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I. Submission of Comments on This
Notice and Internet Access to
Comments and Submissions

You may submit comments in
response to this document by (1) hard
copy, (2) FAX transmission (facsimile),
or (3) electronically through the OSHA
webpage. Please note you cannot attach
materials such as studies or journal
articles to electronic comments. If you
have additional materials, you must
submit three copies of them to the
OSHA Docket Office at the address
above. The additional materials must
clearly identify your electronic
comments by name, date, subject and
docket number so we can attach them to
your comments. Because of security-
related problems there may be a
significant delay in the receipt of
comments by regular mail. Please
contact the OSHA Docket Office at (202)
6932350 for information about security
procedures concerning the delivery of
materials by express delivery, hand
delivery and messenger service.

I1. Background

The Department of Labor, as part of its
continuing effort to reduce paperwork
and respondent (i.e. employer) burden,
conducts a preclearance consultation
program to provide the public with an
opportunity to comment on proposed
and continuing information-collection
requirements in accordance with the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995
{PRA—95) (44 U.5.C. 3506(c}{2)(A)).

This program ensures that
information is in the desired format,
reporting burden (time and cost) is
minimal, collection instruments are
clearly understood, and OSHA's
estimate of the information-collection
burden is correct. The Occupational
Safety and Health Act of 1970 (the Act)
authorizes information collection by
employers as necessary or appropriate
for enforcement of the Act or for
developing information regarding the
causes and prevention of occupational
injuries, illnesses, and accidents (29
U.S.C. 657).

The certification requirement
specified in the Aerial Lifts Standard
demonstrates that the manufacturer or
an equally-qualified entity has assessed
a modified aerial lift and found that it
was safe for use by, or near, employees;
and would provide employees with a
level of protection at least equivalent to
the protection afforded by the lift prior
to modification.

1. Special Issues for Comment

OSHA has a particular interest in
comments on the following issues:
= Whether the proposed information-
collection requirements are necessary

for the proper performance of the
Agency’s functions to protect workers,
including whether the information is
useful;

* The accuracy of OSHA'’s estimate of
the burden (time and costs) of the
information-collection requirements,
iﬁc\luding the validity of the
methodology and assumptions used;

* \The quality, utility, and clarity of
the information collected; and

* Ways to minimize the burden on
employers who must comply; for
exaé‘nple, by using automated or other
technological information collection
and transmission techniques.

/IV. Proposed Actions

OSHA is proposing to extend the
information-collection requirements in
the Aerial Lift (29 CFR 1926.453(a)(2)).
The Agency is requesting an increase of
12 hours, from 3 hours to 15 hours. The
increase is a result of increasing the
number of aerial lifts, which increased
the number being inspected from 60 lifts
to 300 lifts. The certification
requirement specified in the Aerial Lifts
Standard demonstrates that the
manufacturer or an equally-qualified
entity has assessed a modified aerial lift
and found that it was safe for use by
employees.

OSHA will summarize the comments
submitted in response to this notice,
and will include this summary in the
request to OMB to extend the approval -
of the information collection
requirements contained in the Aerial
Lift Standard.

Type of Review: Extension of a
currently-approved information-
collection requirement,

Title: Manufacturer’s Certification of
Aerial Lifts in Construction (29 CFR
1926.453).

OMB Number: 1218-0216.

Affected Public: Business or other for-
profit.

Number of Respondents: 300.

Frequency: On occasion.

Total Responses: 300.

Average Time Per Response: 3
minutes.

Estimated Total Burden Hours: 15
hours.

Estimated Cost (Operation and
Maintenance): 0.

V. Authority and Signature

John L. Henshaw, Assistant Secretary
of Labor for Occupational Safety and
Health, directed the preparation of this
notice. The authority for this notice is
the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995
(44 U.S.C. 3506), and Secretary of
Labor’s Order No. 5-2002 (67 FR
65008).

Signed at Washington, DC on October 16,
2003.

John L. Henshaw,

Assistant Secretary of Labor.

[FR Doc. 063-26611 Filed 10~-21-03; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4510-26-M

INTERNATIONAL BOUNDARY AND
WATER COMMISSION, UNITED
STATES AND MEXICO, UNITED
STATES SECTION

Notice of Intent To Prepare a
Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement for Clean Water Act
Complianceé of the South Bay
International Wastewater Treatment
Plant, San Diego County, CA

AGENCY: United States Section,
International Boundary and Water
Commission.

ACTION: Notice of intent to prepare a
draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement (SEIS).

SUMMARY: This notice advises the public
that pursuant to Section 102(2) (c) of the
National Environmental Policy Act of
1969, as amended, the United States
Section, International Boundary and
Water Commission (USIBWC) proposes
to analyze and evaluate the impacts of
alternatives for the South Bay
International Wastewater Treatment
Plant to achieve compliance with the
Clean Water Act. The Draft SEIS will
evaluate alternatives for treatment of
sewage flows from Tijuana, Mexico that
cross into the United States along the
U.S/Mexican border in San Diego. This
notice is being provided as required by
the Council on Environmental Quality
Regulations (40 CFR 1501.7) and the
USIBWC’s Operational Procedures for
Implementing Section 102 of the
National Environmental Policy Act of
1969, published in the Federal Register
September 2, 1981 (46 FR 44083—44094)
to obtain suggestions and information
from other agencies and the public on

. the scope of issues to be addressed in

the Draft SEIS. A public scoping
meeting will be held to obtain
community input to ensure that all
concerns are identified and addressed in
the Draft SEIS.

DATES: The USIBWC will conduct a
public scoping meeting from 6 to 8 p.m.
PST on Wednesday, November 12, 2003
at the San Ysidro Middle School, 4345

. Otay Mesa Road, San Diego, CA. Full

public participation by interested
federal, State, and local agencies as well
as other interested organizations and the
general public is encouraged during the
scoping process that will end 60 days
from the date of this notice. Public



Federal Register /Vol. 68, No. 204/ Wednesday, October 22, 2003/ Notices

60419

comments on the scope of the Draft
SEIS, reasonable alternatives that
should be considered, anticipated
environmental problems, and actions
that might be taken to address them are
requested.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Comments will be accepted for 60 days
following the date of this notice by Mr.
Charles Fischer, Environmental
Protection Specialist, USIBWC, 2225
Dairy Mart Road, San Diego, California,
92173. Telephone: 619/662-7600, -
Facsimile: 619/662-7607. E-mail:
cfischer@ibwe.state.gov

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
USIBWC has invited the USEPA to
participate as a cooperating agency
pursuant to 40 CFR 1501.6, to the extent
possible. Other agencies may be invited
to become cooperators as they are
identified during the scoping process.

Background

Since the 1930s, raw sewage flowing
into the United States from Mexico has
posed a serious threat to public health
and the environment in the South Bay
communities of San Diego. Although
substantial improvements have been
implemented over the last two decades,
large volumes of untreated wastewater
still flow into the Tijuana River Valley
today during the rainy season.

In July 1990, the USIBWC and Mexico
signed Treaty Minute 233, which
outlined a plan for the treatment of
renegade sewage flows emanating from
Tijuana, Mexico and crossing into the
United States along the U.S/Mexican
border in San Diego. In the Minute, the
two countries agreed to construct an
international secondary wastewater
treatment plant (IWTP) on the U.S. side
of the border that would treat 25 million
gallons per day (mgd) of dry-weather
sewage flows.

In a 1994 Final Environmental Impact
Statement (FEIS) and Record of Decision
(ROD), the USIBWC and the EPA, acting
as lead agencies, decided to approve the
construction of the South Bay
International Wastewater Treatment
Plant (SBIWTP) and South Bay Ocean
Outfall (SBOO). The SBIWTP is located
on a 75-acre site just west of San Ysidro,
CA near the intersection of Dairy Mart
and Monument Roads. Treated effluent
is discharged to the Pacific Ocean
through the SBOO, a 4.5-mile long 11-
foot diameter pipe completed in January
1999. . i

Pursuant to the completion of an
interim operations supplemental
environmental impact statement (SEIS),
the EPA and the USIBWC decided to
construct the SBIWTP in phases: by first
building advanced primary facilities

followed later by secondary treatment
facilities. The intent of this phased
construction was to expedite treatment
of up to 25 mgd of untreated sewage
from Tijuana, which would otherwise
have continued to pollute the Tijuana
River and Estuary, and coastal waters in
the United States.

