
 
 
 

 
Meeting of the Metro Commission  

and Metro Wastewater JPA 
  

AGENDA 
 

Thursday, April 5, 2012 
12:00 p.m. 

 
9192 Topaz Way (MOC II) Auditorium 

San Diego, California   
 

 “The Metro JPA’s mission is to create an equitable partnership with the San Diego City Council and 
Mayor on regional wastewater issues.  Through stakeholder collaboration, open dialogue, and data 
analysis, the partnership seeks to ensure fair rates for participating agencies, concern for the 
environment, and regionally balanced decisions.” 

 
Note: Any member of the Public may address the Metro Commission/Metro Wastewater JPA on any 
Agenda Item.  Please complete a Speaker Slip and submit it to the Administrative Assistant or 
Chairperson prior to the start of the meeting if possible, or in advance of the specific item being called.  
Comments are limited to three (3) minutes per individual.   

 
Documentation  
Included  

 1. ROLL CALL 
   
 2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE TO THE FLAG   
   
 3. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

 

Persons speaking during Public Comment may address the Metro Commission/ 
Metro Wastewater JPA on any subject matter within the jurisdiction of the Metro 
Commission and/or Metro Wastewater JPA that is not listed as an agenda item.  
Comments are limited to three (3) minutes.  Please complete a Speaker Slip and 
submit it prior to the start of the meeting. 

   
X 4. ACTION – CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION TO APPROVE THE MINUTES 

OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF February 2, 2012 (Attachment) 
   
 5. ACTION – RATIFICATION OF APPOINTMENT BY CHAIR OF METRO JPA 

REPRESENTATIVE TO CITY OF SAN DIEGO FY 2013 STRATEGIC INITIATIVE 
DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE – COMMISSIONER NATIVIDAD 

   
X 6. ACTION - CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION TO ADOPT THE METRO JPA 

STRATEGIC PLAN – FINAL VERSION (Attachment) 
   

X 7. ACTION - CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION TO APPROVE THE UPDATE TO 
THE COST ESTIMATE FOR BACK-UP GENERATORS (Attachment) 

   
X 8. INFORMATIONAL ITEM: SAN DIEGO RECYCLED WATER STUDY – FINAL DRAFT 

(Attachment) 

 
APRIL 5, 2012 Metro Commission/Metro 

Wastewater JPA Agenda 



 
APRIL 5, 2012 Metro Commission/Metro 

Wastewater JPA Agenda 

Documentation  
Included  

   
X 9. INFORMATIONAL ITEM:  DISCUSSION REGARDING THE PARTICIPATION ON THE 

SAN DIEGO INTEGRATED REGIONAL WATER MANAGEMENT (IRWM) REGIONAL 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE) (Attachment) 

   
X 10. KEY RELATED ITEMS WE SHOULD BE TRACKING/GETTING UP TO SPEED ON 

(Attachment) 
   
 11. METRO TAC UPDATE 

   
X 12. IROC UPDATE  
  a. Appointment to IROC of Representative (Attachment)  

   
 13. FINANCE COMMITTEE 
  a. Report from Finance Committee 

   
 14. REPORT OF GENERAL COUNSEL    
   
 15. PROPOSED AGENDA ITEMS FOR THE NEXT METRO COMMISSION/ METRO 

WASTEWATER JPA MEETING May 3, 2012 
   

 16. METRO COMMISSIONERS’ AND JPA BOARD MEMBERS’ COMMENTS 
   
 17. ADJOURNMENT OF METRO COMMISSION AND METRO WASTEWATER JPA  
   
 
The Metro Commission and/or Metro Wastewater JPA may take action on any item listed in this Agenda 
whether or not it is listed “For Action.”   
 
Materials provided to the Metro Commission and/or Metro Wastewater JPA related to any open-session 
item on this agenda are available for public review by contacting L. Peoples at (619) 476-2557 during 
normal business hours. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

In compliance with the 
AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT 

The Metro Commission/Metro Wastewater JPA requests individuals who require alternative agenda 
format or special accommodations to access, attend, and/or participate in the Metro Commission/Metro 
Wastewater JPA meetings, contact E. Patino at (858) 292.6321, at least forty-eight hours in advance of 
the meetings. 
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Meeting of the Metro Commission  

and Metro Wastewater JPA 
 

9192 Topaz Way (MOC II) Auditorium 
San Diego, California  

  
 February 2, 2012 
DRAFT Minutes 

 
 
Chairman Ewin called the meeting to order at 12:02 p.m.  A quorum of the Metro Wastewater JPA and 
Metro Commission was declared, and the following representatives were present:  
      
1. ROLL CALL 
      

Agencies                                   Representatives Alternate 
City of Chula Vista Cheryl Cox  X Scott Tulloch 
City of Coronado Al Ovrom X   
City of Del Mar Donald Mosier X    
City of El Cajon Bill Wells  X Dennis Davies  
City of Imperial Beach Ed Spriggs  X   
City of La Mesa Ernie Ewin  X 
Lemon Grove Sanitation District Jerry Jones  X Mike James 
City of National City Louis Natividad X Joe Smith 
City of Poway Merrilee Boyack X Leah Browder 
City of San Diego Jerry Sanders  Roger Bailey   
County of San Diego Dianne Jacob  Daniel Brogadir 
Otay Water District Jose Lopez X David Gonzalez    
Padre Dam MWD Augie Caires X Augie Scalzitti 
Metro TAC Chair Greg Humora X   
IROC Jim Peugh       (No representative)   

   
 Others present:  Metro JPA General Counsel Paula de Sousa; Metro JPA Secretary Lori Anne 

Peoples; Robert Yano – City of Chula Vista; Al Lau and Doug Wilson – Padre Dam Municipal 
Water District; John Gavares, Lee Ann Jones-Santos, Edgar Patino, Richard Snow and Ann 
Sasaki - City of San Diego Public Utilities; Karyn Keese of Atkins Global; Jeremy Jung  – Deputy 
City of San Diego Attorney; Michael Uhrhammer – Michael Uhrhammer Communications 

 
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE TO THE FLAG 
 

Commissioner Caires led the Pledge. 
 
3. PUBLIC COMMENT  
  

There was no public comment. 
 

4.  ACTION - CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF THE 
REGULAR MEETING OF JANUARY 5, 2012 

 
ACTION: Upon motion by Commissioner Mosier, seconded by Commissioner Caires, the January 5, 

2012 Minutes were approved unanimously. 
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5. ACTION - CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION TO APPROVE NORTH CITY 
COGENERATION FACILITY EXPANSION DESIGN AND BUILD CONTRACT AWARD 

 
Guann Hwang, Deputy Director Engineering & Program Management, Public Utilities, City of San 
Diego provided a brief overview of the item which should generate energy savings and revenue of 
approximately $360,000 per year. 
 
MetroTAC Chairman Humora stated the TAC had reviewed this item and recommended approval. 

 
ACTION: Upon motion by Commissioner Caires, seconded by Commissioner Natividad, the item was 

approved with Commissioner Mosier abstaining. 
 
6. ACTION - CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION TO APPROVE PUD/WWTD BACK UP 

GENERATION PROJECT 
 

Richard Snow, Engineer, City of San Diego Public Utilities Wastewater Treatment Disposal, 
provided a brief PowerPoint presentation on the project which was the result of the September 8, 
2011 power outage.  A stand alone portable power supply unit will now be provided at each of the 
major pump stations.  A permanent installation will follow by installing a concrete pad, 
transformers, underground cabling, automatic transfer switches and 3 days fuel supply at each 
site etc.   
 
MetroTAC Chairman Humora stated the TAC had reviewed this item and recommended approval. 
 
Commissioner Caires stated that the IROC had also reviewed this project and approved it as an 
essential project and voted unanimously to send it on. 

 
ACTION: Upon motion by Vice Chairman Jones, seconded by Commissioner Natividad, the item was 

approved unanimously. 
. 
7. METRO JPA STRATEGIC PLAN 
 
 MetroTAC Chairman Humora stated the TAC had reviewed the plan at their last meeting and 

would like to take a little more time and go into a little more detail.  They think it is a fantastic 
document containing a wealth of information, however have some concerns and reservations 
regarding some of the specifics that are included and the potential resources that will be required, 
specific the language which should perhaps be more general than what do we want to do with the 
specific plan as a lot of the items are out of the control of the Metro JPA and rest with the City of 
San Diego.  He then requested that Mr. Uhrhammer attend the next MetroTAC meeting and in the 
interim receive specific comments from the JPA that they would like the TAC to focus on.  The 
TAC will then report back to the Metro JPA prior to the adoption of the Plan.  They would also like 
the City of San Diego to provide input as well and will provide a redline version in the future for 
ease in review. 

 
8. REQUEST FOR PARTICIPATION BY METRO COMMISSION/METRO WASTEWATER JPA IN 

CITY OF SAN DIEGO FY 2013 STRATEGIC INITIATIVE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 
 
 John Gavares, City of San Diego Public Utilities Department Assistant with Strategic Plan 

initiative, requested a representative from the Metro JPA be appointed to participate in their four 
one-half day sessions currently scheduled for April 6, May 4, June 6 and June 29 from 8:30 to 
1:30 at Lake Murray.  He promised the sessions to be interactive dialogue and data rich, there will 
be no homework.  In closing, he thanked last year’s participants, Augie Caires from the Metro 
JPA and Roberto Yano from the MetroTAC. 

 
9. INFORMATION – CITY OF SAN DIEGO PUBLIC UTILITIES DEPARTMENT MANAGEMENT 

UPDATED ORGANIZATION CHART 
 
 Ann Sasaki, Assistant Director, City of San Diego Public Utilities, stated that it had been 

previously noted that the City of San Diego had several employees who had left the City or 
moved up into permanent positions.  Those persons the Metro JPA would be familiar with were 
that Chris McKinney, Deputy Director Treatment and Disposal had left to go to the City of 
Escondido and Lee Ann Jones-Santos had been promoted to Deputy Director of Finance and 
Information Technology. 
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10. KEY RELATED ITEMS WE SHOULD BE TRACKING/GETTING UP TO SPEED ON 
 
 Chairman Ewin stated that he felt this would now defer to the Strategic Plan efforts and can tie 

back into MetroTAC and the items they are tracking. He then requested MetroTAC Chair Humora 
revise this item to coincide with the Strategic Plan. 

 
11. METRO TAC UPDATE 
 

MetroTAC Chair Humora stated that in addition to the items previously discussed, the TAC was 
working with the City of San Diego on their CIP and Financing Plans to look at rates; record 
keeping, records retention and they are working on looking at who has records and to implement 
a source (website) for new members.  The City of San Diego is looking at adjusting some of the 
sampling locations for sewer strength and flow and will work with TAC on same. 
 

12. IROC UPDATE 
  

Commissioner Caires stated that there was some mention of refunding and the City of San Diego 
is refunding some $230 million of bonds, mostly water bonds, some is Metro Wastewater and to 
the extent that is, we will participate in that savings which will be approximately $33 million over 
the life of the bond issues; received a report on the City of San Diego sewer spills which had 
been a serious problem in the past (33 in 2011 vs. 41 in 2010) they have tackled this issue in a 
big way and should be congratulated; received a presentation on the CIP streamlining program 
which is intended to streamline the process and reduce overall project timeframes and costs; 
received a report on the back up generators; the 2011 IROC report is on a fast track to be 
completed shortly and Commissioner Caires requested copies be forwarded to the Metro JPA 
and MetroTAC. 
 

13. FINANCE COMMITTEE 
 

a. Report from Finance Committee 
 

Finance Committee Chair Ovrom stated the Finance Committee had not met and therefore did 
not have a report. 
 

14. REPORT OF GENERAL COUNSEL 
 
 General Counsel de Sousa stated she wanted to make sure the PA staff was aware of new 

legislation that restricts the amount of retention that can be retained and progress payments 
made on Public Works projects (reduced from 10% to 5% unless specific findings are made).  
This will have adverse effects on surety bonding as the surety companies really appreciated 
public agencies having healthy amounts of retentions in the event the contractor defaulted.  Also, 
what used to be called the Non-Collusion Affidavit is now called the Non-Collusion Declaration 
and PA contract documents need to be updated if they have not already. 

 
15. PROPOSED AGENDA ITEMS FOR THE NEXT METRO COMMISSION/METRO 

WASTEWATER JPA MEETING MARCH 1, 2012 
 
 Chair Ewin noted that unless there were items that could not wait until April, the March 1, 2012 

meeting would be cancelled.  
 
16. METRO COMMISSIONERS’ AND JPA BOARD MEMBERS’ COMMENTS  
 
 Commissioner Caires introduced Jim Peasley, retired Chief Engineer of the Otay Water District 

who was elected to the Padre Dam Municipal Water District Board in 2010 and will be taking 
Commissioner Caires place as the Padre Dam Municipal Water District Representative effective 
April 1, 2012. 
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17. ADJOURNMENT  
 
 At 12:50 p.m., there being no further business, Chairman Ewin declared the meeting adjourned. 
 
 
 

_____________________________________ 
Recording Secretary 
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Original 
Estimate

Revised 
Estimate

Purchase of the generators, transformers, and required cables $6,100,000 $7,178,816

Permanent Installation of the generators $4,600,000 $6,322,387

Admininstration, engineering, land acquisition, permitting $450,000 $473,147

Contingency for APCD emission control compliance $3,771,250

Total $11,150,000 $17,745,600

Muni $5,717,744 $9,377,657

Metro $5,433,456 $8,367,943

Metro JPA share (33.5%) $1,820,208 $2,803,261

Metro JPA/TAC
PUD/WWTD Backup Generation Project

Revised Cost Estimate for Backup Generators



 

 

METRO JPA/TAC 
Staff Report 

 
Subject Title:  
PUD/ WWTD Backup Generation Project – UPDATE OF COST ESTIMATE 
Requested Action:  
Approval to purchase and permanently install 7- 2MW and one 400kw generators for emergency 
backup power at 6 PUD WWTD facilities. 
 
