TO:

DATE:

TIME:

METRO ~
WASTEWATER J P A

METRO TAC AGENDA
(Technical Advisory Committee to Metro JPA)

MetroTAC Representatives and Metro Commissioners
Wednesday, January 20, 2010

11:00 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.

LOCATION: MWWD, 9192 Topaz Way (MOCII Auditorium) - Lunch will be provided

*PLEASE DISTRIBUTE THIS NOTICE TO METRO COMMISSIONERS AND METROTAC
REPRESENTATIVES.*

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Review and Approve MetroTAC Action Minutes for the Meeting of December 16, 2009 (Attachment)
METRO Commission/JPA Board Meeting Recap (Standing Item)

Financial Update (Karyn Keese)

Regional Recycled Water Survey/Status (Karyn Keese)

2007 Refund (Karyn Keese)

Metro CIP

Metro Wastewater Update (Rod Greek)

Grit Processing Improvement Project at Point Loma Treatment Plant (Stuart Seymour) (Attachment)

Amendment to MM and NEO San Diego Contracts (Miramar LFG Power Plant Expansion) (Tom Alspaugh)

Review and Approval of Six Month Financial Statements for Period Ending December 31, 2009 (Doug
Wilson) (Attachment)

Update on Pt. Loma Waiver Process (Alan Langworthy)

Operating Reserve & Debt Financing (Standing Item)

Transportation Agreement (Standing Item)

Review of Items to be Brought Forward to the Metro Commission/Metro JPA Meeting of February 4, 2010
Other Business of Metro TAC

Adjournment (To the next Regular Meeting, February 17, 2010)

Metro TAC 2010 Meeting Schedule

January 20 May 19 September 15
February 17  June 16 October 20
March 17 July 21 November 17

April 21 August 18 December 15
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San Diego County Water Authority - Water Management - Recycling Page 1 of 2
Water Recycling Facilities
Current Year 2020
Facility Agency Tertiary Tertiary \é\::s;esv;later
Capacity (MGD) | Capacity (MGD) | 'SP

4-8 Ranch Wastewater | Olivenhain

Treatment Plant M.W.D. 0.0 20 Ocean
Camp Pendieton

Wastewater Treatment | USMC 0.7 10.0 Stream
Plant

Encina Water Pollution

Control Facility Carlsbad

Carlsbad Water M.W.D. 0.0 4.0 Ocean
Reclamation Plant

Fairbanks Ranch Water |} Fairbanks 0.0 0.3 Percolation
Poliution Control Facility | Ranch C.S.D. ) ; Ponds
Fallbrook Plant #1 Fallorook 27 27 Ocean
Gafner Water Leucadia C.

Reclamation Facility w.D. 1.0 20 Ocean
Hale Avenue Resource | Escondido, City

& Recovery Facility of 0.0 s.0 Ocean
Lower Moosa Canyon : .
Water Reclamation x‘a‘%’ );)Center 0.0 1.0 Esrr:ijc;latlon
Facility T

Meadowlark Water .

Reclamation Facility Vallecitos W.D. 2.0 3.0 Ocean
North City Water San Diego, City

Reclamation Plant of 4.0 45.0 Ocean

R. W. Chapman Water

Pollution Control Facility Otay W.D. 1.3 3.9 Ocean

San Elijo Water "

Pollution Control Facility San Elijo J.P.A. 0.0 2.5 Ocean
San Luis Rey .

Wastewater Treatment chansrde, 0.7 5.0 Ocean

City of

Plant

San Pasqual Water San Diego, City

Reclamation Plant of 1.0 6.0 Ocean
San Vicente

Wastewater Treatment Ramona 0.6 0.8 Stream

M.W.D.