Treatment at the SBIWTP was
initiated in April 1997 as an advanced
primary plant with discharge initially
through an emergency connection to the
City of San Diego Point Loma treatment
facility. In January 1999, the SBIWTP
began discharging through the
completed SBOO.

After the release of the May 1994
Final EIS and ROD and the decision to
construct the SBIWTP in two stages,
significant additional information
became available and new
circumstances occurred which
warranted a reconsideration of the best
means of achieving the completion of
secondary treatment facilities at the
SBIWTP. Also as a settlement to a
Jawsuit which challenged the 1994
FEIS, the USIBWC and EPA decided to
prepare a SEIS that examined this new
information, and the lawsuit was
settled.

In January 1998, the USIBWC and the
EPA issued the Draft Long Term
Treatment Options SEIS (Draft SEIS), to
re-evaluate secondary treatment options
for the SBIWTP. In addition, in October
1998, the agencies also issued a
supplement to the 1996 Interim
Operation SEIS that addressed impacts
of the advanced primary treatment. This
supplement disclosed new information
about the presence of dioxins and acute
toxicity in the advanced primary
discharge. This new information was
incorporated into the Final Long Term
Treatment Options Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (Final
SEIS) released in March 1999.

In the 1999 ROD for the Long Term
Treatment Options SEIS, the EPA and
the USIBWC selected the Completely
Mixed Aerated (CMA) Pond System at
the Hofer Site as the long-term option to
provide secondary treatment of 25 mgd
of wastewater at the SBIWTP. However,
the construction of these secondary
treatment facilities was not funded by
Congress and the plant has continued to
provide advanced primary treatment.

In February 2001, California’s Office
of the Attorney General, on behalf of the
California Regional Water Quality
Control Board, San Diego Region
(Regional Board), filed a complaint in
U.S. District Court, Southern District of
California, alleging violations of the
federal Clean Water Act and the
California Porter-Cologne Water Quality
Control Act. Specifically, the complaint

alleged USIBWC’s discharge violated
the terms of its National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit issued by the Regional Board for
failing to treat the effluent to secondary
standards and for violating other
effluent limitations. The matter is now
scheduled for trial.

The USIBWC has decided to prepare
a Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement to address options/actions to
cease violations of the NPDES permit
limits either by providing secondary
treatment in Mexico pursuant to Pub. L.
106—457; or by some other means,
including but not limited to redirecting
some or all of the IWTP effluent from
California’s waters and/or instituting
some combination of these options.

Coordination with the U.S. v
Environmental Protection Agency,
California Regional Water Control Board
and other government agencies, as
required, will take place to ensure
compliance with applicable federal and
state laws and regulations.

The environmental review of this
project will be conducted in accordance
with the requirements of NEPA, CEQ
Regulations (40 CFR parts 1500-1508),
other appropriate federal regulations
and the USIBWC procedures for
compliance with those regulations.
Copies of the Draft SEIS will be
transmitted to federal and state agencies
and other interested parties for
comments and will be filed with the
Environmental Protection Agency in
accordance with 40 CFR parts 1500
through 1508 and USIBWC procedures.

Alternatives

The Draft SEIS to be prepared will
consider a range of alternatives,
including the no action alternative,
based on issues and concerns associated
with the project. The Draft SEIS will
identify, describe, and evaluate the
existing environmental, cultural,
sociological and economical, and
recreational resources; and evaluate the
impacts associated with the alternatives
under consideration. Significant issues
that have been identified to be
addressed in the Draft SEIS include, but
are not limited to, impacts to water
resources, water quality, cultural and
biological resources, and human health
effects.

The Draft SEIS will evaluate eight
alternatives, as described herein:

1. No Action

Operation of IWTP as an advanced
primary facility would continue with
discharge to the SBOO until secondary
treatment facilities are constructed.
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2. Pub. L. 106—457—Secondary
Treatment Facility in Mexico

Operation of IWTP as an advanced
primary facility would continue with 25
mgd of primary treated effluent sent to
a Secondary Treatment Facility to be
constructed in Mexico. Treated effluent
would be discharged through the SBOO.
Facilities in the U.S. would include: a
pump station located on the SBIWTP
site; a force main extending from the
pump station across the international
border to the site of the Secondary
Treatment Facility in Mexico; and, a
return flow pipeline from the treatment
facility to connect with the SBOO.

3. Operate the IWTP with Treated Flows
Returned to Mexico for Discharge to
Pacific Ocean at Punta Bandera

Operation of IWTP as an advanced
primary facility would continue with
conveyance of the treated effluent to
Mexico via primary effluent return
connection (PERC) conveyance/
pumping facilities at the SBIWTP and
existing conveyance/pumping facilities

7. Completely Mixed Aeration (CMA)
Ponds (i.e., Secondary Treatment) at the
IwWTP

As evaluated in the 1999 FEIS and
ROD, a CMA pond system would be
constructed at the IWTP to provide
secondary treatment.

8. IWTP Closure/Shutdown

The IWTP would be closed as a result
of lawsuit resulting from SBIWTP’s
noncompliance with Clean Water Act.
Mexico’s current pumping, conveyance,
and treatment facilities would be used
to handle projected sewage flows.

Availability of the Draft SEIS

The USIBWC anticipates the Draft
SEIS will be made available to the
public by August 2004.

Dated: October 14, 2003.

Mario Lewis,

Legal Advisor.

[FR Doc. 03—-26620 Filed 10-21-03; 8:45 am}
BILLING CODE 7010-01-P

in Tijuana. If effluent does not enter the
San Antonio de los Buenos WWTP, it
would be discharged to the surfat a
point approximately 5 miles south of ,

the U.S. border at Punta Bandera. /Sunshine Act, Meetings

4. Operate the IWTP With Treated Flo/w9 October 15, 2003.
Returned to Mexico for Discharge to TIME AND DATE: 10 a.m., Thursday,
Pacific Ocean Sotith-of Punta-Bandera October 23, 2003. '

ITWP would continue to be used for  ppacE: Hearing Room, 9th Floor, 601
advanced primary treatment with New Jersey Avenue, NW., Washington,
discharge of treated effluent to the DC v
Pacific Ocean at a point approximately STATUS: Open.

one mile south of Punta Bandera
{approximately 6 miles south of U.S. MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED: The

FEDERAL MINE SAFETY AND HEALTH
REVIEW COMMISSION

Commission will consider and act upon
border). o .
. . the following in open session:
5. Operate IWTP With City of San Diego Secretary of Labor v. Rag Shoshone
Connection

Coal Corporation, Docket No. WEST 99~
342-R, WEST 99-384-R and WEST
primary facility would continue but 2000-349. (Issues include whether the
with a total of 15 mgd of advanced judge correctly concluded that the
primary treated effluent sent to the City ~ Secretary of Labor’s interpretation of 30
of San Diego’s Southbay Water CFR 70.207(e)(7) was reasonable;
Reclamation Plant (SBWRP) for whether the judge correctly concluded
secondary treatment via a new that the Secretary of Labor was not
connection with discharge of treated required to engage in notice-z.md— .
effluent through SBOO. The IWTP comment rulemaking before imposing
would send 10 mgd of screened effluent the 060 designed occupation for

to the City’s Point Loma Wastewater purposes of sampling levels of
Treatment Plant for secondary treatment Iespirable cost dust; and whether the
via the City’s South Metro Interceptor. ~ judge correctly concluded that the

. Secretary of Labor’s imposition of the
6. Operate the INTP With Treated Flows g designated occupation was not
To send to Mexico and SBWRP

arbitrary, capricious, or an abuse of
This alternative would be the same as  discretion.)
Alternative 5 but instead of sending 10 The Commission heard oral argument
mgd of screened effluent to Point Loma  in this matter on October 9, 2003.
WWTP, 10 mgd of primary treated Any person attending this meeting
effluent would be returned to Mexico

who requires special accessibility
for discharge to the Pacific Ocean at features and/or auxiliary aids, such as
Punta Bandera.

sign language interpreters, must inform

Operation of IWTP as an advanced

the Commission in advance of those
needs. Subject to 29 CFR 2706.150(a)(3)
and § 2706.160(d).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Jean
Ellen (202) 434-9950/(202) 708-9300
for TDD Relay/1-800-877-9339 for toll
free.