Recommendations:  
 Metro TAC: Approved by Metro TAC on March 21, 2012 

IROC:  
Prior Actions: 
(Committee/Commission, 
Date, Result) 

 
 

Fiscal Impact:  
 
  

Is this projected budgeted?      Yes ___        No _X__ 
Cost breakdown between 
Metro & Muni: 

$ 8,367,943 for Metro 
$ 9,377,657 for Muni 

Financial impact of this 
issue on the Metro JPA: 

 
$2,803,261, (33.5% of Metro Cost) 

Capital Improvement Program: 
  

New Project?          Yes _ __        No X 

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

Comments/Analysis:  
This is an update to the cost estimate for this project.  Previously the project was estimated at 
$11,150,000.  The cost estimate has been revised to $17,745,600  This reflects the actual 
proposal from the National Joint Powers Alliance for the purchase of the generators and the 
addition of $ 3,771,250 in contingency to cover the possibility that these generators will need 
additional emission controls to make them compliant with APCD requirements for stationary 
generators.  The 400 kw generator for the EMTS laboratory that was part of the generator 
purchase in the previous action will now be included in the design build contract. 
Previous TAC/JPA Action: The original project was approved by the Metro TAC on January 
18, 2012 and the Metro Commission on February 2, 2012. 

Additional/Future Action: 

City Council Action:  



 

 

METRO JPA/TAC 
Staff Report 

 
Subject Title:  
PUD/ WWTD Backup Generation Project 
Requested Action:  
Approval to purchase and permanently install 7- 2MW and one 400kw generators for emergency 
backup power at 6 PUD WWTD facilities. 
 
Recommendations:  
 Metro TAC:  

 
IROC:  

 
Prior Actions: 
(Committee/Commission, 
Date, Result) 

 
 

 
Fiscal Impact:  
  

Is this projected budgeted?      Yes ___        No _X__ 
 
Cost breakdown between 
Metro & Muni: 

$5,433,456 for Metro 
$5,717,744 for Muni 

Financial impact of this 
issue on the Metro JPA: 

 
$1,820,208 (33.5% of Metro Cost) 

Capital Improvement Program: 
 
  

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

Comments/Analysis:  
Funding for this project will come out of the Dedicated Reserve from Efficiency and Savings 
fund, 
Previous TAC/JPA Action:  
 
 
Additional/Future Action: 
 
 
City Council Action:  
 
 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
On September 8, 2011, San Diego County suffered a regional power outage.  Electrical power 
supplied by San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E) to the Public Utilities Department’s 
(Department) facilities was out for approximately 4 to 12 hours, depending on the location.  
During this period, the Department incurred two sewer spills related to wastewater pump station 
shutdowns.  
 
The wastewater system operates a total of 82 wastewater pump stations.  Of these pump stations 
60 pump stations or 73% have redundant electrical power supplies onsite.  Fifty-four pump 
stations have onsite generators, five have dual SDG&E electrical feeds, and one has two natural 
gas engine driven pumps.  Of the pump stations without redundant power feeds; eight are 
comfort stations that can be closed, eight overflow to gravity sewers, and six are low flow and 
can be served by portable generators. 
 
Given the events of September 8, the Department has reviewed all facilities that rely on dual 
SDG&E electrical feeds for redundancy.  Although this method of providing reliability is 
acceptable per the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s technical bulletin titled “Design 
Criteria for Mechanical, Electrical, and Fluid System and Component Reliability”, the 
Department had to consider that probability of losing both electrical feeds due to an extended 
power outage, earthquake, fire or other incident that could take out multiple substations or the 
power lines coming into the stations.  Although the probability of losing both electrical feeds is 
still quite low, depending on the length of the power outage, the consequences from a spill could 
be very high given the amount of flow that is processed through these pump stations.  
 
Therefore to provide added reliability to the wastewater system, the Department is 
recommending the installation of diesel backup generators at four of the five sewer pump 
stations with dual feeds, these include Sewer Pump Stations 1, 64, 65 and Penasquitos, the North 
City Water Reclamation Plant and an upgrade to the generator at the Environmental Monitoring 
and Technical Services Laboratory.  The generator at the Laboratory will be upgraded from a 
250 kW to 400 kW generator to ensure important biological specimens are not at risk of being 
lost during future extended outages. 

 
In order to expedite the installation of the generators the Department is recommending the 
purchase of seven (7) identical 2,000 kW and one (1) 400 kW portable diesel fueled emergency 
generators.  These generators will be installed as follows 
 
Pump Station 1 Two 2,000 kW portable diesel generators 
Pump Station 64 Two 2,000 kW portable diesel generators  
Pump Station 65 One 2,000 kW portable diesel generator   
Penasquitos Pump Station One 2,000 kW portable diesel generator  
North City Water Reclamation Plant One 2,000 kW portable diesel generator  
Environmental Monitoring and Technical 
Services Laboratory 

One 400 kW portable diesel generator  



 
 

The City of San Diego is a member of the National Joint Powers Alliance® (NJPA). This is a 
governmental agency that leverages the combined national purchasing power of participating 
government and education agencies to reduce the cost of purchased equipment. This process, 
which included issuance of an invitation to bid, advertising, timely and responsive submission, 
bid opening, bid evaluation, and award, resulted in a cooperative purchasing contract which 
meets all of the City of San Diego’s competitive bidding requirements as outlined in Article 2, 
Division 30 of the City of San Diego Municipal code.  The Department will purchase the 
generators through this NJPA.  Hawthorne Power Systems is the San Diego area Caterpillar 
dealer under the NJPA. 
 
Under a separate procurement the Department will select a design build contractor to perform all 
site development work and place the generators and transformers on concrete pads and provide 
for their permanent connection to the facilities.  Additionally the Department will need to 
procure all necessary permits and any additional land and easements as may be required. 
 
The total estimated cost of this project is $11,150,000.  The total cost includes, engineering, 
procurement, installation, permitting, land acquisition, inspection, and contingency.  The 
installation and permitting of the permanent portable generators is expected to be completed by 
July 2013.  The funds for this project will come out of the Dedicated Reserve from Efficiency 
and Savings. 
 
Prior to the install of the permanent generators, the Department is planning to lease seven (7) 
portable generators to have onsite in case of emergencies prior to the installation of the 
permanent generators.  The cost for the leased generators is estimated to be $800,000 for a 
6/month lease.  The leased generators are expected to arrive on site by March of this year.  The 
leased generators will be funded out of the operating budget.  
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Preface 

This Recycled Water Study is the culmination of a two year process to develop a new vision for water reuse in 
the San Diego region. The Study’s alternatives were developed through a participatory process involving work 
sessions and Stakeholder meetings. The combined contributions of the Stakeholders were invaluable in 
developing alternatives that considered diverse perspectives, concepts and approaches. This page recognizes 
the efforts of the Stakeholder participants that contributed substantially to this effort. 

   

 

 

   

   
Bruce Bell, P.E. 
Independent Technical Consultant  

 Jim Peugh 
Independent Rates Oversight Committee (IROC) 

   
   

 
   
   

Marco Gonzalez 
Coastal Environmental Rights Foundation 

 Toby Roy 
San Diego County Water Authority 

   
   
 
 

  

   

Dawn Guendert 
Surfrider Foundation, San Diego Chapter 

 Jill Witkowski 
San Diego Coastkeeper 

   
   
 
 

  

   

Scott Huth 
Metropolitan Wastewater Joint Powers Authority 
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S A N  D I E G O  R E C Y C L E D  W A T E R  S T U D Y  

E X E C U T I V E  S U M M A R Y  

Study Results and Conclusions 

Overall, the Integrated Reuse Alternatives presented achieve the Study’s goals, provide a bold vision for 
future water reuse in the Metro Service Area, and provide savings to ratepayers. The Study’s Stakeholders 
provided valuable opinions and diverse viewpoints that added value to the process and the alternatives 
developed. While water reuse has been evolving in San Diego over the past few decades, the region’s master 
plans have helped guide decision makers with a focus on making good investments, while still being flexible 
to adapt to future changes. This Study endeavors to continue this tradition and be looked upon as a milestone 
that helped provide long-term water sustainability to the San Diego region.  

What are the Primary Study Results?  

 Alternatives. Five Integrated Reuse Alternatives were developed based on an extensive, interactive 
Stakeholder process. Each Alternative includes 83 mgd of new indirect potable reuse and 3 mgd of new 
non-potable recycled (in addition to 4 mgd of already planned non-potable reuse). 

 Costs. The Net Cost results for the Alternatives in this Study represent the costs that should be 
compared to other water sources – particularly imported untreated water. The average Net Costs are: 

 Net Cost assuming direct wastewater savings = $1,200/AF 

 Net Cost assuming above plus salt credit = $1,100/AF 

 Net Cost assuming above plus indirect wastewater savings = $700/AF 

What are the Primary Study Conclusions? 

 Achieves Favorable Water Costs. The reuse costs above are comparable to existing untreated water 

delivery costs of $904/AF, and are projected to be more economical than future water costs. 
Imported water costs have risen substantially in the past decade and this trend is projected to continue 
into the foreseeable future. Therefore, this new water supply will provide safe, affordable water for 
existing and future generations of San Diegans.  

 Provides Reliability and Local Control. The new reuse supply reduces the region’s reliance on imported 
water and increases local water supply reliability. Reliable water also promotes a strong San Diego 
economy and enhances our quality of life. Local reuse is considered an uninterruptable water source – an 
important trait since our imported water supply crosses great distances and major earthquake faults. 

 Enhances Sustainability. The reuse solutions are more sustainable and environmentally friendly. They 
reduce importing water from Northern California and the Colorado River, lowering energy usage and our 
overall carbon footprint. 

 Improves Water Quality. The reuse solutions produce additional water quality benefits such as 
significant regional salinity reductions. Ratepayers will see reduced salinity in the water. Their appliances, 
water heaters and fixtures will last longer. 

 Empowers Long-term Cost Control. The solutions increase the City and Participating Agencies’ ability 
to control long-term water and wastewater costs by reducing liability for pending issues such as the 
California Bay-Delta fix and costly wastewater treatment upgrades. 

 Support. The solutions are supported by key rate oversight and environmental stakeholders. 
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Background 

In August 2009, the City of San Diego (City), along with key stakeholders, initiated the Recycled Water Study 
(Study) as part of a Cooperative Agreement (included in Appendix A). The culmination of the Study is this 
Recycled Water Study Draft Report (Draft Report), which is intended to serve as a guidance document in 
helping policy leaders make the important decisions ahead regarding water reuse and the region’s water and 
wastewater infrastructure. 

Why Is Water Reuse Important to San Diego?  

Water is important to the health, safety, and quality of 
life of people living in the San Diego region. 
Historically, the region’s 3.1 million residents have 
received a majority of their water supply from 
imported sources including the California Bay-Delta 
(Bay-Delta) and the Colorado River; conveyed via the 
California Aqueduct and the Colorado River Aqueduct 
respectively. Currently, 80 percent of the San Diego 
region’s water supply is imported. Local supplies and 
conservation account for the remaining 20 percent of 
the total supply. The region’s reliance on imported 
water causes San Diego’s water supply to be 
vulnerable to impacts from shortages and susceptible 
to price increases. In 2008, water supplied from the Bay Delta was restricted to protect endangered fish 
species. In addition, drought conditions in Southern California further impacted water supply availability. 
With the region’s population projected to reach 3.9 million people by 2030, demands will increase and strain 
these limited water supplies. Water reuse has been proven as a safe, reliable, locally controlled and sustainable 
option for the region. 

What Other Drivers Affected this Study? 

In 2010, the United States (U.S.) Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) allowed the City to continue to 
operate the Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant (Point Loma Plant) as a chemically enhanced primary 
treatment facility under a modification to its NPDES Permit. The 2010 permit allows the City to operate in 
this fashion for five years until 2015, when the permit must be renewed. Members of the environmental 
community (San Diego Coastkeeper and Surfrider Foundation, San Diego Chapter) have traditionally 
opposed past permit modification issuance and have advocated for converting the Point Loma Plant to full 
secondary treatment to reduce solids loading into the ocean. However, during the 2008-2010 permit 
modification process, and in lieu of such opposition, the environmental community entered into a 
Cooperative Agreement with the City to conduct this Recycled Water Study. In accordance with the 
Cooperative Agreement, both of these organizations provided their support to the U.S. EPA’s decision to 
grant the modification. The City’s responsibility per the Cooperative Agreement is to execute this Study, 
which is also consistent with the City’s long-term goals and objectives. 

Water reuse programs provide valuable water supplies by using resources that otherwise are sent to the  
ocean. The decisions to invest in a water reuse program, or alternative large-scale wastewater system 
upgrades, will affect the rates, reliability, and regional assets for decades. The fundamental focus of this  
study was to develop water reuse alternatives and then weigh the alternatives against other options – with 
particular focus on the water supply benefits and the cost savings through reduced wastewater systems 
operations and improvements.  

 
Water Reuse in San Diego. Water reuse is an important component 

in San Diego’s water supply portfolio.  
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What Are Key Terms Used in this Study?  

The following key terms are defined due to their frequent use and their importance in understanding the 
concepts involved in this Study. A more comprehensive glossary is included in the Draft Report. 

Water Reuse:  Water reuse is a broad term used to describe the process of converting wastewater to a 
valuable water resource through treatment processes. Water reuse includes non-potable recycled water 
development and indirect potable reuse involving integration with drinking water supplies. 

Non-potable Recycled Water: Synonymous with Non-potable Reclaimed Water, State of California Title 22 
Water, and tertiary treated water. Non-potable recycled water is a form of water reuse that includes primary, 
secondary and tertiary treatment to produce water suitable for a variety of applications, most notably for 
landscaping irrigation and industrial uses. Further treatment is required for integration with drinking water 
systems – see indirect potable reuse. 

