
 
 
 
 
 

METRO TAC AGENDA 
(Technical Advisory Committee to Metro JPA) 

 
TO: Metro TAC Representatives and Metro Commissioners 
 
DATE: Wednesday, July 17, 2013 
 
TIME: 11:00 p.m. to 1:30 p.m. 
 
LOCATION: MWWD, 9192 Topaz Way, (MOC II Auditorium) – Lunch will be provided 
 
*PLEASE DISTRIBUTE THIS NOTICE TO METRO COMMISSIONERS AND METRO 
TAC REPRESENTATIVES* 
 

1. Review and Approve MetroTAC Action Minutes for the Meetings of May 15, 2013 (Attachment) 
 

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

3. Action: Pt Loma Permit and Regional Water Reuse Concept Update (Attachment) 
 

4. Metro Strength Based Billing Evaluation Draft Report (Standing Item) (Attachment) 
 

• Billing Study Implementation Plan Metro Strength Based Billing Evaluation Draft Report 
(Standing Item) (Attachment) (Huy Nguyen) 

 
5. Recycled Water Pricing Study (Attachment) (Lee Ann Jones-Santos) 

• Correspondence with PUD Staff 2009 & 2010 Regarding Recycled Water Pricing Study 
• Letters from Wholesale Customers to IROC & NR&C June  & July 10, 2013 
• City Staff Report to NR&C July 2, 2013 
• Recycled Water Pricing Study Report Addendum July 2, 2013 
• Recycled Water Pricing Study Presentation to IROC June 24, 2013 
• Recycled Water Pricing Study Report June 19, 2013 

  
6. Metro Wastewater Update (Standing Item) 

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

Hwang) 
• CIP prioritizations 

 
8. 2013 Transportation Rate Update (Dan Brogadir, Al Lau, Edgar Patino) 
 
9. SCAP Collection System Questions Regarding to Discharge from Fire Sprinkler (Attachment)  

(Tom Howard) 
 

10. RWQCB Settlement Order (Attachment) (Leah Browder) 
 

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

12. Financial Update (Karyn Keese) 
 
 

 

 



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

(August 1, 2013) 
 

14. Other Business of Metro TAC 
 

15. Adjournment (To the next Regular Meeting, August 21, 2013) 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Metro TAC 2013 Meeting Schedule 
 
January 16 May 15   September 18 
February 20 June 19  October 16 
March 20 July 17  November 20 
April 17   August 21 December 18 

 

 



 
 
 
 

AGENDA ITEM 3 
Attachment 













 
 
 
 

AGENDA ITEM 4 
Attachment 



Metro Strength Based-Billing Evaluation Technical Memorandum – Implementation Plan 
 

1 of 4 

7/17/2013 
 

 Metro Billing TM  Summary of Conclusions and Recommendations Comment Response and Implementation 

Category Item Findings/Conclusions Recommendations Comment Response/Action Implementation 

Flow Measurement 

Locations 

1 

Unmetered flow contribution is significant for some agencies.  For consistency, the City can continue to use its 

current criteria for installing flow meters in sewers 

where the flow reaches or surpasses 0.2 mgd (which is 

750 EDU based on UGR of 265 gpd/EDU) to 

determine which area should be metered.  

Each affected PA should collaborate with the City in 

determining the appropriate metering location. 

  

Accepted TM recommendation. 

 

Estimated cost: $80,600 to $160,200 per 

year for 5 – 10 additional permanent 

meters 

2 

The current Unit Generation Rate (UGR) value of 265 gpd/EDU applied to 

unmetered areas is appropriate for most areas.  UGRs can differ between 

agencies, depending on the water conservation and general water use 

practices followed by neighborhoods and the tightness of the pipeline to 

prevent infiltration and inflow (I/I).  

UGRs should be re-evaluated periodically to determine 

if currently applied values continue to be 

representative of the last 5 years. Confidence in flow 

calculations for unmetered areas can increase and it 

may eliminate the need to install costly metering 

locations. 

PA’s could independently conduct studies to 

determine the appropriate UGRs specific to their 

service areas and seek an agreement with the City to 

use a different UGR value for unmetered flows in their 

area. 

Padre Dam’s comment No.1: 

TM uses 265 gpd/EDU for unmetered areas. Padre Dam 

measured the flow during its Wastewater Characterization Study 

in 2010 at Simeon Drive to be 0.076 mgd average daily flow.  

There are 413 EDU’s in the Simeon Drive basin which results in 

184 gpd/EDU. 

Suggest that a new meter should be installed (PD 3) for Simeon 

Drive.  Otherwise, the unmetered flow for Simeon Drive should be 

adjusted downward to reflect actual measurements conducted 

by Padre Dam (185 gpd/EDU). 

Temporary meters will be installed to quantify 

flows of both Simeon Drive and Cowles Mountain 

house count areas. Typical annual wet weather 

flow volume should also be considered. This 

issue will be revisited at a later time on a case by 

case basis. All affected agencies shall be in 

agreements. 

Implemented per response. 

 

Estimated cost: $5,200/ea. Temp. meter 

for 3-month monitoring 

3 

The recycled water produced at the North City WRP and distributed to nearby 

City customers is not considered when determining City flows reaching sample 

location SD1B. In addition MBC centrate should be subtracted as it has been 

recently done since FY2010. 

The recycled water produced at the North City WRP 

should be added to the San Diego flow determined for 

SD1B. The flow addition can be done at the end of the 

year in a same manner the MBC centrate flow 

deduction is made. 

Padre Dam’s comment No.9: 

“San Diego’s loadings increased more than other PA's because 

not only the San Diego’s wastewater strength increased based 

on latest 5-year data evaluation with the new method, but also 

its net flow contribution increased by about 5 mgd to better 

estimate the wastewater generation in the North City basin.” per 

TM on page 44. 

Missing 5 mgd is a considerable error and should be looked at 

how this could affect the amount paid in the past. 

For going forward billing, North City flow has now 

been properly accounted for in the San Diego 

total flow.  PUD is looking into various 

possibilities to address the concerns regarding 

NC and the effects on the past Metro Billing. 

Implemented per response. 

 

Estimated cost: Unknown 

Sampling 

Locations 

4 

Lemon Grove. Due to recent changes in Lemon Grove sewer system, the current 

sampling location, LG1, represents 9% of the total agency flow; whereas, LG2, 

which is metered for flow but not sampled, makes up about 46% of the agency 

flow. 

Collect wastewater samples at LG2 instead of LG1 to 

obtain data that are more representative of flows from 

Lemon Grove. 
  

Accepted TM recommendation. 

 

Estimated cost: $0 

5 

San Diego.  The City has 12 sampling locations throughout its main service 

area. SD11 and SD12 are among the current sampling locations and each 

represent only 0.6 and 0.2 % of the total City flow, respectively.  

Comparatively, no wastewater samples are collected from flow metering 

locations SD19 and SD2B where up to 13 and 3 percent, respectively, of 

approximately 110 mgd (FY 2011 flow) of the total City flow is passing.  

Two locations, SD11A and SD18 combined capture the flow of SD11 prior to 

flow diversion to South Bay Water Reclamation Plant in 2002. This is about 4 

mgd or 3.5 percent of the total net City flow. Alternatively, SD11A and SD18 

can be included in the monitoring program. 