Jean H. Ellen,
Chief Docket Clerk.

[FR Doc. 03-26778 Filed 10-20-03; 1:19 pml]
BILLING CODE 6735-01-M

MORRIS K. UDALL SCHOLARSHIP
AND EXCELLENCE IN NATIONAL
ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY
FOUNDATION

Notice of Federal Advisory Committee
Meeting

AGENCY: U.S. Institute for
Environmental Conflict Resolution,
Morris K. Udall Foundation.

ACTION: Notice of meeting. - -

SUMMARY: The National Environmental
Conflict Resolution (ECR) Advisory
Committee, of the U.S. Institute for
Environmental Conflict Resolution, will
conduct a public meeting on
Wednesday and Thursday, November
12-13, 2003, at the Westward Look
Resort, 245 Ina Road, Tucson, Arizona
85704. The meeting will occur from 8
a.m. to approximately 5 p.m. on
November 12, and from 8 a.m. to
approximately noon on November 13.

Members of the public may attend the
meeting in person. Seating is limited
and is available on a first-come, first-
served basis. During this meeting, the
Committee will discuss: Committee
organizational details; environmental
conflict resolution {ECR) processes in
connection with Section 101 of the
National Environmental Policy Act
{NEPA); best practices in ECR; reports of
subcommittees on NEPA Section 101,
best practices, and affected
communities; and planning for future
Committee work,

Members of the public may make oral
comments at the meeting or submit
written comments. In general, each
individual or group making an oral
presentation will be limited to five
minutes, and total oral comment time
will be limited to one-half hour each
day. Written comments may be
submitted by mail or by e-mail to
gargus@ecr.gov. Written comments
received in the Institute office far
enough in advance of a meeting may be
provided to the Committee prior to the
meeting; comments received too near
the meeting date to allow for
distribution will normally be provided



Ajjdavit of Fublication

PARSONS Affidavit of Publication of
100 W WALNUT 5T, #A2
PAEA.IJ].'.HJ";, ':-ﬂ'k 91125 Lﬁgﬂl C]M&llﬁﬁl .I“Ll:l"-'ﬂfl'iﬁ':mml
— : - Ad # 8645522
ATTH: ROSEMARIE CRISOLOG Ordered by: ROSEMARIE CRISOLOGO
ETATE OF CALIFOBRMNIA] ss,
County of San Dicgo} NOTICE OF
PUBLIC MEETIMG
The Linites Stone Seg.
The Underzigned, declares  under e
penally of perjury under the laws of the r'"ﬁﬁ"f i e
State of California: That....She is a alernimes rar i
resident of the County of San Disgo, e o e
THAT...She is and at all times herein mentioned epe s i heon
i - USIEWAC will sk praco= )

was it cilizen of the United Statles, over the age of ~irg 0 Supslememal Ene ||
twenty-one years, and that ........She is oot o ol AT T
party to, nor interested in the above enttled é‘szﬁ’ﬁﬁ“ﬂ
maalter; fhat ...5he 15, Cliel i ;;:ﬂ'r-ﬂj
Cleck for 1l publisher of v ALy ]

The %an Diego Union-Tribune Eﬂﬁ‘_'ﬂﬂﬁ‘mﬂ
o newspaper of general circulation, printed and ﬁgﬁm"“uﬁ
published daily in the Cigy of San Dicgo, County el i

of an Dhego, and which newspaper is published

:
gﬁ
i

4 i ing i beita .
for the dissemination of local pews  and L:??"l“u:%ﬂ'm%
intelligence of a general character, and which e ke LD

tewi e % £ g

pewspaper al all the times berein mentioned had

E
i

|
a3
if

u.m;l. still bas o bops fide E_.ubsl.:rip!:iun list ol san Falde i
paying subscribers, and which newspaper has B e o LA

B
5.
£l
g
3
8
i
3

heen established, printed and published at regular
wbervals in the said Cigy of San Dicgo, County of
Zan Diego, for 2 period cxcecding one year next
preceding the dale of publication of the notice
hereiafier referred to, and which newspaper is
oM devoled o nor published for the interests,
entertainment or instruciion of @ particular class,
profession, made, calling, race, or denomination,
or any nwmber of same; that the notice of which
the annexed i a printed copy, has been published
in cach regular and entire 1ssue of said newspaper
and ool inoany supplement dhereof oo the
following dale, fo-wil;

QCTOBER 31, NOVEMBLERL & 2, 2003

= 7]

Cple
{.;ﬁm-_ll"l'_'",.l'g;i':ﬂ_:-.r rhe Pufifisher

=

RIS el

[ The USIEWE "MEEI?E |
i||i E!! ekt ovellchis I
1o ibm mblic by dugust !

Firnzs COTHTIENTTS
R Lo ey
T i T K
LB T35 Pairs

Corerents s b re-
CEreidl ns ieher thean D
camiser 7, NEE




E T

RaseMarie Crisologe

Parsans
100 W, Walnut St

Fasadena, CGA ai123

IN THE MATTER

OF

Scoping Meeting

H'EITEEE'FFUB-LBJHEEFIM

Tha 1.:Irll1lurl ,,r.- e S-ﬂl.ll:ln ol the
‘Intéznalicnal Beunduary and Welai
s sRen [LRSIEANC) wil odd & Public
-Snping Mastinn mosring Tt
Iﬂ'ﬂﬂ‘iﬂlhmlﬁm
Timatbrracd Pt o st i corsioni Wit
[ e Cdaon Waker Act. Tha LISEAC wil
- bt proaoing o Euppiamonial Erirnenonisl
- Impacl Slatamant [SEIS) puresant 3
I- Smchen 102[2)(c) alfhe’ Katianed
‘_En-drn"mmlu Polizy Aot of A08, as
‘mmended, [TTha EEE"H'IMH‘H

E. ibhing ..n'i" iy
u i Tijedrea, Misde Hral ez o -
LI;IMEI.MH nli:mhu_rh'hﬂm

ber addrecsed b the EEJE. This moeEng
Wil be Fald dom i@ Bo 8 puml FST on
| {Wiachwebry, H-b-rt-u..mth!in

] h'i:i‘.ltl:-
j Rosd, A mn “Fun rluhllc
Etal,

..].—.d -bpl n'unn:n?:l.d whrll i ethar
? s 4 it el s e
i_ pble: Bareduraged doring tha Mﬂm

-EEBHHurﬂ‘r desoribad, 2nd evolung
Fihe smlzting ﬂrrﬂrl;ln'lam-a.l Seutural,
i-mmh,aﬂl and geanbiecal, and

mmmm

CERTIFICATE OF
PUBLICATION

NO.

|, Ehonl Hines, am & cifizen of tha United Stales and a resident
residant of the counly aloresaid; | am over the age of eightesn
years, and nof parly 1o or interested in the above enfifled matler.
[ am the principal elerk of the Daily Transcripi, &

nawspaper of general circulation, printed and published

daily, excepl Saturdays and Sundays, in the Cily of San Dlego,
County of San Diego and which newspapar has been adjudged a
newspaper of general circulation by the Superior Court of the
Caunty of San Diago, State of Califomnia, under the dats of
January 23, 1909, Decree No. 14834; and the

NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING

Iz a trua and correct copy of which 1he annexed s a printed
copy nd was published in said newspaper on the following
date(s), to wii

OCTOBER 31

I certify under penally of perjury that the foregoing is true
and correct.

Dalad at San Diego, California this .JL day of
Crlid . 2077

e %fma

{Elgnature]



INTERMNATIONAL BOUNDARY AND WATER COMMISSION
LINITED STATES AND MEX1C0)

OFFICE ©F mmmum::msu GCT 2 9 EEEE

LUMITED STATES SECTION

Dear Stakehalder:

The United States Section, International Boundary and Water Commission (USIBWC) is
undertaking preparation of a Supplements] Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) to analyze and
evaluate the impacts of alternatives for the South Bay International Wastewater Treatment Plant to
zchieve compliance with the Clean Water Act. An updating of the project conditions and analysis
of altemnatives in the form of a SEIS is required to satisfy the requiremsents of the National
Environmental Policy Act. .