Purified, Advanced Purified, or Advanced Treated Water: Purified, advanced purified, or advanced treated 
water undergoes advanced treatment processes to convert non-potable recycled water to a highly purified 
water quality, suitable for augmentation to an untreated drinking water source. Advanced purified water is 
currently used for indirect potable reuse projects.  

Indirect Potable Reuse: Indirect potable reuse is the planned use of advanced purified water for 
replenishment of a groundwater basin or an aquifer that has been designated as a source of water supply for a 
public water system, or the planned placement of recycled water into a surface water reservoir used as a 
source of domestic drinking water supply.  

Direct Potable Reuse: The planned introduction of advanced purified water either directly into a public 
water system, or into an untreated water supply, immediately upstream of a water treatment plant. 

Wastewater: Wastewater is generally used to describe sewage that comes from homes, industry or  
businesses. Wastewater is collected and treated at wastewater treatment plants. In San Diego, some 
wastewater is currently reclaimed as non-potable recycled water; however, the majority is treated and 
discharged to the ocean. Wastewater is needed for water reuse. Wastewater does not include stormwater in 
San Diego. Stormwater is collected in separate systems and typically not treated before discharge to streams 
and the ocean. 

Uninterruptible Water Supply: Indirect potable reuse water is considered uninterruptible because it is not 
influenced by drought, water rights, or other supply interruptions such as the decision to decrease Southern 
California water supply because of endangered species in the California Bay-Delta. 

Untreated Water (sometimes referred to as Raw Water): Water that is collected and stored in local surface 
water reservoirs and groundwater basins prior to treatment at a potable (drinking) water treatment plant. 
Untreated water examples include Colorado River water, water from the California Bay-Delta, and runoff 
from local rainfall. 

Potable or Drinking Water: Potable water is water that meets the EPA’s Safe Water Drinking Act and 
California Water Code requirements. Residents and businesses receive potable water at their water meter 
connection, and its use is unrestricted.    
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What Is Included in the Study? 

The following provides an overview of the Chapters and Appendices in the Study. 
 
 

Report Chapters 

Chapter 1 - Study Overview. Provides background and 
objectives of the San Diego Recycled Water Study, as well 
as describes the Study process and defines participating 
Stakeholders and Team Members, Study components, and 
important terminology used throughout the Report. 

Chapter 2 – Water Reuse Need and Related Activities. 
Presents the dynamic water supply conditions in San Diego 
and the opportunity to implement water reuse as a local 
supply through related key studies and activities such as the 
2005 Water Reuse Study and 2010 Recycled Water Master 
Plan Update. 

Chapter 3 – Study Process and Evaluation Approach. 
Describes, in detail, the elements of the participatory Study 
process and defines the guidelines and criteria against which 
the potential recycled water opportunities were assessed. 

Chapter 4 – Key Facilities, Water Demands and 
Wastewater Flows. Summarizes the principal elements of 
San Diego’s current water, wastewater, and recycled water 
infrastructure systems that impact water reuse planning, and 
provides the related demands and flows from these systems.  

Chapter 5 – Non-potable Recycled Water Opportunities. 
Describes the technical basis and foundation for developing 
the non-potable recycled water opportunities that were 
considered in the Study, such as existing and future 
demands, seasonal considerations, and locations and 
capacities of existing water recycling facilities.  

Chapter 6 – Indirect Potable Reuse Opportunities. 
Describes the technical basis and foundation for developing 
the indirect potable reuse opportunities that were considered 
in the Study, including reservoir augmentation and 
groundwater recharge, and other potential benefits of indirect 
potable reuse. 

Chapter 7 – Area Concepts. Provides detailed, comparable 
options, including both non-potable recycled water 
opportunities and indirect potable reuse opportunities, to 
develop comprehensive water reuse plans within three key 
Study areas. 

Chapter 8 – Integrated Reuse Alternatives. Evaluates the 
water reuse concepts presented in Chapter 7 based on Study 
goals, as well as provides a comparable financial evaluation 
for key alternatives, including a description of the financial 
model and its components.  

 

 

Supporting Information 

Glossary. Defines important terminology and acronyms 
used throughout the Report. 

Appendix A – Cooperative Agreement. Provides a 
copy of the signed agreement between the City of San 
Diego, the San Diego Coastkeeper, and the San Diego 
Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation to conduct a 
Recycled Water Study. 

Appendix B – Point Loma Plant Conclusions. Provides 
conclusions and data on the Point Loma Plant based on 
the results of the Study, including an allocation of flows 
and discussion on chemically enhanced primary 
treatment. 

Appendix C – Summary of Regulations That Affect 
Water, Wastewater and Recycled Water. Provides an 
overview of the key regulatory considerations for water, 
recycled water and wastewater, and includes anticipated 
regulatory criteria related to indirect potable reuse sizing. 

Appendix D – California Senate Bill 918. Provides 
background on State of California Department of Public 
Health requirements for developing uniform criteria for 
groundwater recharge, reservoir augmentation and direct 
potable reuse. 

Appendix E –Siting Analysis Documents. Provides 
siting information on the Harbor Drive, Camino del Rio 
and Morena sites, City ownership, and an alternatives 
analysis performed by the City.  

Appendix F – Conceptual Cost Estimates for the 
Integrated Reuse Alternatives. Provides infrastructure 
sizing and costs for each Integrated Reuse Alternative 
component. 

Appendix G – National Water Resource Institute 
(NWRI) White Paper on Direct Potable Reuse 

Appendix H:  Recycled Water Study  Cost 
Methodology FAQ Document – An informative, 
frequently asked question (FAQ) style document on how 
the direct and indirect wastewater cost 
reductions/credits/savings were calculated 

Appendix I – Participating Agency White Paper on 
Reuse Concepts 

Appendix J – Comment/Response Form 

Appendix K – Conceptual Metro System Flow 
Schematics.  Graphics showing the reuse alternatives 
and accounting of flows throughout the system.  
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How Does This Study Fit into Other On-going Efforts? 

The overarching objective of this Study is to develop and clearly present integrated reuse alternatives that the 
public and policy-makers can review and select from to guide the future of the reuse program located within 
the Metropolitan Sewerage System Service Area. The alternatives were evaluated to meet City, Participating 
Agency, and Project Stakeholder reuse goals through a 2035 planning horizon. This Study is one part of a 
comprehensive regional program to evaluate and develop water reuse in San Diego. 

 

Who Participated in the Study? 

The Stakeholders for this Project are comprised of the San 
Diego Coastkeeper, the San Diego Chapter of the Surfrider 
Foundation, and the Participating Agencies of the 
Metropolitan Wastewater Joint Power Authority (Metro 
JPA), who have capacity rights in the Metropolitan Sewerage 
System pursuant to the provisions of the 1998 Regional 
Wastewater Disposal Agreement Between the City of San Diego and 
the Participating Agencies in the Metropolitan Sewerage System. The 
San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA), the agency 
that has primary responsibility for water supply planning 
efforts, and the Independent Rates Oversight Committee are 
also Stakeholders in the Study. The primary Project Team 
consisted of City staff from the Public Utilities Department 
and a consulting team from Brown and Caldwell, Black & 
Veatch, and CDM.   

PROJECT STAKEHOLDERS 
Environmental Groups 
 San Diego Coastkeeper 

 Surfrider Foundation, San Diego Chapter 
Oversight Groups 

 Independent Rates Oversight Committee  (IROC) 
Regional Water Supplies 
 San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA) 
Participating Agency Members  

 City of Chula Vista 
 City of Coronado 

 City of Del Mar 

 City of El Cajon 
 City of Imperial Beach 

 City of La Mesa 
 City of National City 

 City of Poway 

 Lemon Grove Sanitation District 
 Otay Water District 

 Padre Dam Municipal Water District 
 San Diego County Sanitation District 
o Alpine Sanitation District 
o Lakeside Sanitation District 
o Spring Valley Sanitation District 
o Winter Gardens Sewer Maintenance District)  
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What Was the Study Process? 

The Study includes a number of technical evaluations and coordination steps to identify and evaluate reuse 
alternatives within the City as well as areas served by the Participating Agencies. Throughout the Study, regular 
Stakeholder Status Update meetings were held to present progress and to receive input and feedback on the 
activities. Eight technical memoranda were developed to document information. 

  

 

How Were Alternatives Developed? 

Alternatives were developed through a participatory process. Stakeholder Status Update meetings and four 
work sessions were used to frame, develop, refine, and communicate the Alternatives included in this Study. 

  

TM3

Framework 
Planning 
Session

TM5

Recycled 
Water Demand 

& Delivery  

April

2012

Stakeholder Status 

Update Meeting




City/Consultant Team 

Work Session
Project CompletionLEGEND

TM7

Fine 
Screening 
Session

TM6

Coarse 
Screening 
Session

TM8

Revenue 
and 

Financials

Coarse Screening 

Session
August 2-3, 2010

Fine Screening

Session
October 19, 2010

Draft 

Report

TM4

Wastewater 
Supply & 

Treatment

54 6 87

1

9

Report Review Sessions

Draft: August 30, 2011
Revised: March 22, 2012

101-3

Technical Memoranda

TM1 and TM2

Non-potable 
Recycled Water 

(City and Wholesale)

Framework 

Planning Session
March 2, 2010

Work Sessions

 
Work Sessions. The Coarse Screening and Fine Screening Sessions included presentations, team exercises, and 
facilitated discussions. The sessions leveraged the group’s creativity and diverse perspectives to improve the quality of 
the Alternatives presented in the Study. 
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What Issues and Opportunities Helped Determine the Water 

Reuse Target? 

The water reuse target, similar to past efforts, was based on Study 
goals, Stakeholders’ input, and findings from preliminary technical 
analyses. The goal of the 2005 Water Reuse Study was to maximize 
the available capacities at the North City and South Bay Plants, 
which coincided with a target of approximately 20 mgd for future 
water reuse projects. This 2012 Study was initiated with a broader 
basis:  to consider the water reuse goal to be limited only by the 
amount of wastewater available in the Metro Service Area. This is a 
more comprehensive goal, providing the potential to reuse ten 
times more flow than previous targets, with approximately 200 mgd 
projected to be available in the Metro Service Area on an average 
dry weather year in 2035. During the Study, the following four 
measures evolved as primary drivers for establishing the water  
reuse target: 

Measure 1: Value of Water. Multiple forces are driving water reuse 
in Southern California. Water reuse projects produce high-quality, 
reliable, uninterruptible local water to the region, serving the same purpose as imported untreated water. 
Imported untreated water rates will continue to rise, and conveyance system improvements will be needed to 
deliver imported water to the region’s water treatment plants - unless the supply is supplemented with new 
local supplies. Indirect potable reuse can fulfill this need and, over time, do so at lower costs—especially when 
reduced capital and operating costs at the Point Loma Plant are considered. Savings would likely increase 
further if the regulatory framework for Direct Potable Reuse is finalized, allowing direct delivery to the 
region’s potable water treatment plants. Based on these considerations, the reuse target for this study, 
especially the indirect potable reuse portion, should be maximized. 

Measure 2: Water Quality Benefits. Two water quality considerations were taken into account in establishing 
a water reuse target: ocean water quality and imported water salinity. Both are important, and both would be 
significantly improved through implementation of the water reuse projects identified in this Study. For 
example, blending advanced purified water with imported water in San Vicente Reservoir and Otay Lakes 
could reduce salinity levels by 50 percent. On land, the reservoirs that receive the advanced purified water, the 
residents that use the water, and the soil that is irrigated with the water would benefit from having water with 
up to half the current salinity levels. Residents would benefit from softer water and extended lives of 
household appliances such as water heaters, dishwashers, clothes washers and faucets. Ocean water quality 
would also improve by removing and diverting solids to the Metropolitan Biosolids Center. Based on these 
considerations, the water reuse target for this Study should be maximized. 

Measure 3: Beneficial Project Size versus Costs. Project sizing was considered a limiting factor in 
developing the water reuse target. Non-potable recycled water projects, while beneficial for targeted areas 
(such as Otay Water District’s planned system expansion), did not have enough demand potential to use a 
substantial portion of the available wastewater. It also became apparent that developing indirect potable reuse 
projects to use all wastewater available in the Metro System would not be practical or provide the right balance 
of costs and benefits. Therefore, the water reuse target based on project constraints and permit considerations 
was approximately 80 to 120 mgd (upper end based on estimated flow limits to the San Vicente Reservoir and 
the South Bay Spring Valley No. 8 Diversion total). 
  

Four Measures that Established 
the Water Reuse Target: 

 Measure 1: Value of Water. Reliable 
water supplies are needed for San Diego. 

 Measure 2: Water Quality. Reuse can 
improve the ocean water quality. Indirect 
potable reuse can significantly reduce 
salinity levels benefiting ratepayers. 

 Measure 3: Project Size vs. Costs. 
Water reuse targets should be based on 
project sizing that considers costs and 
regulatory limits. 

 Measure 4: Reuse Program Induced 
Savings. The water reuse target sizing 
should consider reduced capital and 
operating costs in the drinking water and 
wastewater systems. 
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Measure 4: Reuse Program Induced Savings, Offsets. San Diego has 
the potential to create a valuable new water supply cost effectively due to 
the reuse program’s benefit of reducing capital and operating costs in the 
downstream wastewater system and water quality improvements 
benefitting the water systems. The largest cost savings generated by the 
reuse program is reduced capital and operational costs at the Point Loma 
Plant. Leading up to the Fine Screening Sessions, a reuse/Point Loma 
offload target of approximately 100 mgd was established to achieve cost 
savings by avoiding upgrades at the Point Loma Plant. At 100 mgd, and 
based on dry weather flows, certain treatment processes were avoided. 
This target was later re-evaluated against a scenario in the City’s 
September 2011 Draft Wastewater Master Plan (which was based on 2050 
annual average daily flows including a 10-year return flow event). To meet the larger wet weather flows, the 
Point Loma and South Bay strategies were adjusted. Point Loma Plant savings decreased with the new 
scenario. However, South Bay savings increased since the Wastewater Master Plan increased diversions to 
South Bay (reducing the cost to upgrade these facilities for reuse). Therefore, the Reuse Program costs 
remained consistent with previous drafts. No changes were made to the reuse targets or the Alternatives.  