Unless there is a specific reason for these locations to 

not be sampled, data collected at locations SD19 and 

SD2B would produce more representative data for San 

Diego. It is recommended to discontinue monitoring at 

SD11 and SD12 if monitoring is established at SD19 

and SD2B. 

 

SD11A and SD18 should be considered for sampling. 

This change would increase the total number of City-

specific sampling locations to 14, but would provide a 

better representation of City flows. If the City wishes to 

stay with 12 sampling locations due to cost issues, 

then we recommend discontinuing sampling at SD2A 

or SD8 (both contribute only about 1 percent each of 

the total net City flow). 

 

 

Due to traffic safety issue along SD2B sewer line 

and more than half of SD19 flow comes from the 

PAs, therefore these 2 meters are not ideal 

sampling locations but San Diego will consider 

sample at SD11A and SD18 and discontinue 

sampling at SD11. 

Accepted TM recommendation. 

 

Estimated cost: $0 

6 

National City. National City is mainly comprised of single and multiple family 

homes with some transport, industrial and commercial land uses. Location 

NC5, where wastewater samples are collected, represents approximately 19% 

of the net agency flow.  But, the dominant land use type specific to this 

catchment area is transport.  

Sampling at a location where the dominant land use type is not residential is 

not considered a representative location for National City. 

The City should consider collecting wastewater 

samples at NC3B. Wastewater passing through this 

location comprises about 16% of the total agency 

flow.  In addition, the land use types within its 

catchment area better represents the majority of 

National City land uses. 

Sampling at both NC5 and NC3B is recommended to 

better represent the National City discharges. 

National City’s comment No.1: 

National City suggested to leave NC5 as is but would agree to 

add NC3B as a new sample location. 

After further evaluating the NC5 basin, even it 

has a mix land use but the residential flow is still 

dominating in this basin. PUD concurs with NC to 

just add NC3B as an additional sampling point. 

Implemented per response. 

 

Estimated cost: $16,200/first 2 years and 

$3,600/year after that. 



Metro Strength Based-Billing Evaluation Technical Memorandum – Implementation Plan 
 

2 of 4 

7/17/2013 
 

 Metro Billing TM  Summary of Conclusions and Recommendations Comment Response and Implementation 

Category Item Findings/Conclusions Recommendations Comment Response/Action Implementation 

Monitoring  of 

Wastewater from 

Padre Dam MWD 

7 

The results of the short-term sampling and monitoring event conducted in 

October 2012 suggest that concurrent sampling and monitoring at LS2 and 

PD1B adequately captures waste streams from the Ray Stoyer WRF and bypass 

flows at the IPS.   

It was noted that average COD and TSS concentrations (889 and 433 mg/L, 

respectively) measured at PD1B during this sampling event were much higher 

than the historical average COD and TSS concentrations (590 and 236 mg/L, 

respectively) the City has been using for billing purposes. The difference is 

considered significant.  

 

Concurrent monitoring of LS2 and PD1B should be 

performed  (without the need to monitor at MSS) since 

the short-term sampling and monitoring performed 

under this project proved that LS2 and PD1B, when 

sampled and monitored concurrently, adequately 

represents discharges from the Padre Dam MWD.  

The best approach to capture the PD1B loads 

accurately would be to disregard the historical COD 

and TSS measurements at PD1B and start fresh. In 

order to form a baseline quickly, a more frequent 

(monthly or bi-monthly) sampling program can be 

instituted in the initial 2 years. After collecting about 

24 data points, quarterly sampling can be reinstated 

to reduce cost. 

Padre Dam’s comment No.2: 

The inequity in this approach is amplified given two factors: 

1. Flow rates continue to decline system-wide with an increase in 

concentrations of COD and SS (other billing points in the system 

that utilize data over the past 5 years would not be affected as 

much as data collected over the last 2 years. 

2. The proposed change in testing of COD by emulsifying or 

homogenization the samples prior to testing will increase the 

concentrate of COD results. If Padre Dam has more tests using 

this method than other points in the system, our concentrations 

will have an unfair higher average. 

It appears that the most recent COD samples were emulsified 

prior to testing, whereas historical COD testing do not include 

emulsification.  Emulsification would provide a higher value of 

COD; therefore, it would not provide an appropriate comparison 

to draw the reported conclusion.   

The approach of performing more tests (monthly or bi-monthly 

would be acceptable if ALL locations in the Metro system 

followed the same approach (same time interval & frequency, 

same test method & procedures). 

PUD agreed that the approach of performing 

monthly/bimonthly samplings and disregard 

historical sample data for all locations in the 

Metro system. This approach is the cleanest way 

to reset the historical strength data and it would 

be fair to all agencies. PUD is committed to this 

option which it will perform monthly sampling for 

1st year, bi-monthly sampling for 2nd year and 

resume back to a quarterly sampling program 

afterward for all Metro sampling locations. The 

cost associated with this demanding schedule 

will also be greatly increased. 

 

 

 

 

Implemented per response. 

 

Estimated cost: $330,000 to $380,000         

(additional cost to the existing program for 

2 years only) 

 

8 

Wastewater strength determined at PD2 and at a manhole receiving 

discharges from Simeon Drive (as part of the 2010 Wastewater 

Characterization Study conducted by Padre Dam MWD) are about 20 and 30% 

lower than the COD and TSS concentrations used to represent Padre Dam 

MWD’s wastewater strength in FY 2011 using data based on PD1B.  Applying 

the calculated representative TSS and COD values for wastewater generated 

downstream of PD1B will result in over estimating loads from these areas.  

 

It is recommended to collect samples at PD2 for 

wastewater characterization in addition to flow 

measurement. Limited number of sampling, e.g., 5 to 

7 days) would be sufficient to characterize the 

wastewater since it is mainly from residential 

community. The concentrations found there could 

represent Cowles Mountain and the Padre Dam 

residential flows that go to PD2.  This would eliminate 

the potential overestimation of the load from these 

locations by the current application of the 

concentrations found at PD1B.  

Padre Dam’s comment No.8: 

Should incorporate same methodology at Simeon Drive in 

addition to the installation of a new flow meter. 

One-time samples will also be collected at 

Simeon Drive to characterize the wastewater of 

this lower basin. The established concentrations 

will be periodically recalibrated. 

Implemented per response. 

 

Estimated cost: $6,300/site for 7 days 

Monitoring  of 

Wastewater from 

Otay WD 

9 

Since 1993, Otay WD estimates the WAS TSS load in the RWCWRF based on 

plant influent flow according to a guideline found in a textbook. This method 

was preferred because the waste activated sludge discharge did not have to be 

analyzed for TSS. Today, Otay WD collects a daily grab of the WAS and analyzes 

for process control purposes.  

Otay WD should report the TSS and BOD loadings 

associated with the WAS based on measured flow and 

TSS concentration. 

Otay WD indicated that future reports to the City will 

utilize measured values in determining loads. 

  

Accepted TM recommendation. 

 

Estimated cost: $0 

10 

The current method of assuming BOD load in WAS is half of the TSS load may 

be conservative; actual BOD load may be less. In addition, the BOD of the 

screenings is assumed to be equal to its TSS content, which may also be an 

over estimation. 

Otay WD should revise the current textbook-based 

equations being employed to estimate loadings using 

actual measured values. They could either 

continuously take samples of the sludge or perform a 

short-term sampling program (5 to 10 samples) and 

analyze it for BOD and TSS to arrive at a TSS to BOD 

ratio that can be confidently applied for estimating 

loads. 