The USIBWC will conduct a public scoping meeting for the project from 6:00 - 8:00 p.m.
on Wednesday, November 12, 2003 at the San Ysidre Middle School, 4345 Otay Mesa Road, San
Diego, CA. The USIBWC will aceept public comments on the scope of the SEIS, reasonable
alternatives that should be considered, anticipated environmental problems, and related issues.

The SEIS will evaluate alternatives for treatment of sewags from Tijuana, Mexico that
crosses into the United States along the international border in San Diepo. Currently, the USIBWC
treats that sewage to the advanced primary level at its South Bay Inlernational Wastewater Treatment
Plant. The SEIS will discuss 8 alternatives, including altemnalives providing for the discharge of
the plant’s effluent into Mexican, rather than ULS., waters; alternatives for secondary treatment by
existing plants operated by the City of San Dicgo; sccondary treatment at a facility to be constructed
i Mexico in accordance with Public Law 106-457; sccondary treatment at the existing plant; and
shutdown of the existiing plant, with all sewagze flows handled in Mexico.

The USIBWC will continue to aceept public comment on the scope of issues to be addressed
in the SEIS through December 22, 2003. Comments can be sent to Mr, Charles Fischer,
Environmental Proteetion Specialist, USIBWC, 2225 Dairy Mart Road, San Diego, CA 92173,
telephona: 19-662-T600, fax: 619-662-7607, e-mail: cfischen@ibwe, state.gov,

The complete Notice of Intent to Prepare a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
is available in the Federal Register, Vol. 68, No. 204, Wednesday, October 22, 2003,
http:/fwww . access.gpo.gov/su_docs/fedreg/a031022¢ html.
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Environmental Management Division

The Commans, Building C. Suite 310 « 4171 3. Mesn Sireed » El Paso, Texas 70002
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INTERNATIONAL BOUNDARY AND WATER COMMISSION
UNITED STATES AND MEXICO

MINUTE RO. 2T0 Civdad Juarez, Chih.
April 30, 1985

RECOMMENDATICNS FOR THE FIRST STAGE THEATMENT AND DISPOSAL
FACILITIES FOR THE SOLUTION OF THE BORDER SANITATIOR PROBLEM
AT SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA~TIJUARA, BATA CALTFORKIA

The Commisocion met in the offices of the Mexican Section in Ciludad
Juarez, Chihuahua, at 10:00 a.,m, on April 30, 1985, to consider the
border sanltation jproblem at San Diege, California~Tijuana, DBaja
California, to review the plans for the first stage treatment snd ais-
posal facilities prepared by the Secretarliat of Urban Development and
Ecology (SEDUE) of Mexico for solution of the problem, snd to formulste
recommendations to the two Governments with reapect thereto.

The Commisslon referred to the last maragrayh in Article 3 of the
Vater Treaty relating to the "Utilization of the Watere of tha Colorade
end Tijusrna Rivers, and of the Ric Grande", signed February 3, 1944,
vhich stipulates that the twvo Governmenta “agree to give eferential
ettention to the solution of all border sanitation problemsa”. The Com-
mssion also referred to Recormmendation No. L of Minute Ro. 261 dated
Beptember 24, 1979, which was approved by the two Goveraments and which
stipulstes, "that for each of the Torder sanitation problems, the Commis—
gion prepare a Minute for the approval of the two CGovermments, in wvhich
there would be included, identification of the wroblem, definition of
conditions which require solution, specific quality standards that should
be appllied, the course of action that should be followed for its solu-
tion, and the specific time schedule for 1ts implementation”.

The Commission alsc referred to the Agreement slgned hy Presidents
Heegan and de la Madrid on August 1h, 1983 on "Cooperation for the Pro-
tection and Imovement of the Environment In the Border Area"”, Article 2
of which etipulates that, "the perties undertake, to the fullest extent
practical, to adopt appropriate measures to prevent, reduce and eliminate
pources of pollution in theilr respective territory vhich affect the
border area of the cther”.

The Commdssioners reviewed each of the border sanitation problems
which need resolution and agreed that +the problem in the San

Diego-Tijhiane area is the most urgent and requires solution as Boon as
poesible.

The Commissloners noted that the prodlem in the BSan Diego-Tijuana
area results from discharges of untreated sanitary wastevaters from the
eity of Tijuana northward along the natural drainage courses and in the
Tijuana River, crossing the internationsal boundary into the territory of
the Unlted States. They alsc noted that contributing to the problem are
the northward littoral currents of the comstal waters which at certain
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times of the year result iu Tijuara tastevaters discharged to the orean
south of the toundary, being carried northvard onto the beaches of
T1juars and south Eun Diego. They noted that the existing facilitiea for
disposal of Tijuuna sanitary westewaters were conmstructad Ir 1962 for
discharge of the untrested vestewsters at a point about 5.6 miles (9.0
kn) south of the tundsry. They examined the record of operations of the
facilities ¥which shows frequent periods, often of long durstior, in which
the fanilities vare cut of operation. The Commissicners cbeerved that in
the last 20 yesrs, the population of Tijuara hap incressod from about
200,000 to ebout 500,000 inbabitants greatiy Ircremsing the volume of
agritary wvasteyaters to he Aisposed of. They oluwerved that for theae
reasons, there have been frequent and extended periods of pollution of
the coastal waters arnd the bemches on both wides of the boundary, ard of
the Tljuata River and adjloining lands, creating seriocus hazards to the
health and wvell-being of Inhahitants In the arems, and impairing the
beneficinl use of these waters.

The Comeisplorers reviaved the Inteprated Project for Potable Water
and Severage prepared ty Mexico to lmprove the potable water supply and
distribution aystex, end to expand the sanitary wastevater collection
network reeded to serve the growing population of the city of Tijuana,
and gpoted its rslstion to the solution of the border senitation problem.
They also noted that as a part of tha Integrated Project Mexico will soon
complets an aqueduct to supply the city of Tijuana wvith water from the
Colorado River in an asount up to 80 million gallors per day (mgd) (3500
liters per second, 1), vhich vill triple the currernt supply, snd will
satisfy the clty's needs to zear the year 2000. The Commissioners
obeerved that the engineera of the Becretarist of Urbar Development and
Ecology (SETUE), estimete that the volume of ssnitary wastevaters will
incresse from the current aversge discharge of spiroxipetely 18 med (ROD
ipe), to 38 med {1660 lpe) by 1989 and %o T3 mpd {3200 lps) By the year
2000. They noted that the Tntegrated Project will be carried out in tvo
stages.

The Commissioners made note that SEDUE of Mexico has undertaken to
reaclve the T]juans border sanitatlon prodlem for which it has prepared a
plan for the facilitiss to trest and dispose of the sanitary wastevaters,
as & part of the firat stsge of the Integrated Project for Fotable Water
and Sevarnge for Tijuens, hersinafter referred to ma "first stage trest-
ment and dlspoasl facilities™, A deseription of the plan for the first
stage treatment and dispodal feeilities, including coples of & location
plan, A general plan, a flov Alagram, s construction schedule and a
related table of estimated increases in discharges of sanitary swmate~
vaters all prepared by SEDUE is sttached, and forms » part of this
Minute. The Cormisaioners noted that the Project vides for a pumping
plact, marimm opersting capecity 50 mgd (2200 lps) in the northvesterly
mrt of the city, sdjolning the Internmationsl houndary, to pump the sani-
tary vastevaters of the ¢ity westward by means of a reinforced concrete
{;lpcnno, maximum capecity 62 mgd (ZT00 1pa), a distance of 2.7 milas

b.3m) to a volot near the cosst, At that point the vastewatsrs are to
bs conveyed south first by gravity in a closed condult and then 1n an
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open catal, maxlmum capaclty 62 mgd (2700 1ps), to & polnt about b miles
(6.5 1u} south of the bourdary where the first stage treatmant fmoilities
would be built. The Profect also %rmau for collectior mnd pumping of
the sacltary wastewvaters from the "Playas de TiJuara”, subdfvision west
of the eity, to discharge those wvatargs 1nto the bsforementioned ETavity
conveyunce canal at a point 2.1 wmiles {3.k km) north of the site for the
planned treatment facilities,

The first stage trestment facilities provided in the project are
dedigred to treat an average Aischarge In the range of 34 to 50 mgd (1500
10 2200 1ps), exd will comelat of two modules, each designed to treat an
average discharge in the range of 17 to 25 mgd (TS50 to 1100 1ype).
Although the facilities could treat such range af average discherges, the
poak inflow to the plant with tvo modules will be Llinited by the maximum
capscity of the conveyarce facilities to m peak of 62 mad (2700 1ps)
which corresponds to an average of 34 mgd {1500 1), using a peak to
average ratlo of 1.8. Trwatoent in emch moduls wlll be effected by means
of facultative aerated and polishing lasgoons. The effluent from the
plant would be used partinlly for frrigation of nearby lands and the
remaining part is to de chlorinated and conveyed about 1.6 miles (2.6 Xm)
farther aouth, to a point 5.6 miles (2.0 km) soutk of the boundary where
it will be dlscharged to the ocean. The characteristics for the treat~
mant fecilities plan, ineluding the quality of effluent to be achieved,
are wat farth in detail 1z the previoualy mentioned attachment.