Cost Methodology 

A detailed financial evaluation was performed for each Integrated Reuse Alternative considered in this Study. 
The financial evaluation was prepared to ultimately help decision-makers compare the costs of different water 
reuse approaches and to aid in making decisions about whether to invest in the water reuse system. The 
guiding principles for the evaluation included: 

 Transparency. Provide transparent costing of alternatives. 

 Input and Access. Provide multiple opportunities at workshops and Stakeholder meetings to review, 
discuss, and debate project costs. 

 Comparative and Comprehensive Alternatives Costs. Prepare a comparative financial evaluation of the 
Integrated Reuse Alternatives and include financing costs. 

 Cost Context. Compare the water reuse alternative costs to other options facing the City and  
Participating Agencies. 

How were costs calculated, and was cost sharing discussed? 

The financial evaluation process included the following steps: 

 Unit Costs. Unit costs were developed from over 50 sources of information, including 23 bid summaries, 
two agency estimating tools, 14 project cost estimates, actual operating costs, and insight and experience 
from three national consulting firms. 

 Alternative Costs. Capital costs and operational and maintenance (O&M) costs were compiled in an 
interactive model. Costs were thoroughly developed and reviewed in four interactive workshops and a 
series of status update meetings with the Project Stakeholders. 

 Financial Model Costs. Capital and O&M costs for each alternative were entered into a net present value 
(NPV) financial model that included financing costs and other variables. The financial model assumptions 
were closely coordinated with the City’s financial staff to match typical City financing assumptions. The 
model was also vetted with the project stakeholder group (including the Participating Agencies’ 
independent financial model expert). 

 Cost Framework. A cost framework for sharing project costs between the City and Participating  
Agencies was outlined in the Study. Multiple options were outlined based on an interactive workshop  
with project stakeholders. 

 
Point Loma Plant. The land available at 
Point Loma Site is constrained, and any 

upgrades incur high costs. 
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How are Costs Presented in the Study? 

Costs are presented in dollars per acre feet ($/AF). The costs are broken down into Gross Costs and Net 
Costs as defined below. Net Costs are broken out further into three tiers or thresholds to provide a breakout 
for different conditions and to display values at each calculation step. The following summarizes the cost 
methodology. The resulting Alternative Costs are presented later in this Executive Summary. 

What are Gross Costs? 

Gross costs include the capital and O&M costs for completing and operating the recycled water projects. The 
Gross Cost financial evaluation included a sensitivity analysis using the following three variables: project 
contingencies (ranging from 20 to 40 percent), Grants (ranging from 10 to 30 percent), and Metropolitan 
Water District/San Diego County Water Authority Local Resource Program (LRP) credits (ranging from 
$100/AF to $450/AF). The Favorable Scenario assumed the best case (20 percent contingency, 30 percent 
grants, $450/AF LRP). The Unfavorable Scenario assumed the worst case (40 percent contingency, 10 percent 
grants, $100/AF LRP). This sensitivity analysis was performed since stakeholder opinions varied on what the 
proper assumption should be. For the report, the Stakeholder group agreed to use an average of these values. 

Gross Cost Variables 

Item Description 
Favorable 
Scenario 

Unfavorable 
Scenario 

Average 

Grants 
To help offset the costs associated with projects, the 
City can apply for grants to help finance a portion of 
the capital projects.  

30% 10% 20% 

Local 
Resource 
Programs 

To help offset the costs associated with new water 
projects, the City has participated in the Local 
Resource Program offered by MWD and the Local 
Water Supply Development funding provided by the 
SDCWA (these two programs are collectively 
referred to herein as the LRP). 

$450/acre-foot, 20 
years 

$100/acre-foot, 20 
years 

$275/acre-foot, 20 
years 

Project 
Contingency 

A project contingency was added to the construction 
costs of all alternatives to account for unanticipated 
project costs. 

20% 40% 30% 

 

What are Net Costs? 

Net Costs are considered ―real‖ or ―true‖ costs for the purposes of comparing reuse projects to imported 
untreated water and other alternative water sources. Net Costs account for savings, offsets and credits that 
occur as a result of the reuse projects. For example, constructing a new reuse plant upstream of the Point 
Loma Plant reduces flows to the Point Loma Plant, resulting in lower capital and operational costs at the Point 
Loma Plant. These reduced costs are subtracted from the Gross Costs to get the Net Costs or ―true‖ program 
cost. This is similar to the Orange County Groundwater Replenishment System, which was responsible for 
substantial savings by avoiding costly outfall improvements. The variables considered with the Net Cost 
calculations are described in the table on the next page. The Draft Report also includes a Cost Methodology 
Summary in Appendix H. The Cost Methodology Summary is presented in an informative, frequently asked 
question (FAQ) format. This document summarizes direct and indirect wastewater savings calculations and 
includes a graphical comparison of the key wastewater facilities included in this Study with the facilities 
included in the City’s September 2011 Draft Wastewater Master Plan. 
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Net Cost Variables 

Component Description Savings 

Direct Wastewater System 
Savings (through reduction 
of flows to downstream 
facilities)  

The Study’s Alternatives achieve the goal of offloading flows to the Point Loma Plant, 
resulting in reduced capital and operating costs at downstream wastewater facilities. 
The direct wastewater system savings were calculated by comparing: 1) the size of 
the Point Loma Plant in the City’s September 2011 Draft Wastewater Master Plan 
(adjusted to a secondary treatment option); to 2) the smaller Point Loma Plant size 
assuming the reuse projects in this Recycled Water Study are implemented. The cost 
difference is the savings directly attributable to these reuse projects. Key savings 
include: 

 Smaller Point Loma Plant facilities (less flow is treated at the Point Loma Plant) 

 Smaller wet weather equalization basin (less flow reaches the Point Loma Plant) 

 Less pumping at Pump Station No. 2 (less flow is diverted to the Point Loma Plant) 

 Less pumping at Pump Station No. 1 (more reuse occurs at the South Bay Plant 
since more flow is diverted away from Pump Station No. 1) 

$557 million (capital 
savings) 

 

$27.6 million/year 
(operation and 
maintenance 

savings) 

Indirect Wastewater System 
Savings (reduced Point 
Loma costs associated with 
Maintaining CEPT Operation 
due to reuse projects) 

The Point Loma Plant will either continue to use Chemically Enhanced Primary 
Treatment (CEPT) or will require upgrades to secondary treatment. This Study does 
not provide an opinion on whether CEPT or secondary treatment processes should be 
employed at the Point Loma Plant. However, it is prudent to summarize the reduced 
Point Loma Plant-related capital and operational costs if CEPT status could be 
maintained for the remaining Point Loma Plant capacity after reuse projects and with 
the South Bay Diversion. The indirect wastewater savings are therefore calculated as 
the avoided secondary treatment costs at the Point Loma Plant.  

$463 million (capital 
savings) 

 

$13.0 million/year 
(operation and 
maintenance 

savings). 

Salt Reduction Credit 

(from water quality 
improvements due to indirect 
potable reuse) 

Similar to the 2005 Water Reuse Study, a salt credit was considered to account for 
the benefits of salinity reduction in the watershed. The salt credit basis is from the 
1999 Salinity Management Study (MWD, USBR). The quantitative credit shown is the 
financial benefits of extending the life of the municipal treatment systems from having 
lower salinity levels in the water and wastewater flows. The San Vicente and Otay 
Lakes Reservoirs could see dramatic reductions in salinity levels from the proposed 
indirect potable reuse projects. Downstream agency facilities including drinking water 
treatment plants and the Harbor Drive advanced water purification facilities would 
benefit from this reduced salinity. In addition to the benefit shown, there is a benefit to 
water customers, since water heaters, clothes washers, dishwashers, and fixtures will 
also last longer with lower salinity levels. The combined savings included in the City’s 
2005 Water Reuse Study was $250/AF. The $100/AF value used in this Study only 
account for the estimated municipal treatment equipment savings. 

$100/acre foot 
(not including 

customer savings) 

Qualitative Water System 
Savings 

The local, regional and statewide water systems were considered for potential savings 
from increasing water reuse. Since quantitative costs could not be developed with 
current available information, qualitative benefits were considered, particularly at the 
regional and statewide level. The region’s local water treatment plants treat water 
from local runoff (which is limited) and imported untreated water from the SDCWA and 
MWD (which is subject to cutbacks and higher price fluctuations). Indirect potable 
reuse projects provide a reliable, uninterruptable untreated water equivalent that 
would help supply the local water treatment plants that ratepayers have invested in 
over the past decade. Indirect potable reuse projects may defer or eliminate the need 
to expand the imported untreated water conveyance system needed to serve these 
treatment plants. The SDCWA Master Plan (currently underway) may help quantify 
what these benefits are in future updates to this Study. In addition, Stakeholders 
emphasized an additional benefit related to the need to fix water supply conditions in 
the California Bay-Delta (which has the potential for substantial cost impacts for 
Southern California). Water reuse projects reduce the burden on importing water from 
the Bay-Delta, providing an additional quantitative benefit for these projects. 

Quantitative 
benefits are 
speculative, 
therefore this 

category is currently 
considered  
qualitatively 
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What is the Existing Recycled Water System? 

The City operates two water reclamation plants as part of the Metro System: the North City Plant and the 
South Bay Plant. Two additional reclamation plants (each separately owned and operated by a Participating 
Agency and separate from the Metro System) also offload flows before reaching the Metro System. The City 
also operates a non-potable recycled water system comprised of two service areas—the Northern Service Area 
and the Southern Service Area—supplied with recycled water from the North City and South Bay Plants, 
respectively. Three wholesale purchasers of recycled water for the City are located within the service area: City 
of Poway and Olivenhain Municipal Water District (Northern Service Area) and Otay Water District 
(Southern Service Area).  
 

Key Components of Recycled Water System  

Reservoir 
Year 

Commissioned  
Design 

Capacity  
Description 

North City Water Reclamation Plant 

 

1997 30 mgd  

Part of City of San Diego’s Metro System. Treats 
wastewater generated in the Northern San Diego 
Region, including Cities of Del Mar and Poway, and 
the communities of Mira Mesa, Rancho Penasquitos, 
Scripps Ranch, and Rancho Bernardino. Tertiary-
treated water is distributed to surrounding 
communities for irrigation and industrial uses. Excess 
wastewater ultimately flows to the Point Loma Plant.  

South Bay Water Reclamation Plant 

 

2002 15 mgd 

Part of City of San Diego’s Metro System. Located in 
the Tijuana River Valley near the international border. 
Tertiary-treated wastewater is distributed to 
surrounding areas for non-potable recycled water use.  

Padre Dam Water Recycling Facility 

 

1967 2.0 mgd  

Owned and operated by Padre Dam Municipal Water 
District and treats wastewater from the City of Santee, 
portions of the City of El Cajon, and the 
unincorporated community of Lakeside. Treated 
wastewater that is not recycled for irrigation and 
industrial use is discharged to the Santee Lakes and 
ultimately reaches the San Diego River. Padre Dam, 
in conjunction with Helix Water District, is evaluating 
the ability to expand the plant as part of indirect 
potable reuse project in the El Monte Valley.  

Ralph W. Chapman Water Recycling 
Facility 

 

1988 1.1 mgd  

Owned and operated by Otay Water District. 
Recycled water is used as irrigation in Eastlake, Otay 
Ranch, Rancho Del Rey, and other areas of Chula 
Vista.  
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Existing Recycled Water Facilities 

What Projects Will Affect Future Reuse in San Diego? 

The City’s 2005 Water Reuse Study recommended an indirect potable reuse project at the North City Plant 
that would deliver water to the San Vicente Reservoir. To begin implementing this project, the City completed 
construction of the Water Purification Demonstration Project in 2011 at the North City Plant. This project, 
and the corresponding hydraulic modeling study, at the San Vicente Reservoir will demonstrate the health, 
safety, and water quality benefits of indirect potable reuse. A separate project, the San Vicente Dam Raise, is 
currently underway and will increase the potential for integrated indirect potable reuse projects at this 
important regional facility.  

 
Water Purification Demonstration Project. The City’s  
Water Purification Demonstration Project will demonstrate 
how one million gallons per day can be purified using 
technology that is able to produce one of the most pristine 
sources of water available anywhere. 

 
San Vicente Dam Raise. The San Vicente Reservoir 
expansion (architectural rendering shown above) and its 
integration with regional facilities make this reservoir an  
ideal candidate for indirect potable reuse. 
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What Opportunities Were Considered for the Reuse Solutions? 

Non-Potable Recycled Water Opportunities 

Since the City has a non-potable system in place, focus was placed on expanding 
this system by locating new demands. The demands would then be met by 
expanding the distribution system from an existing plant or by constructing a new 
treatment facility closer to the demand. Both Citywide (increasing use within the 

City’s service area) and wholesale (increasing supply to agencies adjacent to or already connected to the 
existing system) were considered through a market assessment. The market assessment showed where 
potential conversion customers were concentrated (for example, the Rancho Bernardo area). Based on the 
markets, distribution systems were developed to determine costs. An analysis of the results, including a direct 
comparison of an alternative both with and without service to the Rancho Bernardo area, showed that the 
construction costs to dual pipe an existing community and the administrative costs required to permit, 
coordinate, bill and provide backflow testing were higher than the indirect potable reuse approaches for new 
areas. Therefore, the non-potable recycled water opportunities carried forward were focused on maximizing 
the existing system where most economical.  The non-potable recycled water demands carried forward can be 
summarized as the existing demands, planned demands, and future demands (which includes 3 mgd for 
expanded service from the South Bay Plant occurring between 2026 and 2040).  