  

Accepted TM recommendation. 

 

Estimated cost: $0 

11 

Equations used in the current mass balance calculation spreadsheet are set 

assuming the RWCWRF is on-line all year-long.  This setup causes erroneous 

calculation of the annual TSS and COD concentrations used for loading 

estimates when the plant is off-line. 

BC recommends the City use the average RWCWRF 

influent concentrations for the days the plant is on-line 

as reported by the Otay WD, or revise the mass 

balance calculations to be based on yearly total flows 

and loads instead of yearly average values. This will 

eliminate any calculation errors due to plant off-line 

periods. 

  

Accepted TM recommendation. 

 

Estimated cost: $0 
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 Metro Billing TM  Summary of Conclusions and Recommendations Comment Response and Implementation 

Category Item Findings/Conclusions Recommendations Comment Response/Action Implementation 

Monitoring  of 

Wastewater from 

County of San 

Diego  

12 

Wastewater contribution from East Otay Mesa to the Metro System was 

minimal and had not been monitored until 2009. Wastewater TSS and COD 

concentrations are monitored at a sampling and metering location at the Otay 

Mesa Energy Center.  Average COD and TSS concentrations reported here are 

used to represent the residential wastewater discharges from Easy Otay Mesa.  

These concentrations are significantly lower than the typical concentrations 

observed at other locations in the County with residential flows.    

The plan is to re-initiate the sampling program at a 

more representative sampling location when the flows 

increase from East Otay Mesa. Meantime, it is 

suggested to use more representative COD and TSS 

concentrations for the residential discharges such as 

the average concentrations reported for  Winter 

Gardens or Lakeside/Alpine. 

  

Accepted TM recommendation. 

 

Estimated cost: $0 

13 

Spring Valley SD is neighbored by several agencies, including the cities of El 

Cajon, La Mesa, Lemon Grove, National City, Chula Vista, and San Diego, and 

the Otay WD. All the neighboring agencies, except City of El Cajon, discharge 

wastewater within the district boundaries which is eventually conveyed to the 

Metro System. Otay WD discharges both sludge and sewer flows bypassed at 

the RWCWRF and therefore considerably different than typical domestic 

wastewater. COD and TSS loads contributed by the Otay WD are subtracted 

from the Spring Valley SD loads. Other significant inter-agency flow 

contributors include the cities of Chula Vista and San Diego.  

Land use types among Spring Valley, Chula Vista, and 

San Diego communities are not considered 

significantly different that additional sampling 

locations are necessary, but load calculations for 

Spring Valley SD could be refined with additional 

sampling. BO1 could be sampled to better define the 

characteristics of wastewater from San Diego while 

CV7 and another location such as CV10, CV12 or CV 9 

could be sampled to characterize Chula Vista 

discharges. 

La Mesa’s comment No.1: 

The report (Section 2.1.1) suggests that the City of La Mesa 

should consider metering flows to SVSD. BC does not seem to 

have been provided LM2 and LM5 meter data to evaluate and 

incorporate into their report. The City of La Mesa requests the 

study to evaluate, incorporate and provide information regarding 

this issue. 

 

In 1990s, the City through Metro did in fact have two flow meters 

(LM2 and LM5) installed on Bancroft Drive and Campo Road. The 

City of La Mesa requests LM2 and LM5 meters to be included in 

the current study. These meters measure the flows from the City 

to the SVSD and cover substantial number of EDUs from La Mesa 

to Spring Valley. The City has started to negotiate with SVSD to 

finalize an interagency formula. The City also proposes to include 

testing of the sewer at LM2 and the results to be used as typical 

sewer characteristic from La Mesa to SVSD 

 

La Mesa’s comment No.2: 

Section 3.3 “County of San Diego, Spring Valley Sanitation 

District” would need correction as per comment No. 1 above. 

 

La Mesa’s comment No.3: 

Referring to Section 2.1.1 and Table 2-2, the report should 

delete LM flows to LG from the table. The noted flow in the table 

is total flow amount from nine different interagency connections 

and each individual connection does not meet with the proposed 

metering criterion in the report. 

The current La Mesa’s metro billing formula does 

not use LM2 or LM5 meter data but has EDU’s 

count instead. 

The Metro formula correctly reflects the flows 

required to calculate sewage transportation 

costs between Participating Agency and the City 

of San Diego or among agencies. Un-metered 

flow (house-counts) may change over time; it is 

the responsibility of the impacted Agencies to 

determine, confirm, modify and come to 

agreement on house-counts for inter-agency 

flow and report those changes to City of San 

Diego.  

Meters LM2 and LM5 can be incorporated into 

the formula if both La Mesa and Spring Valley 

agree. The formula must be signed off by the 

affected agencies. 

 

Land use types among the agencies contributing 

flows to Spring Valley are not considered 

significantly different to require additional 

sampling locations include LM2 and LM5. 

Implemented per response. 

 

Estimated cost: $0 

Calculation of the 

Agency 

Representative 

Wastewater 

Strength Data 

14 

For agencies where the inter-agency loadings are expected to be significantly 

different in strength, loadings from the inter-agency flows are subtracted from 

the agency loadings. The representative COD and TSS concentrations are then 

calculated based on the net agency flow. Representative COD and TSS 

concentrations for Coronado, El Cajon, Padre Dam and Spring Valley are 

calculated based on this concept. Navy Base flows and loads are subtracted 

from Coronado flows and loads while Lakeside/Alpine and Winter Gardens 

(County of San Diego) flows and loads are subtracted from El Cajon and Padre 

Dam flows and loads, respectively. Similarly, Otay WD loads, including the 

waste solids from the RWCWRF, are subtracted from the Spring Valley loads. 

Concurrent sampling and monitoring at the sampling 

locations for Navy Base and Coronado (C1M and C3); 

Lakeside/Alpine and Padre Dam (LS2 and PD1B); and 

Winter Gardens and El Cajon (WG1M and EC1) are 

strongly recommended to maintain direct correlation 

between data used for estimating the agency’s 

contributions. Concurrent sampling for discharges to 

the Spring Valley trunk sewer can be challenging since 

there are many inter-agency discharges. However, the 

two major contributors are cities of San Diego and 

Chula Vista. As suggested earlier, wastewater 

characterization sampling at the San Diego metering 

location BO1, and at two Chula Vista metering 

locations (CV7 and one of either CV10, CV12, or CV9) 

can be implemented to better define the 

characteristics of wastewater from there agencies. 

When this happens, concurrent sampling at SV8, BO1, 

and the two Chula Vista sampling locations is 

recommended. 

  

Accepted TM recommendation. 

 

Estimated cost: $32,400/ first 2 years and 

$7,200/year after (probability of sampling 

failure for the concurrently sampling sites) 



Metro Strength Based-Billing Evaluation Technical Memorandum – Implementation Plan 
 

4 of 4 

7/17/2013 
 

 Metro Billing TM  Summary of Conclusions and Recommendations Comment Response and Implementation 

Category Item Findings/Conclusions Recommendations Comment Response/Action Implementation 

Sampling and 

Analysis 

Procedures 

15 

Analysis method SM 5220 for COD analysis state that blending 

(homogenization) is needed for samples containing suspended solids prior to 

conducting the test. Homogenization is an important sample preparation step 

to reduce variability in the analysis results.  Currently the IWL does not follow 

the homogenization procedure, which might be contributing the variable 

analysis results. 