The Commissionera wxemined the schedule preparsd by Maxico for con-
siruction of the treatmant and disposal faciiitisa sand the related table
of estimated increases in the discharge of sanitary vastevaters that will
require treatment and disposal. The Commissioners noted, a8 has beer
observed on the ground, that the pumping plant ard the pressure and
gravity conveyance conduits are nesar completion and will be inm oparation
by June 198%, and that comstruction has started on the works planned for
disposal of the sanitary weatsvaters from Playas de Tijuene and that
these works are 1o be completed by March 1986, They noted that the rirat
axdule of the treatment plant will be completed by Decenber 1586. They
noted that the second module of the treatment plant will he completed by
the time the flow of wastewaters requiring treatment exceeds an average
discharge of 25 mgd (1100 ips). Referring to the beforsmentioned table
of discharge ilmcreases, they noted that the discharge of sanitery vaste-~
vaters requirirg trestment is expected to reech the total capacity of the
first stage trestment facilities ty 1089, avd that the Project provides
that by that date the second stage facilities will bhe completed and in
opaxation.

The Commissioners then coneldersd the comments of the technicel
group, consisting of engineers of the Commission, the Ervironmental Pro-
tection Agency of the Unlted Btatws, snd the Sacretariat of Urben Deve-
lopment and Feology of Mexico onm the plans presented Ty Mexleo far the
firat stage fecilities for treatment and disposs]l of the sapitary vaste-
vaters, and ngted that the group expressed satiafaction with the
conceptual basss and the progress of such plans, They noted that the




plans presented did rot bring out ohservations that could result ir modi-
ficatiors. They also noted that the rresent discharges of wvastewnters,
taken as the bmses for schedulirg the coratructior of the facilities,
8bould be verified hy measuraments in the conveyance caral once the new
pumping lnstaliations are in operatiore.

The Commissioners agreed thet the planned trmatment and disposal
facilities of the first atage of the Integrated Project will provide a
solution to the TIjuana saritstion problem until ebout 19R9, 1if designed,
conetructed, operated and maintained po as %o prevent discharge of
untreated panitary and Induatriel wastevaters acroas the internatioral
bourdary and to mssure that the quality of the treated wastewaters dig-
charged to the ocean and rerching the international boundary meet the
Prenent quality criteria of the United States spd Mexlao for primry con-
tact recreation use of such waters. They referred +o the construction
schedule and agreed that it is essential that the plarred treatmert and
disposal fmcilitfes corresponding to the first atage of the Integrated
Project, as wvell as the suleeguent facilitien needed for the second
atage, be constructed in a timely manner to assure the treatmernt eapacity
neaded in mdvarce of the rate of dlscharge of sanitary wastewnters
collacted,

Accordingly, the Commission agreed to submit for approval of the two
Governments the followving

RESOLUTTON:

1. That Mexico procesd to construct. operate and maintain the
sanitary vastewnter treatmsnt and dispossl facilities vhich form a
Part of the filret stage of the Irtegrated Project for Potable Water
and Severaga, prepared by Mexico for the city of Tijusans, Paje
Californim, in conformarce with SEDUX'S plan described hereir.

2. That Mexico design, construct, operats and mmintein the tresat-
ment and diepvsal facilities for the eity of Tijuanma to preyent
discharges of untreated senitery and industrisl wastewvaters across
the international boundary in the San Diego-Tijuara area.

3. That the design apnd construction of the senlitery wmetewater
troatment and disposal facilities planned by Mexieco include standby
equipmert to be utilizad during periods of breakdowns or minte
nance of the installations,

L. That Mextco operate and mmintsin the first stage treatment and
disposal facilities so that the quality of the coestal recelving
wvaters st the International boundary comply with the water quality
criteria established for primary contact recreation uses: "the most
protable rumber of colliform bacteris will be less than 1,000
organismé per 100 miililiter (ml), provided that not more than 20%
of the total monthly samples (at lesat 5) exceed 1,000 per 100 ml,
ard that 50 single sample taken during a verificst{on perlod of LR
hours ghould excesd 10,000 per 100 mi",
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3. That prior to the Inttintion of corstruction, Mexico provide to
the Mexicar Section for the Commiesion’s jJoint review and epproval,
coples of SEDUR'S plang and deslgns for cocstruction of the firpt
stage trestment nrd disposal facilities and i1ts plans for operetion
and mmintensnce including monitoring and supervision, and that aach
Section inform the aprropriate Agencies of Its Covernmant of any
deficiency.

6. That Mexlco pragress in the congtruction of the treatment and
disposel facilities in accordaccd with the approved plans and
specifications and in such a tipely mnner that the irstalled capa-
city of the facilities 1s not exceeded by the rate of discharge or
collected sanitary vagtewaters,

T. That Mexico take the LeCedfary meauvures to assure the tively
availability of sufficient furds to carry out the construction of
the treatment and dispoeal facilities of tha flrast Btage of the
Ictegrated Project, ir accordarce with the pravious parsgraph and
the corresponding plars and specifications.,

8. That Mexico take the DECARBAry DeAsures to ancually asgpure thet
sufficient funds are timely available to operate and mmintain the
Tirst utage treatment and disposal Tacilities, including prevents—
tlve malntenarce, to enable yperformance of these functiors ir. a
mancer that will assure insofar as rossible againat treakdowns or
interruptiona.

9. That ir the event of a breakdown or lpterruption in the opara~
tion of the treatment and disposal facilities of the first stage,
Mexico take special memsures to rake the Impediate repairs; and
that if Mexico requests through the Comuiesfon, the United States
Section seek to make arrangements so that its country can mrovide
assfutance to Mexico so that the repaire car be made ipmedlately
through and under the Gupsrvision of the Commissiorn. In the event
of uncontrolled flows of Tijuana wastevaters across the Yboundary
icto the United Btetes, Mexico will accept in 1ts treatment and
disposal system much T4 juana vastavaters ai may be collected ir the
United States for conveyance to the Mexican system in a voluge not
to exceed that of the uncontrolled vastevatars.

10, That in sccordance with Article 2 of the 1944 Water Treaty,
the comstruction, operation and maintensrce of the wastevater
treatment and disposal faciitties ba Jointly observed Ly repreasen~
tatives of the Comuiyaion, and esmch Section of the Commission
inform the appropriate agenciea of its Covernment of the reqults of
the observations,

11. That the Commission atteapt to arrauge as soon as possible an
agreement, for continued use of +the mergancy connection to the
netropolitan system of the city of 8an Diepo during the interim
pariod until the first module of the treatment Plact is completed,
in terma acceptable to the appropriste suthorities of each country,
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12. That Mexico initiate izpedintely the studfes and desiges of
alternatives for the tutsequent treatment and disposal facilities
neaded for the aecond atage of the Integrated Project with the
objective of presenting the plans ir & timely marnar for congidera-
tion of the Commission for its APproval in accordance with the
aforsstated criteria that the irstalled capacity of the treatment
fecilities 8hall not be exceeded by the rate of discharge of sevage
collacted, and that during thepe studies, Mexlco consult with the
Commission through the Mexican Section, and that Mexico upen adep~
tion of a definite plar, yresent it with the correspording con—
struction schedule, to <the Comuission for its approwl and
recomrendation to the two Governments,

13. That this Mirute »requires the spacific approval of the twa
Governmerts.

The mreting vas adjourned,

J. P iedkin
.S, Commissioner

Joaquin Bustamante R,
Comminn

S fﬁfor .Mextcp

loredso Padilla S, P,
Mexicarn Gentlon Secretary




INTERNATIONAL BOUNDARY AND WATER COMMISSION
UNITED STATES AND MEXICO

’”Lninute No. 283 El Paso, Texas
July 2, 1990

CONCEPTUAL PLAN FOR THE INTERNATIONAL SOLUTION TO THE
BORDER SANITATION PROBLEM IN
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA/TIJUANA, BAJA CALIFORNIA

The Commission met in the offices of the United States

- Section in El Paso, Texas on July 2, 1996, at 10:00 a.m., to

consider a conceptual plan for an international solution

which would provide for the proper collection, treatment and

final disposal of sewage in excess of the capacities of

existing facilities in San Diego, California/Tijuana, Baija
California.