Indirect Potable Reuse Opportunities 

Achieving a water reuse target with the potential to use all the Metro 
Service Area resources reinforced the need to look for larger projects 
with improved economy of scale. Indirect potable reuse projects 
provided the needed scope and scale for this purpose. Two types of 
indirect potable reuse were considered: reservoir augmentation and 
groundwater recharge. Eleven regional reservoirs were initially 
considered. Three were advanced for more detailed evaluation: San 
Vicente Reservoir (with the current dam raise project), Otay Lakes, and 
Lake Hodges. Eight regional groundwater basins were reviewed, and 
two were carried forward for more detailed evaluation: El Monte Valley 
Basin and San Pasqual Basin. Advancing reservoirs/basins was based 
on the location, costs, potential project sizes, and ability to integrate 
into the water system. 

Successful Southern California Indirect Potable Reuse Projects 

 

Orange County Water District’s Groundwater Replenishment System. The Groundwater 
Replenishment System is the world's largest wastewater purification system for indirect potable reuse and 
it is located just north of San Diego in Orange County, California. The Orange County Groundwater 
Replenishment System can produce up to 70 mgd of highly purified recycled water that serves the water 
demands of nearly 600,000 residents. 

 

Montebello Forebay. Located in Los Angeles County, the Montebello Forebay has been recharged dating 
back to 1960s. The area is currently recharged with 150,000 acre-feet of local, imported, and recycled 
water annually. Of the 5.6 million acre feet recharged into the basin since the 1960s, 26 percent was from 
recycled water sources.  

 

West Coast, Dominguez Gap, and Alamitos Barriers. Los Angeles and Orange Counties also use 
seawater intrusion barriers to protect and supplement groundwater supplies. Recycled water is injected 
into wells along these basins to prevent high salinity seawater from reaching the groundwater basin 
supplies. The injected recycled water also supplements the groundwater that is extracted by wells and 
serves the drinking water system. 

Benefits of Indirect  
Potable Reuse 

 Maximizes use of existing 
reclamation capacity 

 Reduced capital and operating 
costs in downstream wastewater 
systems, particularly the Point 
Loma Plant  

 Less seasonally limited than non-
potable recycled water with fixed 
irrigation demands  

 Superior ability to improve water 
quality by significantly reducing 

Total Dissolved Solids/Salinity   
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How Were Opportunities Compiled into Area Concepts? 

Area Concepts were developed to provide 
detailed, comparable options for discussion at the 
Coarse Screening Session and Stakeholder Status 
Update meetings, and were then refined and 
compiled into Integrated Reuse Alternatives. The 
Area Concepts were strategically selected, based 
on the locations of available wastewater, existing 
facilities, and delivery points (non-potable 
recycled water customers, surface water 
reservoirs, or groundwater basins).  

Opportunities were sized and then pieced 
together by laying out treatment and conveyance 
facilities. Cost information was also developed, 
with pumping costs being a particularly important 
component because of the variability of pumping 
costs for indirect potable reuse, non-potable 
water, and wastewater. The availability of this 
information allowed Stakeholders to compare the 
benefits of different approaches within each area. 
For example, Alternatives that required extensive 
wastewater pumping (which requires pumping 
approximately 30-percent more flow than advanced treated water), were identified as having added costs and 
risks compared to other Alternatives. This point led to development of the Harbor Drive Plant concept later 
in the Study. 

Area Concept Summary 

Area  
Base Concept Presented  

at the Coarse Screening Session 
Additional Considerations after Stakeholder Review  

San Vicente/ 

North City 

 Complete planned non-potable recycled water projects 

 Maximize indirect reuse of water produced at North City 
Plant with diversions from 

 Morena 

 Mission Valley 

 Treat and produce water at Mission Gorge 

 Account for El Monte Valley indirect potable reuse 
project  

 Reduce pumping of wastewater by eliminating 
diversion of wastewater at Mission Valley 

 Treat and produce water at Harbor Drive site  

 Consider both split plant and consolidated plant at 
Harbor Drive and Mission Valley to minimize site 
needs 

 Consider additional costs and complexities related to 
expanded North City Plant beyond master-planned 
capacity of 45 mgd  

South Bay 

 Complete planned non-potable recycled water projects 

 Wastewater diversions from different locations along the 
South Metro Interceptor (depending on the option) 

 Consider serving additional non-potable recycled water 
demands 

 Indirect potable reuse of water produced at South Bay 
Plant 

 Consider increased diversion totals by locating the 
diversion further North at the Spring Valley No. 8 
connection 

Rancho Bernardo/ 

San Pasqual 

 Rancho Bernardo/I-15 Corridor, non-potable recycled 
water 

 San Pasqual indirect potable reuse (two variations)  

 Determined that these options do not offload the Point 
Loma Plant and provide limited benefits to other 
opportunities  

 Consider private entities funding a majority of the 
improvements needed  

 
Area Concepts. Area Concepts were developed for three regions of the 
Metro Service Area. The Area Concepts were presented at the Coarse 
Screening Session. 
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How Were Area Concepts Refined into Integrated  

Reuse Alternatives?  

Area Concepts were refined into Integrated Reuse Alternatives in the Fine Screening Session. Fine Screening 
Session participants considered a series of projects to meet the 100 mgd minimum water reuse target. The 
non-potable recycled water demands and the indirect potable reuse project delivery locations that advanced  
to the Fine Screening Session are summarized in the two adjacent tables and located as shown on the  
figure below.  

 

 
Integrated Alternative Concepts 

 

SB 

NC 

EM 

OL 

SV 

Legend 
 
 Treatment Plant 
 (varies by Alternative) 
 

 
Non-potable Recycled 

Water Projects 
 

 
North City 
 
 
South Bay 

 
 
 

 
Indirect Potable Reuse 

Projects 
 

   
San Vicente Reservoir 

 
 

Otay Lakes 
 

 
El Monte Groundwater 
Recharge Project (by 

others) 

NC 

SB 

SV 

OL 

EM 
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Non-potable Recycled Water. Expansion of the non-potable recycled water systems is planned primarily 
through 2015, with additional growth in South Bay through 2040 based on Otay Water District’s projections, 
as shown below. 

Non-Potable Recycled Water Projected Demands 

Map Code Agency 

Existing Planned Planned (OWD) Future (OWD) Total 

2009/2010 2010-2015 2015-2026 2026-2040 
 

AFY mgd AFY mgd AFY mgd AFY mgd AFY mgd 

North City Plant 

 City of San Diego 6,394 5.7 1,959 1.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 8,353 7.4 

City of Poway 428 0.4 323 0.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 751 0.7 

Olivenhain MWD 642 0.6 458 0.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 1,100 1.0 

Total North City 7,464 6.7 2,740 2.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 10,204 9.1 

South Bay Plant 

 City of San Diego 1,539 1.4 -639 -0.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 900 0.8 

Otay Water District 3,209 2.9 1,395 1.2 1243 1.1 3,363 3.0 9,210 8.3 

Total South Bay 4,748 4.2 756 0.7 1,243 1.1 3,363 3.0 10,110 9.0 

North City and South Bay Plants 

 Total Combined 12,212 10.9 3,496 3.1 1,243 1.1 3,363 3.0 20,314 18.1 

Notes: See Draft Report Table 5-3 for notes. Demands shown are average annual demands. Reductions in demands for South Bay between 2010 and 2015 are 
associated with changes at the International Boundary and Water Commission Plant, which will no longer require non-potable recycled water for process uses. 

Indirect Potable Reuse. Three surface water augmentation projects and a groundwater recharge project were 
advanced into the Fine Screening Session. In addition, the El Monte Valley Groundwater Augmentation 
Project (being planned by others) was assumed to occur and its impacts were taken into consideration. 
 

Indirect Potable Reuse Projects Advanced 

Map 
Code 

Reservoir  
or Basin 

Storage 
Capacity  

(acre-feet) 

Reuse Potential Key Considerations 

AFY mgd 

Surface Water Reservoir Candidates Advanced to the Fine Screening Session 

 San Vicente  
(w/ Dam Raise) 

 

249,358 
Up to 

100,000 
Up to 89 

Recommended approach from 2005 Water Reuse Study. The dam raise, 
scheduled for completion between 2013 and 2014, will increase retention 
times and indirect potable reuse capacity potential, and provides the ability to 
distribute water throughout the region and to the largest water treatment 
plants. 

 Otay Lakes 

 

49,849 
Up to 

25,000 
Up to 22 

Previous recommendation from 2005 Water Reuse Study, proximity to South 
Bay Plant. Located adjacent to the 33 mgd (2035 capacity) Otay Water 
Treatment Plant. 

Groundwater Augmentation Project by Others Considered 

 

El Monte 
Groundwater 

 

10,000 

to 

50,000 

5,000 

4.5 

to 

5.0 

The El Monte basin is being evaluated by the Helix Water District and the 
Padre Dam Municipal Water District for an indirect potable reuse groundwater 
augmentation project. This project was considered as part of the study since 
wastewater flows for this project affect downstream wastewater availability in 
the Metro System. The detailed evaluations recently performed for the El 
Monte Groundwater Recharge project provided a baseline for extrapolating 
regulatory requirements and suitability for the other groundwater basins 
considered. 

Notes: See Draft Report Tables 6-1 and 6-3 for notes. Demands shown are average annual demands.  

NC 

SB 

EM 

OL 

SV 
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Major Alternatives  

“A” Alternatives = 
North City at 45 mgd + South Bay 

with SV8 diversion 

“B” Alternatives = 
North City at 30 mgd + South Bay 

with SV8 diversion 

Sub-alternatives 
Based on Siting 

Elements 

“1” Alternatives 
split plant between Harbor Drive  

& Camino del Rio 

“2” Alternatives 
combined Harbor  

Drive Plant 

“3” Alternative 
combined Harbor Drive plant  

and an additional plant at  

Mission Gorge 

What was the Rationale for Numbering the Integrated Reuse 

Alternatives? 

The following summarizes the numbering system used. Each 
Alternative includes common South Bay components 

Alternatives: 

 “A” Alternatives. The ―A‖ Alternatives expand the North City 
Plant to 45 mgd (the site’s master-planned capacity) using the 
Morena Diversion. The added capacity at North City allows the 
Harbor Drive Plant to be smaller than the ―B‖ Alternatives. 

 “B” Alternatives. The ―B‖ Alternatives maximize the existing 
North City Plant capacity at 30 mgd (which occurs once the 
initial 15 mgd indirect potable reuse project is complete). The 
smaller total at the North City Plant requires the Harbor Drive 
Plant to be larger than the ―A‖ Alternatives. 

Sub-Alternatives: 

 “1” Sub-Alternatives. Alternatives ―A1‖ and ―B1‖ differ from 
the ―2‖ and ―3‖ alternatives by splitting the Harbor Drive water 
reclamation treatment processes and the advanced purification 
facility treatment into different sites (the advanced purification 
processes are located at the Camino Del Rio site described in 
Chapter 7). This adds a fourth plant site to these alternatives. 

 “2” Sub-Alternative. Alternatives ―A2‖ and ―B2‖ also relate to 
the Harbor Drive Plant. The ―2‖ Alternatives place all the 
Harbor Drive water reclamation and advanced purification 
treatment processes at a combined plant along Harbor Drive 
(similar to how the proposed North City and South Bay Plants 
will be configured). The Harbor Drive Plant in these alternatives 
is larger, but the operation is efficiently consolidated to a 
single site. 

 “3” Sub-Alternative. Alternative ―B3‖ is the same as Alternative 
―B2‖, except that it includes a small plant in Mission Gorge to 
collect, treat, and convey water to the San Vicente Reservoir. 
This adds a fourth plant, but it is the closest location to the San 
Vicente Reservoir. 
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What Elements are Included in the Integrated Reuse 

Alternatives? 

Integrated Reuse Alternatives were formed based on the project goals established by the project Stake-holders, 
the criteria developed at the Framework Planning Session, the screening work performed at the Coarse 
Screening Session, and the revision and refinement steps performed at the Fine Screening Session and 
subsequent Stakeholder Status Update meetings. The following table summarizes the elements included in 
each Integrated Reuse Alternative. 
 

Integrated Reuse Alternative Summary - Elements Included 

Elements in the Area Concept A1 A2 B1 B2 B3 

Elements from the North City/San Vicente Area Concept Themes 

Existing non-potable recycled water demands (6.7 mgd)     

Planned non-potable recycled water demands (2.4 mgd)     

North City Plant w/indirect potable reuse to San Vicente (15.0 mgd)     

Morena Diversion w/North City Plant  expansion & indirect potable reuse to 
San Vicente (11.9 mgd) 

 
  

Harbor Drive Plant w/indirect potable reuse to San Vicente (capacity varies 
depending on the Alternative: 40.9 mgd for A1/A2; 52.8 mgd for B1/B2; and 
46.0 mgd for B3) 

    

Harbor Drive consolidated WRP/AWPF plant 





 

Harbor Drive WRP/Camino Del Rio AWPF split plant 



 

Mission Gorge Plant w/ indirect potable reuse to San Vicente (6.8 mgd) 
   



Elements from South Bay Area Concept C2 

Existing non-potable recycled water demands (4.2 mgd)     

Planned non-potable recycled water demands (1.8 mgd)     

Additional future non-potable recycled water demands (3.0 mgd)     

Spring Valley No. 8 Diversion to South Bay (31.1 mgd)     

South Bay indirect potable reuse to Otay Lakes (15.0 mgd)     

Elements from Other Agencies 

El Monte Groundwater Recharge Project 
(Helix and Padre Dam Municipal Water Districts) 

    

Note: Flows for non-potable recycled water and indirect potable reuse projects are average annual totals based on the output of the plant. Flows for the Spring 
Valley diversion are based on 2035 Dry Weather Flows. WRP = Water Reclamation Plant; AWPF = Advanced Water Purification Facility 
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Summary of Integrated Reuse Alternative A1 and A2 

 

  

                      

 
North City Non-
potable Reuse; 

9.1 mgd; 4% North City Initial 
IPR; 15.0 mgd; 7%

North City IPR w/ 
Morena;

11.9 mgd; 6%

Harbor Drive IPR;
40.9 mgd; 19%

SV08 Diversion to 
the South Bay Plant; 

31.1 mgd; 15%
South Bay Plant 

Flows (Grove 
Avenue PS); 

12.9 mgd; 7%

El Monte Valley IPR 
(Helix/Padre Dam); 

5.0 mgd; 2%

Padre Dam Non-
potable Reuse;

3.0 mgd; 1%

Remaining flows at 
the Point Loma 

Plant;

79.0 mgd 39%

A1/A2 Allocation of Metro System Flows
(2035 Dry Weather Conditions)

Integrated Reuse Alternatives A1 and A2 

(upper left) – Displays the facilities included in 
Alternatives A1 and A2. A1 differs only in that the 
advanced treatment processes at the Harbor 
Drive Plant are located at the Camino del Rio 
site. 

