
prepare action items. 1/12: Draft strategic plan reviewed by Board and
referred to Metro TAC for input. MetroTAC has created a subcommittee to
work on this project. 2/12: Metro TAC has completed their final review.
Forwarded to Commission. 4/12: Adopted at April 2012 Metro JPA Meeting.
Project complete.

Augie Caires
Ernie Ewin

Recycled Water
Study

As part of the secondary waiver process, San Diego agreed to perform a
recycled water study within the Metro service area. That study is currently
underway, and MetroTAC has representatives participating in the working
groups. TM #8 Costs estimates are out and PAs provided comments on TM#8
and have asked for a technical briefing. 10/16/11: Final draft of report Is due
out in November 2011.1/12: Final draft of report is due in March 2012.3/12:
Final draft available for comments until 3/19/12 4/12: PUD staff to give
presentation to Metro JPA at their May meeting. 5/12 PUD staff presented the
Recycled Water Study to the Metro JPA at their May meeting. Metro JPA
approved the Study as a planning document. Study to move forward to SD
City Council in July 2012 with letter of support from JPA. 7/12: City of San
Diego approved the Recycled Water Study; Study submitted on time to
Coastal Commission. Final report uploaded to JPA website.11/12: San Diego
received a letter from the Coastal Commission. Metro Commission consensus
was that based on the tone of the Coastal Commission letter the region may
be seeing some time line changes relative to San Diego’s projections on the
implementation of IPR and that the MetroTAC needs to manage all aspects
including the Coastal Commission and multiple issues such as desalination
water, Coastal Commissions attitude at this point and pending IPR programs
we have heard about.

Scott Huth
Al Lau

Scott Tulloch
Karyn Keese

IRWMP

4:12: Metro TAC received a presentation from Cathy Pleroni {City of San
Diego) on the Integrated Regional Water Management Program {IRWMP).
Group is still relatively informal but plans to become more structured during its
upcoming 2 year plan update. There is a governance & finance work group
that starts in the 3rd quarter of 2012 and at that point the JPA role will be
examined. Padre Dam and Chula Vista are regular participants. 9/19: Cathy
Pieroni gave an update. Recommendation by IRWM to the RAC to include a
seat for the Metro JPA. Bob Kennedy will attend the Cctober 3, 2012 meeting
representing the JPA. 11/12: At their November 2012 meeting the Metro
Commission unanimously appointed Bob Kennedy of Otay Water District as
primary and Metro TAC Chairman Greg Humora as alternate to the
IRWMPRAC. 2/13: On February 6, 2013 Bob Kennedy attended the IRWMP
meeting. Metro JPA has been added as a permanent member of the Water
Quality subcommittee of the RAC. The City of San Diego presented an
overview of the Recycled Water Study. Next meeting scheduled for April 3,
2013. Closed 4/12 as the Metro JPA has become a member.

Bob Kennedy
Greg Humora

Role of Metro JPA
regarding
Recycled Water

As plans for water reuse unfold and projects are identified, Metro JPA's role
must be defined with respect to water reuse and impacts to the various
regional sewer freatment and conveyance facilities 2/12: Scott Huth removed
as member due to new position. JPA/Metro TAC needs to appoint a new
representative. 4/13: Scott Tulloch added to this subcommittee. Metro TAC
member needed. 5/13: Greg Humora added to this work group.6/13: This
group was formalized by the JPA as the PLWTP Ad Hoc Technical Advisory
Commitiee.

Greg Humora
Karyn Keese
Scott Tulloch
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Completed ltems

Description

Subcommiittee
Member(s)

Water Study.10/26/11; Back-up infoermation has still not been received from
staff. 8/12; San Diego to conduct business case evaluation and add to Capital
Improvement Program as recomimend by Metro Commission to San Diego
City Council on July 17, 2012 in support of the Recycled Water Study.5/14:
PUD staff has prepared and presented a Business Case. This has been
discussed at the March, April, & May Metro TAC meetings. 5/14: Metro TAC
agreed with PUD staff recommendation that this project should not be pursued
at this time. Otay abstained from the vote.

San Diego 5/13: Cheryl Lester presented the draft plan for the Anniversary celebration. Sherryl Parks

Wastewater 50th | She requested Metro Commission/JPA participation. Commission Parks will

Anniversary represent the Commission/JPA. 9/13: The celebration was a big success and

Celebration was well attended.

SDG&E Rate 8/19: Karyn to check with Paufa regarding latest SDG&E issues.11/12: Sophie | Paula de Sousa

Case Akins from BBK will present updated information to Metro TAC.