The Commissioners noted the interest of the United States
and Mexican Governments at the meeting of United States
President George Bush and Mexican President Carlos Salinas de
Gortari October 3,.-1989 in Washington, D.C., expressed by
United States Secretary .of State James A. Baker, III and
Mexican Foreign “Relations' Secretary Fernando Solana in their
diplomatic notes of that date that the Commigsion conclude a
Minute on the referenced donceptual plan at the earliest time
possible. "

The Commissioners noted the stipulations in the Treaty
between the United States of America and the United Mexican
States for the "UtilizZation of Waters of the Colorado and
Tijuana Rivers and of the Rio Grande", dated February 3, 1944
as they relate to the obligation of both Governments to pro~-
vide preferential attention to the solution of border
sanitation problems; the stipulations in Minute No. 261,
entitled “Recommendations for the Solution to the Border
Sanitation Problems"™, dated September 24, 1979, as they
relate to prevention, standards and jnint actions for solu-
tion of border sanitation problems; and implementation by the
Government of Mexico of Minute No. 270, entitled
"Recommendations for the First Stage Treatment and Disposal
Facilities for the Solution of the Border Sanitation Problem
at San Diego, California/Tijuana, Baja California®, dated
April 30, 1985.

The Commissioners concurred with the steady progress by
~the Government of Mexico to implement the measures stipulated
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in Minute No. 270 and made note of the intention of the
Government of Mexico to construct, along the right bank of
the Rio El1l Alamar, the second treatment plant module
envisioned in Minute No. 270. The Commissioners also
reviewed the conclusions from meetings which took place on
July 23, 1987 in Ciudad Juarez, Chihuahua and July 24, 1987
and September 9, 1988 in El1 Paso, Texas in order to comply
with resolutions Nos. 6 and 12 of Minute No. 270 as they
relate to studies and designs for alternatives for the sub-
sequent sewage treatment and final disposal facilities for
the city of Tijuana, Baja California.

The Commissioners noted that'sewage in the cities of San
Diego, California and Tijuana, Baja California area is
handled as follows:

1. Sewage generated in the southern area of the city of
San Diego, California is conveyed northwards by
pumping facilities and pressure and/or gravity lines
to the Point Loma advanced primary treatment plant.
The treated sewage 1s discharged to the Pacific Ocean
through an 11,500 feet (3.4 kilometers) long deep
ocean outfall at a point 13.5 miles (21.67 kilo-
meters) north of the international boundary.

2. Sewage generated in ‘the «city of Tijuana, Baja
California is <conveyed southwest of the city by
pumping facilities and pressure and/or gravity lines
to a secondary sewage treatment plant located at San
Antonio de los Buenos which has a capacity of 25 mgd
(1100 1ps). The treated sewage is discharged to the
Pacific Ocean at a point' 5.6 miles (9.0 kilometers)
south of the international boundary.

3. Uncontrolled discharges from Mexico into the United
States at Smuggler Gulch (Canon del Matadero), and E]l
Sol Canyons, which include two nearby drains, are
intercepted through works in the United States and
are returned to the «city of Tijuana, Baja
California's final disposal system. At times, part
of the discharges from Mexico, due to outages at
Pumping Plant No. 1, are conveyed in the San Diego,
California sewage collection and treatment system in
conformance with stipulations in Commission Minute
No. 222, entitled "Emergency Connection of the
Sewerage Collection System of the City of Tijuana,
Baja California to the Metropolitan Sewerage System
of the City of San Diego, California," dated November
30, 1965, It has not been possible to eliminate
uncontrolled sewage that continuously flows in
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amounts of 0.11 mgd (5 lps) at Goats Canyon (Canon de
los Laureles) and of 10 mgd (438 1lps) in the Tijuana
River, respectively.

The United States Commissioner informed that the city of
San Diego, California has a comprehensive study underway to
upgrade its potable water and sewage collection and treatment
systems. One of the treatment plants in the United States
could be located in the Tijuana River Valley. The city of
San Diego, California, the State of California, and the
United States Federal Government, the responsible entities in
this country charged with these matters, are obligated to pay
the costs associated with sewage treatment for the city of
San Diego, California.

The Mexican Commissioner informed that his Government has
financed the construction and operation and maintenance of
Module I of the first stage sewage treatment facilities for
the city of Tijuana, Baja California with a capacity of 25
mgd (1100 1lps), based on the agreements in Minute No. 270,
and that his Government plans to construct a secondary treat-
ment plant for the  sewage generated in east Tijuana, Baja
California, in pldce of the second module of the first stage
treatment facilities for that city. The new secondary
| treatment plant would discharge its effluent into the Rio E1
Alamar, a tributary of the Tijuana River. The United States
Commissioner reported that his Government wishes to propose a
binational secondary treatment plant solution in the city of
Ban Diego, California for which the cost to Mexico for con-
struction, operation and maintenance would be equivalent to
that of the Rio El Alamar treatment plant.

The Commissioners considered that participation by Mexico
in the construction, operation and maintenance of an interna-
tional wastewater treatment plant in the United States in the
manner outlined above is a satisfactory alternative to meet
|1 the commitment in Minute No. 270 for the construction of the
second module of the first stage treatment facilities for the
city of Tijuana, Baja California. At the same time, they
considered that the Commission should jointly determine the
real costs of the construction, operation and maintenance of
the secondary treatment plant proposed along the Rio
El Alamar.

The United States Commissioner stated that even with
| secondaxry treatment and disinfection provided to sewage from
an international plant, the United States authorities charged
with water quality would require a deep ocean discharge at
‘the downstream end of the land outfall for final disposal of
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effluent at a point to be selected upon completion of oceano-
graphic studies. Because water quality standards are more
etrict in the United States, the construction, operation and
maintenance of the land and Gdeep ocean outfalls would be
financed by the United States in recognition of the potential
benefits to the Tijuana River Estuary and United States
beaches in south San Diego County, California,

The Commissioners then analyzed plans in the United
States and Mexico for construction of sanitation facilities
in San Diego, California and the city of Tijuana, Baja
California. These are:

l. Completion in Mexico of the works planned for
Tijuwana, Baja California in the construction plans of
the Integrated Project for Potable Water and Sewerage
including a gravity sewer trunkline from Tijuana
Pumping Plant No. 1 to the boundary.

2. Construction in Mexico of sewage collection works
necessary to . convey to the international sewage
treatment plant, city of Tijuana, Baja California
sewage that .would have been treated at the Rio
El Alamar treatment plant.

3. Construction in the United States of an international
secondary treatment sewage plant with disinfection
and capacity of "at least 25 mgd (1100 1lps) to treat
sewage generated in excess of the capacity of the
conveyance and treatment facilities of the first
stage works constructed by Mexico in accordance to
the recommendations in Minute No. 270, to be located
near Dairy Mart Road.

4. Construction in the United States of a pipeline
system with capacity of at least 25 mgd (1100 1ps) to
convey the international treatment plant effluent to
the coastal surf waters.

5. Construction in the United States of a deep ocean
outfall system with a capacity to discharge into the
Pacific Ocean at least 25 mgd (1100 lps) of treated
sewage from the international plant. The length of
this outfall will be based on the results of oceano-
graphic studies.

The Commissioners agreed that the construction and
operation of the conveyance, treatment and final disposal
‘'works above described, would permanently and definitively
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resolve the existing border sanitation problem and concluded
that the joint solution is the best alternative to this
common problem. At the same time, they agreed that reuse of
the treated sewage by each country is desirable at such time
as either country may consider it opportune and arranges for
construction of the necessary works.

The Commission then adopted the following recommendations
for the approval of the two Governments:

1.