(Above) – The bar chart above includes reuse 
totals per project and per plant for both non-
potable recycled water and indirect potable 
reuse. 

(Left) – The pie chart to the left displays the 
allocation of Metro System flows estimated for 
the 2035 dry weather year flow scenario. The 
black bordered portions represent 99 mgd of 
offload provided by the facilities included in this 
Study. Wet weather allocations are presented in 

Appendix B. 
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Summary of Integrated Reuse Alternative A1/A2 Summary (Continued) 

 
Alternative A1/A2 Implementation Schedule 

 

Alternative A1/A2 New Water and Point Loma Offloading (Totals in mgd) 

Start 
New Water (mgd) Wastewater Offload (mgd) 

North City 
Harbor 
Drive 

Mission 
Gorge 

South Bay Cumulative 
Reuse (N/I 
South Bay) 

Diverted to 
South Bay 

Cumulative 

2014 15.0  0.0  -  0.0  15.0  15.0  0.0  15.0  

2014 0  0.0  -  0.0  15.0  0.0  31.1  46.1  

2018 11.9  0.0  -  0.0  26.9  11.9  0.0  58.0  

2018 0.0  0.0  -  18.0  44.9  0.0  0.0  58.0  

2021  0.0  40.9  -  0.0  85.8  40.9  0.0  98.9  

Note: New water and wastewater offloading totals are based on the reuse projects included in the cost estimates for this Study. The totals do not include the 
proposed El Monte Groundwater Recharge IPR Project (5 mgd); existing and planned non-potable reuse for the North City Plant (9.1 mgd) and Padre Dam Plant 
(3.0 mgd); and the Grove Ave. Pump Station (12.9 mgd - which accounts for South Bay non-potable reuse thru 2026). South Bay new water totals include: 15 mgd 
for IPR and 3 mgd for non-potable reuse (Otay Water District, 2026 to 2040).Point Loma offload totals are based on 2035 Dry Weather Flows. Point Loma 
offloading due to South Bay is accounted for based on the diversion flows, not the new water created. 
 

Alternative A1/A2 Capital and Annual O&M Costs 

Item 

2014 2014 2018 2018 2021 2021 
North City 

initial 
South Bay 
Diversion 

Morena South Bay IPR Harbor Drive 
(Alternative A1) 

Harbor Drive 
(Alternative A2) 

Incremental 
Costs 

Capital $410,700,000  $20,700,000 $301,300,000 $455,400,000 $1,000,000,000 $1,012,200,000 

O&M $17,600,000  $300,000 $13,100,000 $22,700,000 $51,000,000 $50,800,000 

Cumulative 
Costs 

Capital $410,700,000  $431,400,000 $732,800,000 $1,188,200,000 $2,188,200,000 $3,200,400,000 

O&M $17,600,000  $17,900,000 $31,000,000 $53,600,000 $104,700,000 $155,500,000 

Note: Capital & O&M Costs shown above are from the Favorable financial model scenario, and include a 20-percent project contingency. 
 

Alternative A1/A2 Reuse Water Cost Summary (2011 $/AF) 

Cost Category Alternative A1 Alternative A2 

Gross Costs (Before Avoided Facilities and Other Offset Savings) $1,900 $1,900 

Tier 1 Net Costs (With Direct Wastewater System Savings) $1,300 $1,300 

Tier 2 Net Costs (With Salt Credit Plus Tier 1 Savings) $1,200 $1,200 

Tier 3 Net Costs (With Indirect Wastewater System Savings Plus Tier 1 and Tier 2 Savings) $800 $800 

Existing Untreated Water Costs (for comparison purposes) $904 $904 

Note: The reuse water cost summary above represents average costs based on the Favorable and Unfavorable financial model scenarios. See Section 8.5 for 
more details on the financial evaluation and cost descriptions. Tier 1 savings includes wastewater projects no longer necessary due to the reuse projects and 
offloading included in this Study. Tier 2 savings accounts for savings due to water quality improvements. Tier 3 conceptualizes the savings that could occur if 
maintaining chemically enhanced primary treatment at the Point Loma Plant was made possible due to the reuse program proposed in this Study. Costs shown 
above are for comparison of untreated water options, and do not include potable water treatment plant costs. 
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Summary of Integrated Reuse Alternative B1 and B2 

 

  

North City Non-
potable Reuse; 

9.1 mgd; 4% North City Initial 
IPR; 15.0 mgd; 7%

Harbor Drive IPR; 
52.8 mgd; 25%

SV08 Diversion to 
the South Bay Plant; 

31.1 mgd; 15%

South Bay Plant 
Flows (Grove 
Avenue PS);

12.9 mgd; 7%

El Monte Valley IPR 
(Helix/Padre Dam); 

5.0 mgd; 2%

Padre Dam Non-
potable Reuse;

3.0 mgd; 1%

Remaining flows at 
the Point Loma 

Plant;

79.0 mgd; 39%

B1/B2 Allocation of Metro System Flow
(2035 Dry Weather Conditions) Integrated Reuse Alternatives B1 and B2 

(upper left) – Displays the facilities included in 
Alternatives B1 and B2.B1 differs only in that 
the advanced treatment processes at the 
Harbor Drive Plant are located at the Camino 
del Rio site. 

(Above) – The bar chart above includes reuse 
totals per project and per plant for both non-
potable recycled water and indirect potable 
reuse. 

(Left) – The pie chart to the left displays the 
allocation of Metro System flows estimated 
for the 2035 dry weather year flow scenario. 
The black bordered portions represent 99 
mgd of offload provided by the facilities 
included in this Study. Wet weather 
allocations are presented in Appendix B. 
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Summary of Integrated Reuse Alternative B1 and B2 (Continued) 

 

Alternative B1/B2 Implementation Schedule 
 

Alternative B1/B2 New Water and Point Loma Offloading (Totals in mgd) 

Start New Water (mgd) Wastewater Offload (mgd) 

 North City Harbor 
Drive 

Mission 
Gorge 

South Bay Cumulative  Reuse (N/I 
South Bay) 

Diverted to 
South Bay 

Cumulative  

2014 15.0  0.0  -  0.0  15.0  15.0  0.0  15.0  

2014  0.0  0.0  -  0.0  15.0  0.0  31.1  46.1  

2018  0.0  0.0  -  18.0  33.0  0.0  0.0  46.1  

2021  0.0  52.8  -  0.0  85.8  52.8  0.0  98.9  
Notes: New water and wastewater offloading totals are based on the reuse projects included in the cost estimates for this Study. The totals do not include the 
proposed El Monte Groundwater Recharge IPR Project (5 mgd); existing and planned non-potable reuse for the North City Plant (9.1 mgd) and Padre Dam Plant 
(3.0 mgd); and the Grove Ave. Pump Station (12.9 mgd - which accounts for South Bay non-potable reuse thru 2026). South Bay new water totals include: 15 mgd 
for IPR and 3 mgd for non-potable reuse (Otay Water District, 2026 to 2040).Point Loma offload totals are based on 2035 Dry Weather Flows. Point Loma 
offloading due to South Bay is accounted for based on the diversion flows, not the new water created. 
 

Alternative B1/B2 Capital and Annual O&M Costs 

Item 

2014 2014 2018 2021 2021 

North City initial South Bay 
Diversion 

South Bay IPR & 
3 mgd non-

potable 

Harbor Drive 
(Alternative B1) 

Harbor Drive 
(Alternative B2) 

Incremental 
Costs 

Capital $340,700,000  $20,700,000  $455,400,000  $1,159,900,000  $1,168,300,000  

O&M $17,300,000  $300,000  $22,700,000  $61,200,000  $60,500,000  

Cumulative 
Costs 

Capital $340,700,000  $361,400,000  $816,800,000  $1,976,700,000  $1,985,100,000  

O&M $17,00,000  $17,600,000  $40,300,000  $101,500,000  $100,800,000  
Note: Capital & O&M Costs shown above are from the Favorable financial model scenario, and include a 20-percent project contingency. 
 

Alternative B1/B2 Unit Cost Summary (2011 $/AF) 

Cost Category Alternative B1 Alternative B2 

Gross Costs (Before Avoided Facilities and Other Offset Savings) $1,700 $1,700 

Tier 1 Net Costs (With Direct Wastewater System Savings) $1,100 $1,100 

Tier 2 Net Costs (With Salt Credit Plus Tier 1 Savings) $1,000 $1,000 

Tier 3 Net Costs (With Indirect Wastewater System Savings Plus Tier 1 and Tier 2 Savings) $600 $600 

Existing Untreated Water Costs (for comparison purposes) $904 $904 
Note: The reuse water cost summary above represents average costs based on the Favorable and Unfavorable financial model scenarios. See Section 8.5 for 
more details on the financial evaluation and cost descriptions. Tier 1 savings includes wastewater projects no longer necessary due to the reuse projects and 
offloading included in this Study. Tier 2 savings accounts for savings due to water quality improvements. Tier 3 conceptualizes the savings that could occur if 
maintaining chemically enhanced primary treatment at the Point Loma Plant was made possible due to the reuse program proposed in this Study. Costs shown 
above are for comparison of untreated water options, and do not include potable water treatment plant costs. 
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Summary of Integrated Reuse Alternative B3 

 

 

  
North City Non-
potable Reuse; 

9.1 mgd; 4%
North City Initial 

IPR; 15.0 mgd; 7%

Harbor Drive IPR; 
46.0 mgd; 21%

Mission Gorge IPR; 
6.8 mgd; 3%

SV08 Diversion to 
the South Bay Plant; 

31.1 mgd; 15%South Bay Plant 
Flows (Grove 
Avenue PS);

12.9 mgd; 7%

El Monte Valley IPR 
(Helix/Padre Dam); 

5.0 mgd; 2%

Padre Dam Non-
potable Reuse;

3.0 mgd; 2%

Remaining flows at 
the Point Loma 

Plant;

79.0 mgd; 39%

B3 Allocation of Metro System Flows
(2035 Dry Weather Conditions)

Integrated Reuse Alternative B3 

(upper left) – Displays the facilities included in 
Alternative B3. The Mission Gorge Plant is the 
only difference between this Alternative and 
Alternative B2. 

(Above) – The bar chart above includes  
reuse totals per project and per plant for both 
non-potable recycled water and indirect  
potable reuse. 

(Left) – The pie chart to the left displays the 
allocation of Metro System flows estimated for 
the 2035 dry weather year flow scenario. The 
black bordered portions represent 99 mgd of 
offload provided by the facilities included in this 
Study. Wet weather allocations are presented 
in Appendix B. 
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Summary of Integrated Reuse Alternative B3 (Continued) 

 
Alternative B3 Implementation Schedule  

 

Alternative B3 New Water and Point Loma Offloading (Totals in mgd) 

Start 

New Water (mgd) Wastewater Offload (mgd) 

North City 
Harbor 
Drive 

Mission 
Gorge 

South Bay Cumulative 
Reuse (N/I 
South Bay) 

Diverted to 
South Bay 

Cumulative 

2014 15.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  15.0  15.0  0.0  15.0  

2014 0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  15.0  0.0  31.1  46.1  

2018 0.0  0.0  0.0  18.0  33.0  0.0  0.0  46.1  

2019 0.0  0.0  6.8  0.0  39.8  6.8  0.0  52.9  

2021 0.0  46.0  0.0  0.0  85.8  46.0  0.0  98.9  
Note: New water and wastewater offloading totals are based on the reuse projects included in the cost estimates for this Study. The totals do not include the 
proposed El Monte Groundwater Recharge IPR Project (5 mgd); existing and planned non-potable reuse for the North City Plant (9.1 mgd) and Padre Dam Plant 
(3.0 mgd); and the Grove Ave. Pump Station (12.9 mgd - which accounts for South Bay non-potable reuse thru 2026). South Bay new water totals include: 15 mgd 
for IPR and 3 mgd for non-potable reuse (Otay Water District, 2026 to 2040).Point Loma offload totals are based on 2035 Dry Weather Flows. Point Loma 
offloading due to South Bay is accounted for based on the diversion flows, not the new water created. 
 

Alternative B3 Capital and Annual O&M Costs 

Item 
2014 2014 2018 2019 2021 

North City 
initial 

South Bay 
Diversion 

South Bay IPR & 3 
mgd non-potable 

Mission Gorge Harbor Drive 

Incremental 
Costs 

Capital $332,600,000  $20,700,000  $455,400,000  $279,000,000  $1,073,200,000  

O&M $17,300,000  $300,000  $22,700,000  $13,500,000  $55,000,000  

Cumulative 
Costs 

Cumulative Capital Cost $332,600,000  $353,400,000  $808,800,000 $1,087,800,000  $2,160,900,000  

Cumulative O&M Cost $17,300,000  $17,600,000  $40,300,000 $53,700,000  $108,700,000  
 Note: Capital & O&M Costs shown above are from the Favorable financial model scenario, and include a 20-percent project contingency. 
 