Plant

Santa Valley Water Olivenhain 0.0 05 Percolation
Reclamation Facility M.W.D. ) : Ponds
Santa Maria Water Ramona

Pollution Control Facility | M.W.D. 0.35 15 Stream
Santee Basin Water Padre Dam

11/19/2009

http.//www.sdcwa.org/manage/recycled-facilities. phtml
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San Diego County Water Authority - Water Management - Recycling
Reclamation Facility MW.D. 20 4.0 Ocean
Shadowridge Water .
Reclamation Plant Vista 1.D. 1.2 2.5 Ocean
South Bay Water San Diego, City
Reclamation Plant of 0.0 15.0 Ocean
Valley Center .
Wastewater Treatment Valley Center 0.0 0.2 Percolation
MW.D. Ponds

Plant
Whispering Palms . . .

. Whispenng Percolation
Water Polluction Control 0.0 0.4
Facility Palms C.S.D. Ponds

Heturn to Recycled Pages Index
Ahout Us - Water Managerment - Infrasiiucture - News/Pablications - Board of Ditectors - Education - Opporimiies
Contact Us - Home
11/19/2009

http://www.sdcwa.org/manage/recycled-facilities.phtmi



276 Fourth Avenue Chula Vista, CA 91950 618-476-2657

MEeTRO WASTEWATER JPA

i. Ernest Ewin, Chairman
December 7, 2009

Jim Barrett

City of San Diego

Metro Wastewater Director
9192 Topaz Way

San Diego, CA 92123

Dear Mr. Barrett:

Thank you for providing the City’s comments to us regarding our comments on the City’s draft Recycled
Water Pricing Study. We have circulated the City’s October 2009 comments to MetroTAC members and have
compiled their responses and attached them to this letter. Please address these in the next draft of the Recycled
Water Pricing Study.

We understand from the City’s comments at the November 2009 MetroTAC meeting that the City has asked
its consultant to address the difference between wholesale and retail customers and we look forward to
reviewing the next version of this concept. When you include the Metro JPA members in discussions of
options, better decisions are made that benefit all stakeholders and the region as a whole.

The City’s originally proposed unitary rate has been of major concern to the participating agencies. While the
general consensus is that the suggested rate is equitable for your retail customers as their only alternative is to
purchase irrigation water from the City, it is inequitable to wholesale customers who have put in their own
distribution systems. Enacting a unitary rate for all reclaimed water sales disincentivises wholesale customers
to purchase the City’s reclaimed water. In addition excessive pricing to your wholesale users, as suggested by
the pricing study, contradicts the stated purpose of the City’s current $2 million Recycled Water Study,
specifically the goal to increase reclaimed water usage.

To summarize our main points: (1) Given Metro JPA members’ financial stakes in the Metro System and the
production costs of reclaimed water it is our expectation that the PA’s will have adequate time to review the
next draft and any changes that might come from that review; and (2) the rates must be fair and equitable to
all parties, and set at appropriate level s that balance the facilitation of increased use of reclaimed water per
the City’s agreement with the environmental community (and the subsequent $2 million Recycled Water
Study), while providing additional monies to operate the system.

Sincerely,

e ¥

Scott Huth
MetroTAC Chairman

Attachment A
Cc: Marci Steirer, Rod Greek

The Joint Powers Authority Proactively Addressing Regional Wastewater Issues

Chula Vista « Coronado  Del Mar ¢ imperial Beach ¢ La Mesa « Lemon Grove Sanitation District
National City « Otay Water District « Poway ¢ Padre Dam Municipal Water District
County of San Diego, representing East Otay, Lakeside/Alpine, Spring Valley & Winter Gardens Sanitation Districts



Attachment A

Summary of MetroTAC Comments on October 28, 2009 City Response Regarding Recycled Water

Pricing Study

1. Before the City of San Diego continues with this study The City should meet with its wholesale
customers and create a unitary contract that is equitable to all parties. Satisfied wholesale customers are
an almost no cost source for increased recycled sales for both plants. In addition excessive pricing to
your wholesale users, as suggested by the pricing study, contradicts the stated purpose of the City’s
current $2 million Recycled Water Study, specifically the goal to increase reclaimed water usage.