Participation by the Government of Mexico in the
construction, operation and maintenance of an inter-

‘national treatment plant in the United States in

place of the construction of the second module of the
first stage sewage treatment facilities for the city
of Tijuana, Baja California, initially planned in
Commission Minute No. 270.

Completion at Mexico's expense of the sewage collec-
tion system for the city of Tijuana, Baja California
in accordance with the respective integrated proiject
and operation and maintenance at Mexico's expense of
that system and the conveyance, treatment and
disposal facilities constructed under Minute No. 270.

Construction at “the expense of the United States and
Mexico of the necessary sewage collection works to
convey to the  international sewage treatment plant,
sewage from the city of Tijuana, Baja California that
would have been. treated in the Rioc El1 Alamar treat-
ment plant. The cost corresponding to the United
States shall be in an amount not to exceed $4
million, United States currency, to be provided in a
manner determined by the two Governmepts through the
Commission. The Government of Mexico at its expense
will assure completion of the construction of these
sewage collection works. The operation and main-
tenance of these works shall be charged to Mexico.

The final design and joint construction between the
United ©States and Mexico of an international
secondary treatment plant with disinfection facili-
ties, sludge digesters and sludge transport vehicles,
to be located in United States territory at a site
known as Dairy Mart Road. The construction will be
in modules with approximate capacity of 25 mgd (1100
lps) and both Governments will determine the maximum
treatment capacity as soon as possible. The site
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of the international treatment plant will be in a
construction area outside of an environmental protec-
tion area, the latter located between the
international boundary and the construction area.

Construction and operation and maintenance in the
United States at United States expense, of a pipeline
system with a capacity of at least 25 mgd (1100 lps)
to convey treated sewage from the international
treatment plant to the coastal surf waters.

Construction, operation and maintenance in the United
States at United States expense, of a deep ocean
outfall with an estimated length to be determined by
the results of oceanographic studies and a capacity
to discharge into the Pacific Ocean at least 25 mgd
(1100 1ps) of treated sewage from the international
plant.

The cost of construction, operation and maintenance
of the international treatment plant shall be covered
by the United States and Mexican Governments. The
cost corresponding to Mexico shall be in an amount,
to be determined by ‘the two Governments through the
Commission, equal to that which would have been used
in the construction, operation and maintenance of the
treatment plant planned for the Rio E1 Alamar. The
costs of construction corresponding to Mexico shall
be covered in 10 annual payments, each equal to
one-tenth of- total construction cost determined by
the two Governments through the Commission, beginning
at the time that the international treatment plant
enters into operation. The costs for operation and
maintenance corresponding to Mexico shall be paid
annually. The United States Government shall cover
the difference between these costs and those that
result from the construction, operation and main-
tenance of the international treatment plant.

The final design, the specific division of construc-
tion, operation and maintenance costs, the division
of work to be carried out by each country and the
construction and expenditures schedules corresponding
to each country for the international treatment
plant, will be established by the Commission in
subsequent Minutes, subject to the approval of the
two Governments. Standards, criteria and restric-
tions, including those for odor control, applicable
in the city of San Diego and the state of California,
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will be wutilized in the design, construction and
operation of the international treatment plant.

The Government of Mexico could cover part or all of
the costs corresponding to Mexico for the operation
and maintenance of the international plant through
the supply of electrical energy for operation of the
international treatment plant.

The Government of Mexico at a cost to Mexico shall
dispose, in its territory, the sludge resulting from
treatment of the city of Tijuana, Baja California
sewage in the international treatment plant. Mexico
would receive ,such sludge from the international
sewage treatment plant in the United States in
vehicles operated by Mexican personnel employed
directly or; indirectly in the operation and main-
tenance of the international treatment plant.

The Governments of the United States and Mexico
reserve the right to dispose in their own territory
part or all of the untreated sewage, in a manner
consistent with the desire of both Governments
expressed in ‘Minute.iNo. 261 of the Commission to
prevent border ' sanitation problems. Alsc, both
Governments reserve the right to return for reuse in
their »respective  territories part or all of the
international treatment plant effluent corresponding
to each country's sewage inflows. The cost of con-
struction of works to allow reuse of the effluent
from the international treatment plant will be
covered by the Government benefitting from such reuse.

The Government of Mexico, in accordance with laws in
force in that country, in order to assure efficient
treatment of 7Tijuana sewage in +the international
plant, will require all industries to provide appro-
priate pre-treatment of wastewaters that those
industries may discharge into the Tijuana sewage
collection system which would in turn discharge into
the international sewage treatment plant.

Any sanitation facilities constructed in the Tijuana
River Valley, in addition to those contemplated for
this international project shall contemplate,
consistent with laws in force in each country,
measures necessary to avoid negative impacts in
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outlying urban areas on both sides of the interna-
tional boundary.

Consistent with Articles 2, 20, and 23 of the Water
Treaty of February 3, 1944, the construction,
operation and maintenance of the international treat-
ment plant shall be under the supervision of the
International Boundary and Water Commission, United
States and Mexico. Similarly the design and
construction of the works necessary to convey to the
international treatment plant sewage from the city of
Tijuana, Baja California that would have been treated
in the Rio E1 Alamar treatment plant shall be under
the supervision of the Commission. The coastruction
of 3jointly financed works in the territory of each
country, shall in no way confer jurisdiction to one
country over the terrxitory of the other.

Upon approval of this Minute by the United States and
Mexican Governments the Principal Engineers of both
Sections will develop and carry out an appropriate
program of sampling and analysis of the water quality
of inflows into the Tijuana River that would be
captured by collection works in Mexico for conveyance
to the international treatment plant.

The Government of Mexico will assure that there are
no discharges  of treated or untreated domestic or
industrial wastewaters into waters of the Tijuana
River that cross the international boundary, and that
in the event of a breakdown in collection or other
detention facilities designed to prevent such dis-
charges, the Government of Mexico will take special
measures to immediately stop such discharges and make
repairs. Should Mexico request it through the
Commission, the United States Section will attempt to
assist with equipment and other resources in the con-
tainment of such discharges and temporary repairs
under the supervision of the Commission.

This Minute requires the specific approval of the two
Governments, and shall enter into force upon such
approval with the understandings that: a) the funds
to cover the costs to the United States are subject
to the availability of those funds, b) the advance
payment by the United States Government, in the
amount to be determined by the Commission to be
reimbursed by the Government of Mexico is also
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subject to the availability of funds and c) that the

. Mexican Commissioner notify the United States Commis~
sioner that the Secretariat of Planning and Budget of
Mexico has approved the financing of this Jjoint
project corresponding to Mexico.

The meeting was adjourned.

NaudéJU. 61@/1‘ D s

Narendra N, Gunaj' J. HrtuYo.-fefregal Solis
Un:.ted States Comrm ner Interil x' omuissioner
Manuel R. ~ Jose de Jesus/ Iwevdno Grano
United States ect:.on Acting Mefican Section
Secretary Secretary
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Minute No. 296 April 16, 1997
El Paso, Texas

DISTRIBUTION OF CONSTRUCTION, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
COSTS FOR THE INTERNATIONAL WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT
CONSTRUCTED UNDER THE AGREEMENTS IN COMMISSION MINUTE NO, 283
FOR THE SOLUTION OF THE BORDER SANITATION PROBLEM
AT SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA/TIJUANA, BAJA. CALIFORNIA

The Commission met in the offices of the United States Section in El Paso Texas at 8:00
am. or: April 16, 1997 to recommend to the two Governments the specific distribution costs of
construction, operation and maintenance of the International Wastewater Treatment Plant (TWTP) |
under the terms of International Boundary and Water Commission {IBWC) Minute No, 283, |
entitled, “Conceptual Plan for the Solution of the Border Sanitation Problem in San Diego, |
California/Tijuana, Baja California,” signed July 2, 1990.