Alternative B3 Unit Cost Summary (2011 $/AF) 

Cost Category Alternative B3 

Gross Costs (Before Avoided Facilities and Other Offset Savings) $1,900 

Tier 1 Net Costs (With Direct Wastewater System Savings) $1,300 

Tier 2 Net Costs (With Salt Credit Plus Tier 1 Savings) $1,200 

Tier 3 Net Costs (With Indirect Wastewater System Savings Plus Tier 1 and Tier 2 Savings) $800 

Existing Untreated Water Costs (for comparison purposes) $904 
Note: The reuse water cost summary above represents average costs based on the Favorable and Unfavorable financial model scenarios. See Section 8.5 for 
more details on the financial evaluation and cost descriptions. Tier 1 savings includes wastewater projects no longer necessary due to the reuse projects and 
offloading included in this Study. Tier 2 savings accounts for savings due to water quality improvements. Tier 3 conceptualizes the savings that could occur if 
maintaining chemically enhanced primary treatment at the Point Loma Plant was made possible due to the reuse program proposed in this Study. Costs shown 
above are for comparison of untreated water options, and do not include potable water treatment plant costs. 
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What are the Alternative Costs and How Do They Compare with Other 

Water Supply Costs? 

The Integrated Reuse Alternative costs are summarized in the table below. The table includes a tiered breakout 
of summary level costs based on the Gross Costs and Net Costs categories described earlier in this Executive 
Summary. As shown, the costs for A1, A2 and B3 are nearly identical to each other, and slightly higher than 
B1 and B2. For the A1/A2 comparison to B1/B2, the increased costs occur mainly due to the additional 
wastewater facilities and pumping needed to divert flows from Morena to the North City Plant. For the B3 
comparison to B1/B2, B3 adds an additional plant and does not have the same economy of scale that the B1 
and B2 Alternatives have. Implementation steps are included later in this Chapter, which include steps to 
further develop the Alternatives and look for additional cost savings. 

Cost Summary (2011 $/AF) 

Alternative 
Average 
Gross 
Costs 

Net Costs 

Tier 1 

w/Direct Wastewater 
System Savings 

Tier 2 

w/Salt Credit(Water 
Quality Benefit) 

Tier 3 

w/Indirect Wastewater Savings 
(maintaining CEPT operation) 

A1:  North City 45 mgd; 

 Split Harbor Dr. AWPF 
$1,900 $1,300 $1,200 $800 

A2:  North City 45 mgd; 

 Consolidated Harbor Dr. AWPF 
$1,900 $1,300 $1,200 $800 

B1:  North City 30 mgd; 

 Split Harbor Dr. AWPF 
$1,700 $1,100 $1,000 $600 

B2:  North City 30 mgd; 

 Consolidated Harbor Dr. AWPF 
$1,700 $1,100 $1,000 $600 

B3: North City 30 mgd; 

 Consolidated Harbor Dr. AWPF; 
Mission Gorge AWPF 

$1,900 $1,300 $1,200 $800 

Notes: 

 All Alternatives include South Bay 
with the Spring Valley No. 8 
Diversion 

 Direct and Indirect wastewater 
system savings based on a 
comparison between the City’s 
September 2011 Draft 
Wastewater Master Plan and the 
reduced wastewater facility sizing 
and pumping required as a 
resulted of the projects included 
in this Recycled Water Study 
(see Appendix H). 

 Totals are in 2011 dollars  
(ENR Los Angeles Index value  
of 10,051.30, June 2011) and  
are based on a net present  
value analysis using a detailed 
financial model. 

  

Key Study Conclusion 

The Alternative Net Costs represent the costs that should be compared to 
other water sources – particularly imported untreated water. The average 
costs of the Alternatives above are: 

 Cost assuming direct wastewater savings = $1,200/AF 

 Cost assuming above plus salt credit = $1,100/AF 

 Cost assuming above plus indirect wastewater savings = $700/AF 

These costs compare well to the existing untreated water cost of $904 per 
acre foot, and are more economical than most other new water supply 
concepts being proposed. 
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The Study Alternative’s Net Costs were extrapolated based on a 3.5-percent inflation rate and compared to 
projected imported untreated water rate as shown in the figure below. The 2011 SDCWA municipal and 
industrial untreated water rate for the City was $904 per acre foot. The existing rate was inflated through 2020 
based on the ―low-rate‖ scenario values provided by the SDCWA in April 2011 (which averages to a 
5.8 percent annual increase). Beyond 2020, the untreated water cost projections were split into three scenarios 
showing 3-, 4- and 5-percent inflation scenarios (shown as dashed lines). These scenarios compare well to the 
Net Costs of the Study’s Alternatives (shown as solid lines). The Study’s Net Costs shown are the average of 
all the Study Alternatives and an average of the Favorable and Unfavorable scenario (i.e., the lower cost B1/B2 
Alternatives and the favorable scenario would lower the reuse costs further). As shown, the average Tier 1 and 
Tier 2 cost curves have Net Costs lower than two of the untreated water rate scenarios. If the Tier 3 savings 
are attributed to the projects in this Study, the program would have significantly lower Net Costs than all three 
untreated water rate scenarios. An additional consideration is the long-term effects that other local water 
projects and reduced demands are causing to MWD/SDCWA rates. As purchases decline, rates must increase 
to cover fixed costs. This is likely to cause imported water costs to inflate faster than locally controlled 
projects. Overall, the conclusion of this analysis supports the water reuse program proposed in this Study. 

 

 

Comparison of the Study’s Unit Costs for New Water to the Cost of Imported Untreated Water 

The Integrated Reuse Alternative Net Costs compare well to projected untreated water rates. Untreated water rates are projected to rise  
5.8 percent through 2020 and there remain many uncertainties regarding future costs associated with the Bay-Delta fix and imported water. 

  



San Diego Recycled Water Study Executive Summary 

 

ES-28 

DRAFT for review purposes only. 
Use of contents on this sheet is subject to the limitations specified at the beginning of this document. 

I04844_Draft SDRWS_Exec Summary_030512.docx 

  
 

What Were the Other Considerations for Each Alternative? 

The Integrated Reuse Alternatives were evaluated during the Fine Screening Session and subsequent 
Stakeholder Status Update meetings. Each Integrated Reuse Alternative provides common and distinct 
benefits, as summarized below. 
 

Integrated Reuse Alternative Comparative Summary 

Alternative 
Institutional 
Complexity 

Technical 
Complexity 

Treatment 
Plants 

Wastewater 
Diversions 

Key Infrastructure Siting and Complexity Considerations 

A1 Med 

High 

(Morena 
Diversion/Split 

Split Plant 
Harbor Drive-
Camino del 

Rio) 

4 

North City, 
South Bay, 

Harbor Drive 
(WRP) w/ 

Camino del Rio 
(AWPF) 

2 

 Smallest area requirement at the Harbor Drive site 

 Challenging siting at Camino del Rio site 

 Challenging siting and operation of the Morena 
Wastewater Diversion Pump Station 

 Most pumping of all alternatives due to Morena Diversion 

 Increased costs due to added brine line  

A2 
Med 

 

Med/High 

(Morena 
Diversion) 

3 

North City, 
South Bay 

Harbor Drive  

2 

 Reduced Harbor Drive Plant siting needs compared to the 
“B” alternatives 

 Challenging siting and operation of the Morena 
Wastewater Diversion Pump Station 

B1 Med 

Med/High 

(split Plant 
Harbor Drive-
Camino del 

Rio)  

4 

North City, 
South Bay, 

Harbor Drive 
(WRP) w/ 

Camino del Rio 
(AWPF) 

1 

 Reduced Harbor Drive Plant siting needs compared to B2 

 Minimal wastewater pumping 

 Challenging siting at the Camino del Rio site 

 Reduced ability to phase 

 Increased costs due to added brine line 

B2 Med Med 

3 

North City, 
South Bay, 

Harbor Drive 

1 

 Largest area requirement at the Harbor Drive site 

 Least cost option 

 Minimal wastewater and tertiary water pumping 

 Reduced ability to phase 

B3 

High 

(Harbor Drive 
site & Mission 

Gorge site) 

High 

(4th Water 
Reclamation 

Plant/ Advance 
Water 

Purification 
Facility at 

Mission Gorge) 

4 

North City, 
South Bay, 

Harbor Drive, 
Mission Gorge 

1 

 Multiple agency collaboration could drive further economy 
of scale benefits 

 Allows for additional phasing opportunities 

 Closest plant to San Vicente Reservoir reduces overall 
pumping 

 Mission Gorge site requires interagency agreements and 
administration costs 

 Mission Gorge Plant is relatively small due to limited 
tributary wastewater flows. It does not have an economy of 
scale benefit and reduces some economy of scale benefit 
at the Harbor Drive Plant 

 Larger upstream treatment at Mission Gorge Plant impacts 
downstream water quality at Harbor Drive Plant 

 Reduced flows/concentrated waste downstream of Mission 
Gorge Plant may create maintenance issues 

Notes: 

 Alternative A1 and B1 include a split Harbor Drive Plant at the Harbor Drive site and Camino Del Rio site. Although these facilities work together, they were 
considered separate treatment plant sites in the table above. 

 Wastewater Diversions can include the Morena diversion to the North City Plant and the Spring Valley No. 8 Diversion to the South Bay Plant. These 
diversions require wastewater pump stations. 

 South Bay facilities not included above since common to all Alternatives. 
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Why is Adaptability Important? 

The implementation of this reuse plan will need to be adaptable to anticipated and unanticipated needs. 
Adaptability may be triggered based on financial constraints, changes in regulatory requirements, institutional 
coordination issues, favorable or unfavorable political and community support, and technical issues. The 
project implementation proposed below provides a number of key actions to help implement this reuse 
program and maximize adaptability to changing conditions.  

How Will the Projects be Implemented? 

Implementing the Integrated Reuse Alternatives involves a step-by-step process as shown in the figure below. 
Although part of the implementation process includes common elements regardless of the alternative, it is 
important to note that the latter steps are affected by these earlier phase projects. Therefore, implementation 
considerations are important even during the first phase projects.  

 

Recycled Water Study Project Implementation Summary 

The implementation plan summarizes the basic roadmap to complete the reuse plan. 

 

What are Specific Implementation Steps Needed Directly Following  

this Study? 

Achieving the benefits identified in this report requires an investment. Some of these investments have already 
been started, such as the Water Purification Demonstration Project now operating at the North City Plant. To 
proceed to the next steps in this study, additional investments will be needed to plan and develop the program 
to a level of detail that can be designed, permitted and constructed. These investments are referred to as 
program implementation steps. The following two pages organize and summarize these key implementation 
steps into an Implementation Checklist.  
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IMPLEMENTATION CHECKLIST: REGULATORTY, INSTITUTIONAL, POLICY, FINANCE 

Water Purification Demonstration Project/Permitting. The Water Purification Demonstration Project 
(Demonstration Project) and the San Vicente flow modeling are key steps of the public involvement and 
regulatory permitting processes to confirm the health and safety of the new water supply. The following 
summarizes these key implementation steps: 

 Obtain Advanced Water Purification Facility water quality and San Vicente limnology model final 
results 

 Provide on-going public involvement and community outreach 

 Coordinate with CDPH and the Regional Water Quality Control Board on processes and permitting 
(whether through uniform criteria being developed by CDPH or project specific criteria) 

 Promote advocacy by Stakeholder groups with CDPH and the Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Mayor and City Council. Support from the Mayor and City Council is essential to implement such an 
important program. While the reuse program appears to offer substantial cost savings to ratepayers (compared 
to upgrading the Point Loma Plant), support from policymakers to advance the program will be needed. The 
following summarizes these key Mayor and City Council implementation steps: 

 Obtain Independent Rates Oversight Committee support 

 Obtain Natural Resources and Culture Committee approval. 

 Obtain stakeholder advocacy support of the Study by the Metro JPA, Independent Rates Oversight 
Committee, environmental groups, and other interested parties. 

 Obtain City Council approval. 

 Coordinate implementation with broader water policy issues and programs 

Metro JPA Approval. As partners in the Metro System, support from the Metro JPA is also essential to 
implement such an important program. Support from JPA policymakers is needed to advance the program. 
The following summarizes these key Metro JPA implementation steps: 

 Finalize the cost sharing framework, as summarized below. This includes policy and legal issues, costs 
and consensus.  

 Promote stakeholder advocacy in support of the Study by the City, Independent Rates Oversight 
Committee, environmental groups, and other interested parties. 

 Obtain Policymaker approval to support the Study and the reuse program. 

Financials. Fiscal responsibility is important for all parties. For Metropolitan Wastewater System ratepayers, 
there is an important choice required regarding whether to fund this water reuse plan or fund the alternative 
improvements at the Point Loma Plant. The following summarizes key financial implementation steps: 

 Finalize cost share framework concepts and agreements  

 Provide comparative financial analyses with other sources (if desired) 

 Determine/develop policy on local resource program funding from SDCWA/MWD. 

 Seek out and apply for grants. 

 Develop of rate impacts 

 Develop a detailed financing plan 

 Provide funding and staff to move forward with the program implementation, including the activities 
needed for near-term and long-term projects  
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IMPLEMENTATION CHECKLIST: TECHNICAL 

Technical/Other. Implementing the reuse plan will require technical evaluations and engineering. The 
following summarizes these key technical implementation steps: 

 North City treatment. Determine the North City treatment approach (existing filters, feed source, 
recovery rates, improvements to the treatment processes upstream of the filters, the fate of the 
electrodialysis reversal unit’s, and other technical design parameters. 

 Non-potable reuse demands and wastewater flow confirmation. Continue to evaluate non-potable 
reuse demands and use trends; and wastewater flow generation. These totals will be important to 
finalize the size of indirect potable reuse projects. 