Salt Creek 9/2010: OWD, Chula Vista and San Diego met to discuss options and who will | Roberto Yano

Diversion pay for project; Chula Vista and OWD are reviewing options. 2/2011: OWD Bab Kennedy
and PBS&J reviewed calculations with PUD staff; San Diego to provide Karyn Keese
backup data for TAC to review. This option is also covered in the Recycle Rita Bell

Date Printed: December 10, 2014 Page 7

60409.0000117008866.1



dx3

¥10Z/0L/Z) petepdn

Z2102/10 Spun4 ||y — SISAjeuy @ MaIASY |eloueuUl{ JuBUNO0DY Juspuadepu| sslAe( sluuaQg uolen |3
L102/0L MM PUE J3JepA Yloq Joj 8,8500 PJEMOH WO Aemod
L102/0L [oued uonos|es 44y eoeds pauuod elowny Balg esa|y e
LL0Z/L0 uoisuedx3g Ayjioe uojessusbod AjID YHON | Ouea ousqoy BISIA BINYD
1102/S0 "00 saoIMRg [e0IB0j0Ig POPaaN-SY 10} 44 | Jipeboig ueq | obsiq ues jo Aluno)
L L02/S0O 199lold Z Sd ne7 |y weq alped
1 102/50 Josloid Z sd pauipeg ETTTEIE] 1ep j8@
1102/20 oyepdn ue|d Jejemalsepy/epelbdn 1013u0) 20p0 DG JO UBisag dJd | Apauusyj qog 1oujsiqg Jeyem Aejo
0102/10 oyepdn ue|d Jojemaisepn UinH 3098 opeuolo)
0L0Z/L1 joeloud ysweoe|das Jajem piingjubissq ypwsg eop AjD [euoyeN
0L0Z/L0 “Buiuies) KiojuaAu] 10} 444 pun youled BA0I5) UOWaT
0L0Z/10 g/Q sjuswaaoid] welsAg Jejepm OGN | SalABQ SiuuaQ uoleg |3
600Z/Z1 JOBIUOY S|auUBd WY 8] pIemOH Wo | Aemod
6002/2) JOBJJUOD) [emMBUSy BulolUO MO|{ Jomes eJjownH baio ess|p e
600Z/Z1 J10BAUOY [emausay BUuLIOUO MO|J Jamas |  oueA opaqoy eISIA BjnyD
600Z/01 Juswissassy/uondadsu| auledid "eiq abieq Jipeboig ueg | obaig ues Jo Ajuno)
6002/60 aaIWwWo) AIosIApY [euoibay umolg |[eaN weq aiped
6002 Josloid spljosoig | Ja1ayog piaeq Jep 12Q
600Z/10 dLM1d 8y} 1e Josfoid peayying 10} sSmalASu| epesod poy | ousia Jejep Aej0
8002/60 buluiel | "YH ejeuslly ‘|eloueul{ pepeau-sy 9s99) uAiey| resdd
800Z/60 bulutel | "yH ‘|e1oueul4 pepesu-sy YInH JooS )
800Z/60 sajepdn ueld sssuisng oibejens YInH Joog opeuo10)
8002/20 so)jepdn ue|d sseuisng oibajeng Jipeboug ueq | obeiq ues jo Ajuno)
8002/20 ~sBuueyo puog ioj Apnis Aliqisea pJemoH wo | Aemod
8002/20 | L0Z-600¢ S@2iAlag [eo1bojolg papasN-SY EPESOd pPoy 0UISIa Jere ABlO
8002/20 so|IS abelo}g [eucHippY DaIN yjwg sor AuD jeuoleN
1002/11 [esjueyoaapy pue buidid papasnN-sy eJjownH 6aio) esaj e
2002/2L/6 uoleo0|ay James juni] ucAue) asoy p|0 | selAe(q siuuaq uoled |3
9002 spund 49 '8 06 sdold — dWMYI umoig |eaN weq alped
vaM_Mm< |aued uoposies aAlejuesaldey Aousby

uolejoy |sued uono9|es
salouaby Bunedionued
VL1 04N




dXd

¥10Z/0L/Z1 pajepdn

Apauusy| qog oUsIq Jeiepn ABO
uojlepn p3 OpBUOIOD)

Awesnuini
BUNY| AjD jeuoyieN
sawer ayIN 9A0JE) UoWa
salAR(] Sluuaq uolen |3
pJemoH wo| Aemod
eiownH baic) BSO| B
OUBA ouaqoy BISIA BINYD
Jpeboig ueq | oBeig Les jo Ajuno)
¥L/L/6 sa9ineg J1abeuepy welboud 191epp 8ind ne Iy weq aiped
HIISIUIAL DU e\ 120
¥1L0Z/1L0 (JeaA ise| pajedidiued ‘pasasiunjop) Buiuueld dibsjens Apauusy| qog 10181 Jojep ABIO
uojep p3 Opeuoi0n)