It is recommended that IWL perform homogenization 

step prior to analysis for COD analysis. 

 

Padre Dam’s comment No.3: 

This approach is acceptable if the number of data points utilizing 

this method were the same for ALL locations in the METRO 

System. 

PUD’s IWL has already started to perform 

homogenization step prior to COD analysis for all 

Metro sampling locations. 

 

Accepted TM recommendation. 

 

Estimated cost: included in item 7 

Statistical Data 

Evaluation 

16 

Statistical analysis is performed on the concentrations, which is highly 

dependent on wastewater flow.  Since loading is directly tied to billing, it 

should be used basis for the statistical analysis. 

Since loading is directly tied to billing, it should be 

used as the basis for the statistical analysis.   

Accepted TM recommendation. 

Estimated cost: $0 

17 

Although the criterion for acceptance is defined as 95% of the data, less data 

(as low as 85%) have been accepted for most data sets with the current 

method. The iterative process of reestablishing the upper and lower limits after 

rejection of outliers results in ever tighter bounds and large quantities of data 

are thrown out.  

It is suggested not to follow the iterative process and 

base the statistical evaluation on the whole data set. 

It is found more reasonable to set the lower and upper 

boundaries for data rejection to 5% of the top and 

bottom of the whole data set. This would capture 90% 

of the data and throw 10% (5% from the top and 5% 

from the bottom). 

  

Accepted TM recommendation. 

 

Estimated cost: $3,000/one-time 

Evaluation of a 

Representative 

Time Period for 

Load Calculations 

18 

The historical wastewater flow trend varies for each agency, but it is generally 

in a stable or decreasing pattern after 2006 potentially due to conservation. 

Decreasing flow and increasing COD and TSS concentration trends are noted 

for most agencies while no obvious changes have been noted for few of them.  

The decreasing flow and increasing concentration trends are likely a 

consequence of water conservation. 

It is recommended to use the latest 5-year running 

average instead of averaging the historical data. Using 

a 5-year running average will ensure that the data 

used for billing represents current conditions. The 

currently practice of quarterly sampling produces 20 

data points over a five year period.  This is considered 

adequate. 

Similar to what is practiced by the City of Los Angeles, 

the City may consider sampling new dischargers for 

the first two years and rely on quarterly sampling 

during subsequent years.  Increased sampling 

frequency could also be temporarily instituted if the 

wastewater characteristics (flow or strength) have 

drastically changed at an existing location due to flow 

diversion or the addition or deletion of a significant 

tributary discharge.  

Padre Dam’s comment No.4: 

Recommendation is to use the latest 5-year running average 

instead of averaging the historical data.  This would be 

acceptable as long as all monitoring points are tested in the 

same year and with the same testing methods. 

This approach is acceptable if the number of data points utilizing 

this method were the same for ALL locations in the METRO 

System. 

This will be implemented to all Metro sampling 

locations. 

Implemented per response. 

 

Estimated cost: $0 

Review of Practices 

in Similar Agencies 
19 

Billing practices of Orange County Sanitation District and City of Los Angeles, 

the two agencies of similar size and complexities were reviewed. The objective 

was to report the billing methods practiced in other, similar agencies.  

Information gathered could lead to recommending and possibly applying 

practices that have proven successful at these agencies.  

Consider increasing the frequency of sampling to 

monthly or bi-monthly for the first 1 to 2 years for new 

dischargers or when existing dischargers make 

significant operational changes that ultimately impact 

the quality of their discharge quality.  The frequency 

could be reduced to quarterly sampling during 

subsequent years.  This could also be performed for 

agencies, such as Padre Dam MWD and Otay MWD, 

who discharge treatment waste that are much 

different from the majority of discharges from other 

Metro System dischargers.         

Consider a similar increased sampling frequency when 

the wastewater characteristic at an existing monitoring 

location is expected to change because of the addition 

or deletion of a significant tributary discharge or if flow 

diversion occurs. 

Consider reducing the averaging times to 3 to 5 years 

rather than using the entire historical data. 

  

Accepted TM recommendation. 

 

Estimated cost: $9,000/site (additional 

cost to the existing cost) 
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City of San Diego 

Public Utilities Department 

CIP Prioritization Method 

(Wastewater) 

 



Council Policy 800-14 

(Criteria)

Sub-criteria 

#
Department's Sub-criteria

Department's 

Sub-Weight

Performance 

Measures

1 Reduce Potential Hazards to Customers and Employees 12%

2 Eliminate structural integrity problems 12%

3 Reduce Seismic Risk 12%

4 Reduce or Eliminate Potential Overflows 28%

5
Minimize the Amount and Duration of Service Interruptions to 

Customers
19%

6 Meet Water Quality Standards 13% 1 - 5

7 Reduce Potential Impacts to Public and Private Property 4% ( Risk Matrix)

8 Comply with Regulatory Requirements 39%

9 Comply with City Council Mandates 18%

10 Comply with Court-Ordered Mandates 28%

11 Comply with System Performance Criteria 15%

12 Reduce Impacts on Other Projects 18%

13
Reduce O&M Costs in the Long-Term (beyond four years) by 

Implementing Project 
32%

14
Reduce or Eliminate Fines Due to Violations of Permits and Non-

Compliance with Regulations
18%

15
Unplanned Expenses Due to Repairs and Emergencies that Could be 

Avoided by Implementing Project
32% (Risk Matrix)

16 Increases Longevity of Asset 40%

17 Reduce Annual O&M Costs in the Short-Term by Implementing Project 60%

18 Minimize Loss of Economic Activity Due to Facilities Failure 40% (Risk Matrix)

19 Reduce Environmental Impacts 36%

20 Make Efficient Use of Natural Resources 13%

21 Direct Benefits to the Community 11%

Implementation

(5%)
22 Agreement with General Plan and Community Plans 100% 1 - 5

23 Potential Grants/Loans 54% 1 - 5

24 Capital Costs 46% $

Project Readiness

 (5%)
25 Time Required for Project to Complete its Current Phase 100% 1 - 5

1 - 5

(Risk Matrix)

Criteria & Performance Measures

Annual Recurring Costs or 

Increased Longevity of 

Assets 

(10%)

Community Investment 

(10%)

Public Utilities Department

Wastewater CIP Project Prioritization

Health and Safety Effects 

(25%)

Project Cost and Grant 

Opportunities 

(5%)

1 - 5

1 - 5

1 - 5

1 - 5

Implication of Deferring 

the Project  

(15%)

Regulatory or Mandated 

Requirements 

(25%)

1 of 1



Asset Risk Matrix Index - The risk matrix applies to the following five sub-criteria:

4) Reduce or Eliminate Potential Overflows

5) Minimize the Amount and Duration of Service Interruptions to Customers

7) Reduce Potential Impacts to Public and Private Property

15) Unplanned Expenses Due to Repairs and Emergencies that Could be Avoided by Implementing Project

18) Minimize Loss of Economic Activity Due to Facility Failure

High Volume Medium Volume Low Volume
3 2 1

Likely to Fail 3 9 6 3

Less likely to Fail 2 6 4 2
Unlikely to Fail 1 3 2 1

Facility Type 1 2 3

Age < 35 years old 36-50 years old > 50 years old

Material PVC VC CP

d/D Non-Critical Semi-Critical Critical

Condition Maintenance

Rehab and/or Point 

repair Replace

Mantenance Frequency 12+ Months 6 - 12 Months 0 - 6 Months

Pump Station

Treatment Plant  

2 - Probability of failure is based on facility condition; For pipeline will base on the table if CCTV data is not available