 Point Loma permitting. Continue permitting coordination amongst Stakeholders as part of the Point 
Loma Plant 301h Modified Permit process.  

 New facility siting. Develop detailed siting studies for new pump stations and treatment plants, 
including evaluation and confirmation of availability of the Harbor Drive and Camino del Rio North 
sites. 

 Wastewater treatment pilot testing. Test treatment strategies and high rate systems to develop area-
specific design values.  

 New conveyance facility alignments. Perform alignment studies for new conveyance facilities.  

 SV8 Diversion to South Bay. Update the SV8 Pump Station Predesign and Sweetwater River crossing 
concept (with possible evaluation of constructing solids handling facilities at the South Bay Plant in 
lieu of diverting to the Point Loma Plant). Coordinate efforts between the Recycled Water Study 
needs and the September 2011 Draft Wastewater Master Plan (or any updates) needs. 

 South Bay Plant. Continue discussion and coordination on South Bay Plant issues, including on-going 
evaluations regarding whether to treat biosolids produced at the South Bay Plant at a dedicated facility 
instead of continuing to send it to the Point Loma Plant and the MBC for treatment. 

 South Bay indirect potable reuse delivery. Perform detailed evaluation of the South Bay Plant 
expansion including pump station and delivery pipeline to Otay Lakes. 

 Otay Lakes operation. Perform an Otay Lakes operational evaluation in relation to local runoff and 
indirect potable reuse operation to confirm flow rates and optimal project sizing. Develop a hydraulic 
model similar to those developed for the San Vicente Reservoir to determine seasonal hydraulic 
patterns within the Otay Lakes system.    

 Joint Project Evaluation. Identify opportunities of joint projects, such as brine pipelines or indirect 
potable reuse delivery pipelines coordinated with other regional projects. 

 Mission Gorge Plant Evaluations. Coordinate further discussion and evaluation on the merits of a 
joint plant with Padre Dam Municipal Water District in the Mission Gorge area (conceptualized in 
Alternative B3). 

 Groundwater updates. Complete groundwater studies including evaluation of the San Diego 
Formation and San Diego River system for possible inclusion into future master planning efforts. 
Update the status of other County groundwater studies including San Pasqual and Padre Dam 
Municipal Water District’s studies. 

 Waste stream recovery. Evaluate waste stream efficiency and recovery analysis to evaluate ways to 
further minimize waste streams. 
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 San Vicente regulatory limits and operational coordination. Perform San Vicente analysis to evaluate 
maximum potential indirect potable reuse. If it is limited, determine options such as further evaluation 
of the San Diego formation or integration with other reservoirs. Coordinate reuse operational 
activities with other San Vicente operations after the dam raise is complete.  

 Regulatory update on minimum reservoir capacities. Check assumptions on smaller sized reservoirs 
(Lakes Murray and Miramar) once indirect potable reuse reservoir augmentation regulations are 
finalized. 

 SDCWA Coordination. Coordinate with SDCWA on their Master Plan (currently underway), broader 
water policy support at the state level, and possible regional collaboration involving funding. 

 Peak Wet Weather Flow strategies.  Continue to evaluate fail-safe disposal strategies under wet 
weather conditions, including equalization, live stream discharge, and CEPT-secondary effluent 
blending at the Point Loma Plant.  
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Where Can I Find More Information on Water Reuse in  

the City? 

Website. The Public Utilities Department maintains useful information on the City’s website. 
See below for more information. 

Recycled Water Home Page. The City’s Recycled Water homepage includes  
extensive information on water reuse, rules and regulations, information on the  
existing system, and frequently asked questions. The website address is: 
http://www.sandiego.gov/water/recycled/  

Water Reuse Homepage. The Water Reuse homepage includes links to the 2005 Water 
Reuse Study, the Water Purification Demonstration Project, and the Full Scale Reservoir 
Augmentation Page. The website address is: http://www.sandiego.gov/water/waterreuse/  

General Information. If you are interested in learning more about recycled water, the City’s Public Utilities 
Department can be contacted at (619) 533-7572 or e-mail at water@sandiego.gov. 

Community Presentations. Recycled water professionals are available to speak to your community group, 
organization, special interest club or service organization. They are qualified to deliver their expertise, answer 
your recycled water questions, and will customize a presentation to meet the needs of your group. To schedule 
a speaker, simply call our Speakers Bureau Hotline at (619) 533-6638 at least two weeks prior to your program 
date. Or, you may e-mail requests to waterspeakers@sandiego.gov. 

Who Can I Contact for More Information on this Study? 

The project team consisted of City staff from the Public Utilities Department, and a consulting team from 
Brown and Caldwell, Black & Veatch, and CDM.  

 

 City of San Diego Contacts 
 600 B Street 

 Suite 700, MS 907 

 San Diego, CA 92101-4587 

 
Marsi Steirer, Deputy Director 

msteirer@sandiego.gov  

(619) 533-4112 

 
Amy Dorman, P.E., Senior Project Manager 

adorman@sandiego.gov  

(619) 533-5248 

 
Amer Barhoumi, P.E., Project Manager 

abarhoumi@sandiego.gov  

(619) 533-4186 

 

Consultant Team Contacts 
 

 
 

Victor Occiano, P.E., Co-Project Manager 

Brown and Caldwell 

vocciano@brwncald.com  

(858) 571-6715 

9665 Chesapeake, Suite 201 

San Diego, CA 92123 

James Strayer, P.E., Co-Project Manager 

Black & Veatch 

strayerjj@bv.com  

(760) 525-6230 

300 Rancheros Drive, Suite 250 

San Marcos, CA 92069

http://www.sandiego.gov/water/recycled/
http://www.sandiego.gov/water/waterreuse/
mailto:water@sandiego.gov
mailto:waterspeakers@sandiego.gov
mailto:msteirer@sandiego.gov
mailto:adorman@sandiego.gov
mailto:abarhoumi@sandiego.gov
mailto:vocciano@brwncald.com
mailto:strayerjj@bv.com
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MetroTAC 
2011/12 Work Plan 

 
MetroTAC 

Items Description Subcommittee 
Member(s)

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  

Al Lau

Fiscal Items 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
Scott Huth 
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. 

Scott Huth
Scott Tulloch 
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
Manny Magaña 
Karyn Keese 

“No Drugs Down 
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. Goto www.dea.gov to find your nearest location.

Greg Humora
 

Flushable Items 
that do not 
Degrade 

Several PAs have problems with flushable products, such as personal 
wipes, that do not degrade and cause blockages. MetroTAC is 
investigating solutions by other agencies, and a public affairs campaign to 
raise awareness of the problems caused by flushable products. We are 
also working with SCAP in their efforts to help formulate state legislation to 
require manufacturers of products to meet certain criteria prior to labeling 
them as “flushable.”  Follow AB2256 and offer support.

Eric Minicilli
 

http://www.dea.gov/
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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 collect 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. 

Rita Bell 
Karyn Keese 

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. 

Scott Huth
Al Lau 
Karyn Keese 
Jennifer Duffy 

Recycled Water 
Rate Study 

San Diego is working on a rate study for pricing recycled water from the 
South Bay plant and the North City plant. MetroTAC, in addition to 
individual PAs, have been engaged in this process and have 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

Karyn Keese
Scott Huth 
Rita Bell 

Metro JPA 
Strategic 
Initiatives 

MetroTAC to develop success measures for the JPA strategic initiatives 
and suggest a schedule to complete certain items. 1/12: Paula de Sousa 
requested the Board Secretary to provide all past policy decisions. 

Scott Huth
Dan Brogadir 
Karyn Keese 
Paula de Sousa

Salt Creek 
Diversion 

9/2010: OWD, Chula Vista and San Diego met to discuss options and who 
will pay for project; Chula Vista and OWD are reviewing options. 2/2011: 
OWD and PBS&J reviewed calculations with PUD staff; San Diego to 
provide backup data for TAC to review.  This option is also covered in the 
Recycle Water Study.10/26/11: Back-up information has still not been 
received from staff.  

Roberto Yano
Manny Magaña 
Karyn Keese 
Rita Bell 

Recycled Water 
Study 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. 

Scott Huth
Roberto Yano 
Al Lau 
Karyn Keese

Board Members’ Items 
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.

Augie Caires
Ernie Ewin 
 

Rate Case Items 1/12: San Diego is in the process of hiring a consultant to update their rate 
case. As part of that process, MetroTAC and the Finance Committee will 
be monitoring the City’s proposals as they move forward.

Karyn Keese

Schedule E MetroTAC 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. 

Karen Jassoy
Karyn Keese 
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MetroTAC 
Items Description Subcommittee 

Member(s)
Future bonding MetroTAC 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.

Karen Jassoy
Karyn Keese 
Kristen Crane 

Changes in water 
legislation 

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

Paula de Sousa

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 treatment and conveyance facilities

Scott Huth
Karyn Keese 

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.

 

IROC 
Performance 
Audits 

Work with IROC to identify areas to be audited; participate in audit 
process. 8/20/10: provide the top 5 areas to audit by September IROC 
meeting. 

Augie Caires

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. 

Paula de Sousa

 
  



Date Printed: February 9, 2012 Page 4 
60409.00001\7008866.1  

 
Completed 
Items Description Subcommittee 

Member(s)
Debt Reserve 
and Operating 
Reserve 
Discussion 

In March 2010, the JPA approved recommendations developed by Metro 
JPA Finance Committee, MetroTAC, and the City of San Diego regarding 
how the PA’s will fund the operating reserve and debt financing. MetroTAC 
has prepared a policy document to memorialize this agreement.  
Project complete: 4/10

Scott Huth
Karyn Keese 
Doug Wilson 

State WDRs & 
WDR 
Communications 
Plan 

The Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs), a statewide requirement 
that became effective on May 2, 2006, requires all owners of a sewer 
collection system to prepare a Sewer System 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

Dennis Davies
Patrick Lund 

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 
Item 

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 5 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 laterals 
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 track this 
item through SCAP and report back when the issue is active again. Efforts 
closed 3/11 
 

Tom Howard
Joe Smith 

“Power Tariff” Power companies are moving to a peak demand pricing scheme which 
negatively impacts PAs with pump stations and other high energy uses. 
MetroTAC wants to evaluate the new legislation and regulations, and to 
identify and implement cost savings efforts for the PAs.  (8/2010): John 
Helminski at the City of San Diego is working on a sustainability project for 
CoSD 3/11: Prepare a position paper for the JPA board to consider 4/11: 
John Helminski no longer works for the City. Request update from 
Paula.5/31/11: Roberto Yano met with SCAP representatives. Each 
agency should meet with their SDG&E representative to determine if there 
are special programs or incentives they can qualify for .Per SCAP there is 
no new legislation.10/26/11:  We will continue to track this item through 
SCAP and report back when the issue is active again. 

Tom Howard 
Paula de Sousa 
Roberto Yano 
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JOB DESCRIPTION: METRO COMMISSION/JPA REPRESENTATIVE TO THE SAN DIEGO 
INDEPENDENT RATES OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE (IROC) 
 
The Commission/JPA has one Representative (and one Alternate) who sits 
on the IROC as an ex-officio, non-voting member.  Although the 
Representative is non-voting at the IROC Meetings, he/she is a voting 
member at the Subcommittee meetings, if appointed to one.  There are 
three IROC Subcommittees; Public Outreach and Education, Environmental 
and Technical, and Finance. 
 
MEETINGS:  The IROC Rep attends two meetings per month on the second and 
third Monday's of each month.  On the second Monday the Public Outreach 
and Education, and Environmental and Technical Subcommittees meet from 
8:30 AM to Noon; and on the third Monday the Finance Subcommittee meets 
from 8:00 to 9:30 AM followed by the IROC regular meeting from 9:30 AM 
to Noon.  The Rep also attends occasional special IROC and Subcommittee 
meetings and infrequent tours and field trips. 
 
RESPONSIBILITIES: 
1.  Represent the Commission/JPA and Participating Agencies at IROC 
Committee and Subcommittee meetings, presenting their perspective on 
issues as necessary.  Our focus is centered on Metro waste water and 
Recycling issues, and related matters that impact these.  Act as the 
liaison and communication link between these groups and generally stay 
out of the internal City politics that surface from time to time. 
 
2.  Build a collegial relationship with other IROC Representatives 
because their service is to represent various customer classes--not too 
dissimilar from the Commission/JPA's role.  The studies and audits that 
they are involved with are also of interest and value to the PA's.  The 
members of the IROC take their responsibilities very seriously and 
generally seek overall improvement in the functions of the Public 
Utilities Department (PUD). 
 
3.  Articulate the impacts of PUD projects, programs and policies on the 
PA's.  We represent about one third the cost of the Metro waste water 
function and are therefore a major stakeholder. 
 
4.  Provide a monthly report to the Commission/JPA of relevant IROC 
actions and activities.  Keep the Chair informed of issues that require 
timely response from the Commission/JPA. 
 
5.  Provide a monthly report to IROC, summarizing the relevant 
Commission/JPA actions and activities from their last meeting. 
 
6.  Track issues that the TAC is reviewing to stay abreast of issues 
that may come before the Commission/JPA and IROC.  Occasional attendance 
at TAC meetings is necessary. 
 
7.  Other assignments and requests also occur, such as participating in 
the PUD Strategic Planning process. 
 
CURRENT MAJOR ISSUES: 
1. IPR Demonstration Project 
2. Recycled Water Optimization Study 
3. Rate Cases 



4. 2007-11 Rate Case Audit 
5. PUD Performance Audits 
6. CIP Streamlining Program 
7. 2010 and 2011 IROC Annual Reports 
8. Cost of Service Study 
9. Taxpayer's Association proposal to change IROC duties (requires City 
Council action) 
10. Controversy over PUD reserves and fund balances (Taxpayer's 
Association/UT Article) 
11. Sewer spills reduction program 
12. CIP Projects Planning 
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