Awesnyngy
vL/S2iL saolaleg Buesuibug pepesN-sy BUNY A [euonenN
sawer oI SA0IC) UOWBT
vLIGLIL ueld o16ejens [enuuy 610z ANd | SelAeq sluuaQ uoled |3
€102/10 Apnig malAay uoleziwndo piEMOH wo ]| Aemod
ZL0Z/LL (esuodsay buniemy) uonipuod sanijioe; Jejemajsem onewwelbold maN eJjownH baio eSO e
Z10¢/90 (pa)desay) JoesUOD JUSWISSBSSY UORIPUCD POPaaN-SY Oue A ouagoy BISIA BINYD
¢102/50 (3oeloud peji@oue)) seolaieg pling ubiseq pepasN Sy 10} D4y Jo} ‘doy vd JipeBoig ueq | obaiqg ues jo Ajuno)
2102/S0 (passed) seoineg pling ubisog papasN Sy J0) D4y 10} "doY Vd ne7 |y we( aiped
¢10¢/20 Joeuo) buussuibug pesN Sy MeN HIRIUIA QU3 4EN [°d
Z210Z/10 day Buluueld dibateng/(pajdesoy) uewase|dey saebnjujuss Buuajemaq g\ Apauusy| qog ousIq 191epa ABID
Z10Z/1L0 (passed) Jusweaoe|dey sabnjujua) Buuelemaq DaN wry ‘Agpoo) OpBeunIO)
¢10¢/Lo (pessed) Juawaoe|dey sebnjujuag Buusiemeq DA Upiwg aor AYD |euohieN
Z10Z/10 (possed) Juswiedeldey sabnjuusn Buusiemaq g sawer sy BA0IS) UOWT




oL$

0z$

0e$

ov$

0S$

09%

0%

aley Jomasield »
Jamas paseq uondwnsucd a1y = 08¢

06%

00L$
STOT Aenuef aA1P3Y? |IG 19MS pajafoid

lejoy |enuepisay ,p/¢ PuUe aSM Joyepm Jun £
Ajunoy obsiq ueg u) uosuedwo?) ajey Jamag



AGENDA ITEM 11

Pt. Loma Permit Renewal
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METRO

Point Loma Permit/Potable Reuse

12/10/2014

&

WASTERATER JPA KEY MILESTONE DATES
DATE TASK FOLLOW UP
ACTION/STATUS
Draft provided. Enviros requested if schedule
12/43/2013 |San Diego provide draft facilities plan to stakeholders could be accelerated. San Diego provide
update on 2/5/14
January Begin outreach to regulators, legislators, key stakeholders and public S/af:‘ Diego signed contract with Katz Assoc.
Comments provided on white paper. Enviros
01/16/2014 |San Diego Define Secondary Equivalency. Provide draft white paper ;IE:) (\q,;lseztseg ggsaenleilrllyes';rt?::ri;Z?isuosr:ngAlz )gslggﬁ
a concentration limits.
014/23/2014 |San Diego meet with JPA on cost allocation. 1) Agree on methodology |San Diego to look at comparing PR facilities
2) Insert construction costs from facilities plan construction through secondary to secondary
at Point Loma.
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 addlt'lonal potable
reuse to reduce south bay discharge
03/05/2014 |San Diego (Ann, Brent, Bob, Allan) meet with EPA staff E;f Water program was well received by
March Resolve Padre Dam mass balance correction. This is holding up the Letter sent to SD & PD on 8/29/14 from
FY12, FY11, FY10, and FY09 audits ALL PAs
o ) These adjustments may be combined with
March Resolve North City billing correction Padre Dam mass balance corrections
These adjustments will occur with true-up
March Resolve recylced water revenue following Padre Dam and North City
03/07/2014 |Presentation to SANDAG Regional Planning Committee Presentation was well received
. . . CWA voted to delay changes in cost
03/27/2014 |San Diego County Water Authority Board Meeting aIIoca':?ons until 2016 ges!
06/30/2014 C_omplete cost anaI)_/5|s and rate impact review Target of Feb 15 to finalize
Finalize cost allocation method
8/8-10/8 Agency presentations
10/08/2014 |City of San Diego Environmental Committee Consideration of Pt Loma Permit
10/16/2014 |Metro Commission - VOTE on Supporting Permit
. . . . . Consideration of Pt Loma Permit and Side
11/18/2014  |City of San Diego City Council Meeting Agreement. Passed 9-0
12/18/2014 |Stakeholders Meeting
Nov-April Refine cost allocation Scheduled to meet every two weeks
2015
January Submit NPDES Permit to the Environmental Protection Agency
|Milest0ne Progress Dashboard|
FACILITIES SECONDARY OUTREACH LEGIS- CcOST PERMIT
PLAN EQUIV LATION ALLOC APP

@ & O <&

Amount of pie filled = % complete
Green = on schedule

= behind schedule
Red = late
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