Facility Type 1 2 3

Pipeline

Size of Facility

Or

Location

Less than 15" 

(group job)

OR

Right of Way

15" to 48"

OR

Near Body of Water 

OR Canyon

Greater/equal to 54"

OR

Near Body of Water 

AND Canyon

Pump Station
Average Flow

Or

Location

Low

Or

Right of Way

Medium

Or

Near Body of Water 

OR Canyon

High

Or

Near Body of Water 

AND Canyon

Facility Type 0.1 0.5 1

Pipeline

Pump Station

Treatment Plant

Redundancy Score 

Full Redundancy Some Redundancy No Redundancy

Probability of Failure Score 

Pipeline2

Assessment Data

Assessment Data

Consequence  of Failure Score

Per Facility Redundancy:

Per Facility Size and/or Location:

Per Facility Condition:

1 -  Consequences of Failure is based on the size of facility; Pipeline will base on the following volume:

    (High = greater/equal to 54"; Medium = 15" to 48"; Low = Less than 15" (group job)

Public Utilities Department

Wastewater Facilities 

Capital Improvement Program (CIP) Prioritization Matrices

Probability of  

Failure 

(Anticipated)

Consequence  of Failure (Anticipated)
1

Asset Risk Matrix Index 



Criteria
Sub-criteria 

#
Sub-criteria

Sub-

Weight
Scale Scale Better Better Better Best Score in Scale

1
Reduce Potential Hazards to Customers and 

Employees
12% 1 - 5

1 = There is no element of the project that 

removes a hazard. Structural or seismic 

related hazards are not counted since they are 

part of separate criteria.

NA

3 = Removes Hazards with Consequences within 

Site. Structural or seismic related hazards are not 

counted since they are part of separate criteria.

NA

5 = Removes Hazards with Consequences In 

Large Area. Structural or seismic related 

hazards are not counted since they are part of 

separate criteria.

2 Eliminate structural integrity problems 12% 1 - 5

1 = No Structural Integrity Improvements. 

Counted structural elements that could 

represent a health hazard.

NA NA NA

5 = Structural Integrity Improvements. Counted 

structural elements that could represent a 

health hazard (eg. pump station and wwtp 

structures, and large diameter pipelines).

3 Reduce Seismic Risk 12% 1 - 5

1 = No Seismic Improvements. Non-seismic 

related structural improvements are not 

counted since they are counted in a separate 

criterion.

NA NA NA

5 = Seismic Improvements. Non-seismic related 

structural improvements are not counted since 

they are counted in a separate criterion.

4 Reduce or Eliminate Potential Overflows 28% (See Matrix) See Matrix See Matrix See Matrix See Matrix See Matrix

5
Minimize the Amount and Duration of Service 

Interruptions to Customers
19% (See Matrix) See Matrix See Matrix See Matrix See Matrix See Matrix

6 Meet Water Quality Standards 13% 1 - 5 1 = Doesn't Help Meet Standards NA

3=Helps meets standards for receiving water 

bodies, or has some improvements to water 

quality related to constituents.

NA

5 = Helps Meet Standards by addressing a 

specific pollutant or improving treatment 

processes.

7
Reduce Potential Impacts to Public and Private 

Property
4% (See Matrix) 1 = See Matrix See Matrix See Matrix See Matrix 9 = See Matrix

8 Comply with Regulatory Requirements 39% 1 - 5

1 = Not Mandated or not directly addressing 

a mandate. The mandate needs to be not 

related to meeting water standards since that 

is addressed in a separate criterion.

NA

3=Mandated, Meet EPA regulatory requirement. 

Projects with regulatory requirements but not 

specifically mandated 

NA
5 = Mandated,eg. Meet EPA, RWQCB deadline 

(eg. sewer group jobs)

9 Comply with City Council Mandates 18% 1 - 5 1 = Not Mandated NA
3 = Projects comply with Council Policies (such 

relocate sewer facilities out of canyon)
NA 5 = Mandated, Projects mandated by Council.

10 Comply with Court-Ordered Mandates 28% 1 - 5 1 = Not Mandated NA NA NA 5 = Yes

11 Comply with System Performance Criteria 15% 1 - 5
1 =No,Project does not help meet any of the 

performance criteria
NA 3= Yes,Project helps meet 1 performance criteria NA

5 = Yes, Project helps meet more than 1 

performance criteria 

Public Utilities Department

Wastewater Facilities
CIP Prioritization Criteria Scales

Health and Safety 

Effects 

(25%)

Regulatory or 

Mandated 

Requirements 

(25%)
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Criteria
Sub-criteria 

#
Sub-criteria

Sub-

Weight
Scale Scale Better Better Better Best Score in Scale

Public Utilities Department

Wastewater Facilities
CIP Prioritization Criteria Scales

Health and Safety 

Effects 

(25%)

12 Reduce Impacts on Other Projects 18% 1 - 5 1 = No Impacts

2=Impacts to other 

projects/facilities in the long-term 

(needed after 5-10 yrs)

3= Projects that support optimal usage of existing 

facilities or other projects at present or in the near 

future 

4=Projects needed to implement other 

projects in the short term (Parent to 1 

project)

5=Projects needed to implement more than one 

project in the short term (Parent to more than 1 

project)

13
Reduce O&M Costs in the Long-Term (beyond 

four years) by Implementing Project 
32% 1 - 5 1 = Possible or known Increase

2 = No reduction or some 

reduction, but difficult to quantify 

(savings could be offset by 

additional O&M costs)

3 = Some Reduction in small scale (small facility 

or minimum reductions or partnering, sold 

unused realstate for revenue.

4 = O&M long-term savings is clearly 

evident (due to nature of project or if project 

objective is primarily long term O&M 

savings), but facility is small. 

5 = Significant O&M long-term savings is 

clearly evident (due to nature of project or if 

project objective is primarily long term O&M 

savings). 

14
Reduce or Eliminate Fines Due to Violations of 

Permits and Non-Compliance with Regulations
18% 1 - 5 1 = No Fines Involved NA  3 = Potential for fines NA 5 = Fines Involved 

15

Unplanned Expenses Due to Repairs and 

Emergencies that Could be Avoided by 

Implementing Project

32% (See Matrix) See Matrix See Matrix See Matrix See Matrix See Matrix

16 Increases Longevity of Asset 40% 1 - 5 1 = No additional longevity NA 3=Minor increase in longevity NA 5 = Significant increase in longevity

17
Reduce Annual O&M Costs in the Short-Term by 

Implementing Project 
60% 1 - 5

1 = No additional costs being incurred; 

Improve Equipment Efficiency/System 

Efficiency/Inflow & Infiltration

NA
3=Minor costs incurred; Improve Equipment 

Efficiency/System Efficiency/Inflow & Infiltration
NA

5 = Significant additional costs being incurred; 

Improve Equipment Efficiency/System 

Efficiency/Inflow & Infiltration

18
Minimize Loss of Economic Activity Due to 

Facilities Failure
40% (See Matrix) See Matrix See Matrix See Matrix See Matrix See Matrix

19 Reduce Environmental Impacts 36% 1 - 5 1 = Signifficant negative Impacts
2=Some negative impacts either 

locally or regionally
3 = Neutral or net zero impacts 4 = positive impacts locally or regionally 5 = Positive impacts locally and regionally

20 Make Efficient Use of Natural Resources 13% 1 - 5
1 = Negative impacts on resource 

consumption
NA 3 = Neutral

4 = Slightly promotes efficient use of 

resources

5 = Significantly promotes efficient use of  

resources

21 Direct Benefits to the Community 11% 1 - 5 1 = Negative Impacts on the Community NA 3 = No impacts NA

5 = Positive impacts to community such as 

providing the community with new liesure 

center or includes removal of an unnecesary 

structure (PS abandonment will improve the  

site by reducing noise, odor, vadalism or  

improve landscape).