2. Enacting a unitary rate for all reclaimed water sales disincentivises wholesale customer to
purchase the City’s reclaimed water. All of your wholesale customers have raw water available and
have put in their own distribution systems, thus why should they pay the City more than another
alternative? Thus the City should develop a separate wholesale rate tied to some other equitable
alternative for your wholesale customers. We understand from the City’s comments at the November
2009 MetroTAC meeting that the City has asked its consultant to address the difference between
wholesale and retail customers and we look forward to reviewing the next version of this concept.

3. The City’s draft pricing study shows the reclaimed utility making a profit after a few years. This
could potentially jeopardize CWA and MWD credits. Please revise the report to include all wastewater
costs in addition to water costs so that the City does not risk CWA reading it and taking the credits away
just because all costs are not shown. From information you have provided us we have prepared the
annual capital and O&M costs for you to include in the City’s report that are for tertiary capital facilities
and the production cost between secondary and tertiary for reclaimed water.

Summary of All Expenses By Year

Tertiary Debt

Tertiary Debt  Service South Tertiary O&M  Tertiary O&M

Service North Bay Cost NCWRP Costs SBWRP
Pay-Go Capital City {estimated)  {estimated) {Acre Feet) {Acre Feet} Total Annual
2003 $16,233,488.00 $ 20,531,000.00 $ 517,117.69 $ 37,281,605.69
2004 $ 20,531,000.00 $ 602,888.36 $ 21,133,888.36
2005 $ 1,423,122.15 $ 20,531,000.00 $ 596,958.25 $ 22,551,080.40
2006 $ 20,531,000.00 S 721,377.18 $ 21,252,377.18
2007 $ 212,217.13 § 20,531,000.00 $12,077,000.00 $ 1,399,911.45 267,949.14 5 34,488,077.72
2008 S 493,829.18 $ 20,531,000.00 $12,077,000.00 $ 825,498.93 883,849.73 § 34,811,177.84
2009 5 508439.00 $ 20,531000.00 $12,077,000.00 $ 308,098.74 893,938.59 S 34,918476.33
Totalto Date $18,871,09546 $ 143,717,000.00 $36,231,000.00 $  5571,850.61 $ 2,045,737.46 $ 206,436,683.53

Omitting $35 million dollars per year from the City’s costs because they are being borne by the
Metro System wastewater customers does not give a true picture of what it costs to produce and
distribute reclaimed water. Please show all the cost in the final report including wastewaters’ so
that it does not look like the City is making a profit. When CWA does its audits, net costs should
never be positive or the credits will be revoked. Please insure City staff understands the process
so that this valuable funding source is not removed.



4. Rod Grecek stated at the MetroTAC November meeting that the Recycled Water Pricing Study
was due to be completed as a “Final Draft” by the end of December 2009. As Metro Member Agencies
we have a 35% stake in the revenues and the $34 million per year of expenses to produce reclaimed and
thus should have input into the final rates that the City establishes. The City did not consult the
participating agencies when the reclaimed water rate was adjusted to $350 per acre foot and therefore
have delayed the PA’s repayment of the debt service associated with the original optimized system. We
have also not been consulted regarding the revenue loss to us by not indexing the reclaimed water rate
on an annual basis. We have substantial financial interest in the City correctly pricing reclaimed water,
especially to the City’s wholesale customers such as Otay and Poway who are already paying an average
of $203 per acre foot to just produce the reclaimed water the City is selling to them (i.e. the difference
between secondary and tertiary).

5. Avoiding duplication of charges is a basic concept in any rate study. Charging a base charge is
an accepted practice but when the same costs are collected via the commodity charge, this is a duplicate
charge. These include meter reading and maintenance, customer service, etc. Your draft study includes
these costs in both the commodity charge and the base charge.
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