Implementation 

(5%)
22

Agreement with General Plan and Community 

Plans
100% 1 - 5 1 = Not in Agreement NA NA NA 5 = In Agreement

23 Potential Grants/Loans 54% 1 - 5 1 = No Potential Grants/Loans NA 3 = Some Potential Grants/Loans NA 5 = Commonly Eligible for Grants/Loans

24 Capital Costs 46% $ Capital Costs Capital Costs Capital Costs Capital Costs Capital Costs

Project Readiness

 (5%)
25

Time Required for Project to Complete its 

Current Phase
100% 1 - 5 1 = Concept 2 = Feasibility Study 3 = Preliminary Design/Pilot Study 4 = Final Design 5 = Ready to Bid

Annual Recurring 

Costs or Increased 

Longevity of Assets 

(10%)

Project Cost and 

Grant 

Opportunities (5%)

Implication of 

Deferring the 

Project  

(15%)

Community 

Investment 

(10%)
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Project Proponent

Project ID

Project Name

Project Type

Project Description

P C R

1 Reduce Potential Hazards to Customers and Employees

2 Eliminate StructuraI Integrity Problems

3 Reduce Seismic Risk

4 Reduce or Eliminate Potential Overflows

5
Minimize the Amount and Duration of Service Interruptions to 

Customers

6 Meet Water Quality Standards

7 Reduce Potential Impacts to Public and Private Property

8 Comply with Regulatory Requirements

9 Comply with City Council Mandates

10 Comply with Court-Ordered Mandates

11 Comply with System Performance Criteria

12 Reduce Impacts on Other Projects

13
Reduce O&M Costs in the Long-Term (beyond four years) by 

Implementing Project 

14
Reduce or Eliminate Fines Due to Violations of Permits and Non-

Compliance with Regulations

15
Unplanned Expenses Due to Repairs and Emergencies that Could be 

Avoided by Implementing Project

16 Increases Longevity of Asset

17
Reduce Annual O&M Costs in the Short-Term by Implementing 

Project 

18 Minimize Loss of Economic Activity Due to Facilities Failure

19 Reduce Environmental Impacts

20 Make Efficient Use of Natural Resources

21 Direct Benefits to the Community

22 Agreement with General Plan and Community Plans

23 Potential Grants/Loans 

24 Capital Costs 

25 Time Required for Project to Complete its Current Phase

Subcriteria # Score Type Raw Justification

R - Redundancy
C - Consequence of Failure (Anticipated)
P - Probalility of Failure (Anticipated)

Matrix

CIP Prioritization Project 

Project Scoring Form

Background:

Scope:



















Parent WBS Project ID Project Title  Status 
Start

Construction
Finish

Construction
Total

Project Cost  FY 14  FY 15  FY 16  FY 17  FY 18 
Annual Allocation Metro Treatment Plants
This annual allocation provides for  improvements and modifications to the existing Metro facilities  to implement 
operating efficiencies, optimization of existing facilities and compliance with revised regulatory and operational 
plan requirements.  $          4,396,320  $          4,491,819  $          3,248,614  $          2,208,347  $           780,000 

B11076

PTLWTP PC 6 Transformer Cabinet & Switch (GRC)
This project will replace the transformer cabinet and switchboard for Power Center 6 at the Point Loma 
Wastewater Treatment Plant. Under Construction May-13 Sep-13 400,000$            48,075$                -$                         -$                         -$                         -$                       

B10085

PTL Sedimentation Basins Equip Refurbish (D/B)
This project will replace the mechanical and electrical equipments in all twelve sedimentation basins at the Point 
Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant. Under Construction Aug-12 Aug-13 7,954,500$         2,779,237$           -$                         -$                         -$                         -$                       

B11139

North City Cogeneration Facility (D/B)
This project is for the purchase and installation of a 1.6 Megawatt engine generator at the North City Water 
Reclamation Plant. Under Construction Sep-12 May-13 4,200,000$         300,000$              -$                         -$                         -$                         -$                       

B10178

MBC Chemical System Improvements Phase 2
This project provides improvements to the chemical handling/feed systems at MBC, including the relocation and 
reroute of electrical wiring and conduits, relocation of valve actuators and installation of platforms to access valve 
actuators. Design Aug-14 Aug-15 4,446,000$         800,000$              2,800,000$           367,788$              -$                         -$                       

888053

Emergency Strobe Lights at MBC, NCWRP & SBWRP (JOC)
This project will install strobe lights at the process areas within the Metro Biosolids Center, North City, and South 
Bay plants to alert operations staff of emergency events. Planning May-15 Feb-16 360,000$            42,875$                47,000$                170,125$              100,000$              -$                       

B00318
MBC - Biosolids Receiving Tanks Isolation and Drain (JOC)
This project will install tank isolation and drain valves for emergency and/or seismic events. Planning Sep-15 Jul-16 200,000$            41,133$                58,867$                50,000$                50,000$                -$                       

888062
MBC - Dewatered Biosolids Storage & Loading - AHU Piping Modifications
This project will reroute piping, relocate leaky valves and provide condensate pan/drain from AHU. Planning Dec-15 Dec-16 300,000$            54,167$                53,478$                152,355$              40,000$                -$                       

888063
Pump Stations 1 & 2 Roofing Project (D/B)
This project will design new drainage system for the PS1 and PS2 main operation building. Planning Dec-15 Dec-16 500,000$            62,500$                145,145$              192,355$              100,000$              -$                       

888064

MBC - Cooling Water System Chillers Upgrade (D/B)
This project will replace chillers, primary and secondary feed pumps, control valves and operators, piping, and the 
control system. Planning Dec-15 Dec-16 1,800,000$         133,333$              374,311$              692,355$              600,000$              -$                       

888011

NCWRP - Primary Sedimentation Tanks Odor Control System Upgrades
This project will upgrade the odor scrubbers to treat foul air with 0-100 ppm H2S by adding one unit each of the 
carbon and packed chemical absorbers along with increased foul air volume withdrawal from the tanks. Planning Jan-16 Jul-16 440,000$            25,000$                62,026$                252,974$              100,000$              -$                       

888004
PLWTP Hydroelectric Generator Isolation Valve & Penstock Restoration
This project will replace the 84-inch butterfly valve with an 84-inch gate valve and upgrade the penstock. Planning Feb-16 Aug-17 2,500,000$         100,000$              780,992$              1,022,479$           496,529$              100,000$           

888041
MBC - Area 76: Control Room Emergency Air Supply
This project will provide HVAC capability for the control room (Area 76) during emergency power shutdown. Planning Apr-15 Oct-15 80,000$              10,000$                70,000$                -$                         -$                         -$                       

888002

NCWRP Grit Accumulation at the Headworks and Gates Upgrades
This project will modify the headworks influent channels to increase flow velocities and air flows to prevent grit 
accumulation.  This project also includes the repair or replacement of nine existing sluice gates at screen inlets 
and outlets as well as grit tank inlets. Planning Jun-17 Dec-17 250,000$            -$                         -$                         50,000$                50,000$                150,000$           

888024
MBC - Valve Access Platforms Installation in Biosolids Storage Building (D/B)
This project will install scaffolding, platforms and/or catwalks to provide access for  valves maintencance. Planning Jan-17 Feb-18 1,000,000$         -$                         100,000$              208,182$              311,818$              380,000$           

888056

NCWRP - Grit Piping Y-Access Ports (JOC)
This project will install Y-access ports (cleaning ports) to improve pipe cleaning of the existing 4-inch discharge 
grit piping. Planning Dec-17 Jun-18 50,000$              -$                         -$                         5,000$                 45,000$                -$                       

888057

NCWRP - Vault Drainage System Implementation (JOC)
This project will provide drain system to prevent potential flooding and damage of mechanical and electrical 
equipment. Planning Dec-17 Jun-18 200,000$            -$                         -$                         20,000$                30,000$                150,000$           

888058

NCWRP - Utility Trench Cover Replacement (JOC)
This project will replace the existing covers with lighter covers that can be removed without difficulty. The traffic 
load design for the covers has to be re-evaluated. Planning Jan-18 Aug-18 100,000$            -$                         -$                         10,000$                90,000$                -$                       

888059

NCWRP - Butterfly Valve Upgrade (JOC)
This project will upgrade the existing 24-inch butterfly valve to 36 or 48-inch on the  tertiary filter's 48-inch main 
effluent pipe. Planning Jan-18 Aug-18 50,000$              -$                         -$                         5,000$                 45,000$                -$                       

888060

PLWTP - Primary Sedimentation Tank Odor Control Facilities (JOC)
This project will provide protective coatings on the ducting, tanks and appurtenant equipment to prevent further 
equipment deterioration. Planning Jan-18 Aug-18 200,000$            -$                         -$                         50,000$                150,000$              -$                       

ABO00001

PUBLIC UTILITIES DEPARTMENT
Metro CIP Projects FY2014 - 2018

Expenditure Projection as of July 2013

H:\Financial\MetroTAC\Metro CIP Projects (FY14‐18) TJP_07082013.xlsx Page 1 of 2 H:\Financial\MetroTAC\Metro CIP Projects (FY14‐18) TJP_07082013.xlsx



Parent WBS Project ID Project Title  Status 
Start

Construction
Finish

Construction
Total

Project Cost  FY 14  FY 15  FY 16  FY 17  FY 18 

Annual Allocation MWWD Pump Stations $200,000 $370,546 $605,472 $2,040,689 503,293$           

888049
PS 1 & 2 Main Pump Header Pipe Support Rehabilitation (D/B)
This project will install new pipe support system which includes seismic upgrades at PS1 and PS2 Planning Jan-16 Jul-17 1,000,000$         100,000$              126,018$              250,000$              523,982$              

888050
PS 1 & 2 Screenings Conveyor Overhaul, Screen Supporting System and Influent Gate Replacements
This project will  overhaul the existing conveyor and replace the influent gates. Planning Jul-16 Dec-17 2,720,000$         100,000$              244,528$              355,472$              1,516,707$           503,293$           

Annual Allocation MWWD Trunk Sewers $1,482,445 $4,371,655 $2,090,552 $508,609 $661,681

B11098

PS-2 Force Main 1 Siphon & WPLIS Repair
This project consists of two phases: Phase A will repair the damaged liner on the Pump Station 2 Rosecrans 
Force Main Siphon.  Phase B consists of repairing the damaged liner and underlying reinforced concrete pipe 
(RCP) on the West Point Loma Interceptor Sewer (WPLIS).  

Prepare Contract 
Documents Jan-14 Jul-14 $1,500,000 1,000,000$           410,000$              

B11025
Rose Canyon Trunk Sewer (RCTS) Joint Repair
This project will repair 1,281 PVC welded pipe joints for pipe diameters ranging from 54-inch to 72-inch. Planning Jul-14 Dec-15 $6,233,000 482,445$              3,900,000$           1,822,496$           -$                         -$                       

888046
NMI/SMI Junction Structure Rehabilitation (D/B)
This project will replace corroded concrete and stop log guide rails. Planning Jul-16 Dec-17 $1,500,000 -$                         $61,655 $268,056 $508,609 $661,681 

Standalone Projects

S00315 S00315

PLWWTP Grit Processing (GIP)
The Grit Processing Improvements project will include reconstruction of the old south grit tanks and their adjacent 
pump gallery, replacement of the headworks building that was constructed in 1962 with a new drive-through 
facility, expansion of an existing odor removal system and replacement of auxiliary equipment. Under Construction Mar-11 Sep-14 34,614,085$       9,418,600$           5,676,441$           -$                         -$                         -$                       

L10000 L10000

Ovation Upgrades (Metro Facilities Control System)
This project provides for replacement and upgrade of existing control systems at various Metropolitan Wastewater 
treatment and pump station facilities. These include the Point Loma Treatment Plant (PLWTP) and North City 
Water Reclamation Plant (NCWRP). Under Construction Aug-11 Jun-14 7,250,000$         2,444,623$           680,506$              -$                         -$                         -$                       

S00339 S00339

MBC Dewatering Centrifuges Replacement (D/B)
This project provides for the replacement of six of the eight existing dewatering centrifuges with six larger capacity 
units to handle larger future biosolids flows. The existing units are also near the end of their useful life. To be awarded Jun-13 Dec-15 12,000,000$       3,000,000$           4,000,000$           3,000,000$           1,376,383$           -$                       

S00322 S00322
MBC - Biosolids Storage Silos
This project provides for two additional biosolids storage silos (numbers 9 and 10). To be awarded Sep-13 Oct-14 8,707,993$         4,527,083$           2,261,852$           -$                         -$                         -$                       

S00309 S00309

NCWRP Sludge PS Upgrade (GRC)
This project will replace the existing sludge pump at North City and four air release valves on the 12-inch sewer 
main coming from MBC facility. Design Sep-13 Mar-14 636,294$            133,227$              -$                         -$                         -$                         -$                       

S00310 S00310
SBWRP Demineralization (D/B)
This project will relocate two Electrodialysis Reversal (EDR) trailer units from NCWRP to SBWRP. RFP Process Feb-14 Oct-14 3,279,133$         2,500,000$           378,734$              -$                         -$                         -$                       

S12036 S12036 (1)

Backup Generators at SPS's, TP, & EMTS (D/B)
This project will purchase and install seven generators and associated equipment for permanent power 
connections to existing sewer pump stations 1, 64, 65, Penasquitos, the North City Reclamation Plant, and the 
Environmental Monitoring Technical Services Laboratory. Design Mar-14 Oct-14 8,236,222$         667,481$              2,291,437$           -$                         -$                         -$                       

S00323 S00323

MBC Odor Control Upgrade
This project provides for upgrading the odor control system fans and ducting to reduce system headlosses and 
improve overall foul air collection efficiency at the various process areas. Access platforms will also be installed at 
monitoring instruments and damper locations. Design Sep-14 Dec-15 6,200,000$         200,000$              3,337,842$           1,382,467$           342,754$              -$                       

S00319 S00319

EM&TS Esplanade & Steam Line Relocation
This project provides for the design and construction of a boat dock, an esplanade (park) within an approximately 
1.25 acre parcel located between the existing Public Utilities laboratory and adjacent boat channel, as well as 
under-grounding approximately 600 feet of an above ground steam line situated along the boat channel. Planning Dec-14 Dec-15 2,304,000$         222,167$              1,447,251$           444,764$              -$                         -$                       

S00312 S00312

PS2 Power Reliability & Surge Protection 
This project will remove two existing natural gas reciprocating engines and install two 4.6 megawatt (MW) natural 
gas turbine generators and one 206 kilowatt (kW) diesel startup generator at Pump Station 2. The two existing 
engine drives will be replaced with new electric motors. This new configuration will provide the required surge 
protection against an electrical utility outage and comply with Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
recommendation of standby power for essential facilities. Design Nov-15 May-17 31,200,000$       675,600$              3,000,000$           22,000,000$         4,656,479$           -$                       

S00317 S00317
This project will rehabilitate the remaining 5,000 feet of the 108 inch pipeline from Winship Lane to Pump Station 
2. Planning Apr-16 Nov-17 9,214,957$         100,000$              397,445$              1,007,769$           6,659,743$           1,050,000$        

S00314 S00314

Wet Weather Storage Facilities - Live Stream Discharge
This project will construct a dechlorination facility at the MBC site to discharge reclaimed water from the North City
Reclamation Plant during heavy rain events when pump station 2 capacity is approached. Planning Jul-16 Jan-18 5,000,000$         -$                         100,000$              258,732$              1,592,992$           3,048,276$        

S14000 S14000 (2)

EAM ERP Implementation (Metro)
This project provides for the establishment of an integrated, real-time SAP ERP Enterprise Asset Management 
(EAM) software solution that builds upon the existing Citywide SAP ERP platform. The major legacy maintenance 
and asset management systems to be replaced within the scope of this project are SWIM, EMPAC, and PSTools. 
Approximately 34 percent of all Metro Sewer Utility Fund expenditures related to this project are funded by 
Participating Agencies. Planning Jul-13 Jun-16 2,833,160$         1,238,160$           1,203,400$           391,600$              -$                         -$                       

Grant Total 31,205,706$         34,008,928$         34,429,970$         19,385,996$         6,043,250$        

NOTE:

(2) The total project cost is $12,878,000; $2,833,160 for Metro, $4,893,640 for Muni, and $5,151,200 for Water.

(1) The total project cost is $17,745,600; $8,236,222 for Metro and $9,509,378  for Muni.

AJB00001
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AGENDA ITEM 9 
Attachment 



SCAP Collection Systems Question related to discharge from Fire Sprinklers 

June 3, 2013 
 
 

One of our member agencies requested responses from our members regarding discharge of fire 

sprinkler water into the sewer system.  The following is a summary of the thoughtful responses 

received.  Our thanks to everyone that responded. 

 

Questions: 

 
1. Does your agency allow the discharge of water from fire sprinkler systems into the 

sewer for the purpose of flushing the system of old water? 

 

2. If you do, what are your requirements, if any, to do so?  Does anyone have an 

ordinance that addresses this issue? 

 

3. If you don’t, how does your agency handle this request from homeowners and 

commercial customers needing to perform this maintenance activity? 

 

Responses 

 
Olivenhain Municipal Water District – San Diego County 

OMWD does not have any specific ordinances or rules related to fire sprinkler system discharges 

per se, but if someone were to initiate such a discharge and the water had elevated levels of 

contaminants (presumably metals) in it then this could be considered to be an illegal discharge 

under our standard prohibitions against such discharges. 

 

Whether we would ever know is another question entirely. 

 

Las Virgenes Municipal Water District – Los Angeles County 

This type of water should be discharged like pool water, cooling water, groundwater etc… to the 

storm drain.  Our ordinance generally prohibits all types of clean water discharges to the plant. 

(see LVMWD Title 5 Article 2,  5-4.202 – 5.4.205) 

 

Western Municipal Water District – Riverside County 

WMWD has an ordinance that regulates wastewater discharges and the use of our sanitary sewer 

system.  The ordinance does not specifically address fire sprinkler system discharge, but it does 

contain prohibitions on categories of discharge, such as pH level, odor, or anything that could 

interfere with operation of the sewer system.  One specific prohibition that could be used to 

prohibit fire sprinkler discharges reads: 

 

“3.1.2.A  No Person shall introduce or cause to be introduced into the District's Sanitary Sewer 

System the following pollutants, substances, material or wastewater:” 

 



12. Unpolluted water including, but not limited to, storm water, surface water, ground water, 

artesian well water, roof runoff, subsurface drainage, condensate, deionized water, and single 

pass cooling water, unless specifically authorized by the General Manager.”” 

 

We have not received requests to discharge fire sprinkler system discharge into our sewer 

system, as far as I know. 

 

El Toro Water District – Orange County 

Attached BMPs for Industrial/Commercial Fire Sprinkler Testing and Maintenance from OC 

Watersheds.  I’m not aware of a District ordinance dealing with fire sprinkler water and haven’t 

had any specific requests to drain fire sprinkler water to the sewer.  However, the District would 

handle on a case-by-case basis and would do the same as a customer draining pool water to the 

sewer by sampling and testing the water before accepting it. 

 

The Regional and City requirements would have to be met before any discharge to the storm 

drain could be considered. 

 

City of San Diego – San Diego County 

San Diego does allow the discharge for maintenance purposes….but we don’t bill fire meter 

accounts, so these discharges go unbilled.  Our only requirement is that the flow rates not exceed 

the capacity of the downstream collection system. 

 

San Diego does not have an ordinance that addresses this issue 

 

We made a presentation at the Industrial Environmental Association (IEA) several years ago for 

the purpose of addressing this issue; we also discussed our policy with the Fire Haz Mat 

coordinator.   Note that some discharges may be in excess of 1000 gpm. 

 

City of Santa Monica – Los Angeles County 

We are in the process of updating our existing City Code to match the new MS4.  Relevant City 

of Santa Monica Municipal Code (SMMC) Sections are 5.20 and 7.10.  

 

Per the new MS4 regulations swimming pool water in the City of Santa Monica can either be 

spread on permeable landscaped areas, or diverted to the sanitary sewer or the storm drain.  If 

diverted to the storm drain or sanitary sewer the water must first be dechlorinated/debrominated 

and pre-notification will be required.  Uncontained water shall not be allowed to flow across 

public sidewalks or alleyways (i.e. must have hose to gutter). 

 

Filter backwash from pools, spas or fountains, or pool/spa/ fountain water  containing bacteria, 

wastes, algaecides or other chemicals, including salts from “salt water” pools in excess of 

applicable water quality standards must be disposed to the sanitary sewer. 

 

The routine maintenance and flushing of fire suppressing system lines is considered to be a non-

exempt (i.e. non-emergency) discharge under the new MS4 regulations.  We therefore require all 

such water to be diverted to the sanitary sewer.   

 



City of Los Angeles – Los Angeles County 

Attached is the City of Los Angeles' response to the SCAP member question(s) regarding fire 

sprinkler flush water. 
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