The Commissioners observed that in Resolution No. 8 of Minute No. 283 the IBWC
should recommend, for the approval of the two Governments, the specific cost corresponding to
each country for the construction, operation and maintenance of the IWTP, :

A. General

The Commissioners reviewed the activities carried out by each country in firrtherance of
Minute No. 283 and made the following observations:

0 Mexico is completing the sewnge collection works and the work necessary
in Mexica to convey the collected Tijuana sewage to the TWTP,

o The United States is completing the construction of the TWTP and
cenveyance and ocean discharge system. The United States is scheduled
to complete construction and begin operation in April 1997 of the
advanced primary treatment module with a capacity of 25 million gallons
per day (mgd) or 1100 liters per second (Ips). The United States has
developed an operations and maintenance manual for the advanced primary
treatment module. A secondary treatment module is under design and an
environmental review is underway to determine the best alternative to
achieve secondary treatment. Construction of the outfall system for ocean
discharge is underway with completion scheduled for 1998. Also, the
Commissioners continue to analyze the environmental studies being




INTERNATIONAL BOUNDARY AND WATER COMMISSION
UNITED STATES AND MEXICO

conducted in the United States as part of an analysis of alternatives to best
achieve secondary treatment.

The IBWC Commissioners have coordinated, with the responsible
authorities in each country, the necessary actions for treatment at the plant
site and removal to Mexico of the sludge generated from Tijuana
wastewaters in the advanced primary treatment module, The shudge will
be removed from the IWTP each day. Mexico is completing arrangements
for disposal, in its territory, of the sludge at a site approved for such
disposal in accordance with applicable Mexican legislation.

The United States is considering alternatives for the interim discharge of
the advanced primary treated efffuent. The alternatives include a)
continued use of the emergency connection up to 13 mgd (570 Ips), b)
discharge to the Tijuana River of advanced primary treated effluent, and
¢) retumn of an advanced primary treated effuent to Mexico. The
Commissioners observed that in the case that the alternative for temporary
discharge of an advanced primary treated effluent to Mexico is selected,
the IBWC would support the necessary arrangements for the construction
of an appropriate conveyance and disposal system in Mexico that would
be properly coordinated with Pumping Plant No. 1 in Tijuana. They also
observed that in case of a temporary discharge of primary treated effluent
using the emergency connection 1o the City of San Diego, Mexico’s
cooperation would be necessary to handle, to extent possible, the flows
generated in excess of the emergency connection capacity.

The IBWC Commissioners observed the progress in the Tijuana
wastewnter characterization programs for wastewaters that would be
conveyed to the IWTP. The data will allow a) identification of pollutant
limits that would protect the efficiency of the IWTP and b) delivery of data
to Mexico for Mexico’s implementation of its industrial wastewater
pretreatment programs in Tijuana based on standards in Mexico. Under
such programs discharges of industrial wastewaters into this systerm must
not exceed limits for non-conventional pollutants. The Commissioners
considered it appropriate that the IBWC, with the expert recommendation
of the specialized water quality agencies of each country, should
determine the limits of pollutant concentrations that if exceeded would
harm the plant’s efficiency. The Commissioners observed that the
Commission would monitor the plant’s effluent for non-conventional
pollutants each six months and more frequently in the event that excessive
concentrations of non-conventional pollutants are detected. The results
would be provided to the appropriate officials in Mexico so that those
officials can identify the source of these pollutants and apply the
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appropriate laws, Asthe IWTP is located in the United States and will
discharge to the coastal waters in the United States, the ocean discharge
must meet quality standards established in the United States, under a
permit granted to the United States Section of the IBWC,

o The Mexican Commissioner informed that Mexico ¢continues to evaluate
alternatives for treatment of future Tijuana sewage in excess of the 25
mgd (1100 Ips) assigned for Tijuana in the IWTP, which at an opportune
time will be discussed before the IBWC in the context of Minute No. 261.
In such case, the IBWC would determine whether it is practical to expand
the TWTP to handle Tijuana flows in excess of the 25 mgd (1100 Ips)
assigned to Mexico in the IWTP and, if so, make recommendations on the
terms of Mexico's financial participation in such expansion,

B. Distribution of Construction, Operation and Maintenance Costs

The Commissioners noted that discussions were held by the Principal Engineers of the
IBWC on studies developed by Mexico’s National Water Commission (CNA) regarding the costs
of construction, operation and maintenance of the wastewater plant that Mexico planned to
construct in the Rio Alamar, had Mexico not participated in the international plant. The
Commissioners reviewed the information presented by the Principal Engineers and considered,
as appropriate, the amount of $16.8 million (U.S. currency) as the cost that Mexico would have
expended 1o constnuct a treatment plant (Rio Alemar plant) in Mexico. Under the terms of
Resolution No. 7 of Minute No. 283, Mexico would cover this corresponding share in 10 annual
installments of $1.68 million each upon the start of the IWTP operation, with the first payment due
on December 15, 1997. The payment method was developed in a consensus with the Comision
Estatal de Servicios Pdblicos de Tijuana (CESPT), and the CNA 1o make the necessary
adjustments in an internal cash flow that will allow payment in the amount correspending to
Mexico. This procedure will be followed for subsequent payments toward the total amount to
cover the payment on December 15 of each year.

The Commissioners also reviewed the information presented by the Principal Engineers,
in Exhibit A, and considered, as appropriate for the capacity of 25 mgd (1100 Ips), the amount of
$0.034 per cubic meter (U.S. currency) as the cost that Mexico would have expended in 1997 in
the operation and mainienance of the Rio Alamar plant. They observed that for subsequent years,
adjustments in costs, as needed, would be applied based on Mexican economy. The CESPT
should participate in the annual review of the operation and maintenance costs to enable this
organization to incorporate such increages in its budget in subsequent years. Further, the
Commissioners cbserved that Mexico, through CESPT, should begin to cover its part of the costs
of the IWTP operation and maintenance once the treatment plant is in operation. Such payments
will be made in quarterly. The monthly payments would be made within 10 days of the month
corresponding to the end of each quarter. The payment schedule was defined in a consensus with
the CESPT allowing for necessary internal cash flow adjustments to cover the payment. A cost




INTERNATIONAL BOUNDARY AND WATER COMMISSION
UNITED STATES AND MEXICO

.4

adjustment factor would be estimated for the next year based on the prior year's performance. A
final accounting wauld be performed at the end of the year.

The Commissioners considered that the two Sections of the Commission will ensure, at
least once a month, a systematic exchange and sharing of information with the CESPT and the
agency responsible for the IWTP operation, hydrometric data generated through IWTP system
measuring devices, including but not limited to, influent from Mexico in order to carry out an
adequate accounting of the flows delivered for treatment at the TWTP as well as effluent from the
TWTP. The Commissioners considered it appropriate for the Principal Engineers to develop a
similar program for the effluent data generated from the treatment and ocean discharge systems
in the United States and Mexico before the ocean outfall operations begin.

Finally, the Commissioners observed that in the event that Tijuana wastewaters from
canyon and other collectors as may be conveyed for treatment at the TWTP, the operaticns and
maintenance costs that Mexico would cover for these volumes would be the same as those in the
prior paragraphs, that is $0.034 per cubic meter of sewage treated. The Mexican Section will
inform the United States Section in a timely manner of such discharges and their estimated
volumes. The volumes would exclude flows from ruptured drinking water lines and from storm
runoff. The payments for treatment of these wastewaters will be covered in the quarterly payment
by Mexico for the waters conveyed to the IWTP in the international collector up to the capacity
of 25 mgd (1100 ips). Should the discharges from all of these points exceed an average of 25
mgd (1100 Ips), computed each quarter, the Commission will determine the costs chargeable to
Mexico for treating such excess discharges.

Based on the above considerations, the Commissioners adopted the following resolutions
for the approval of the two Governments:

1. The TWTP construction costs chargeable to Mexico will be $16.8 million
{United States currency) an amount which comesponds to the total
amount that Mexico would have expended to construct the Rio Alamar
treatment plant, had Mexico not participated in construction of the TWTP.
Mexico will pay this amount to the United Stales in 10 annual fixed
installments of $1.68 millicn (United States currency) each upon the start
of the IWTP operations, with the first annual payment to be provided on
December 15, 1997. The payment method was developed in a consensus
with the Comisién Estatal de Servicios Piblicos de Tijuana (CESPT), and
the CNA to make the necessary adjustments in an internal cash flow that
will allow payment in the amount corresponding to Mexico. This
procedure will be followed for subsequent payments toward the total
amount to cover the payment on December 15 of each year,
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The operation and maintenance costs of the IWTP chargeable to Mexico
for up to 25 mgd {1100 Ips) will be $0.034 per cubic meter (U.S. currency)
a5 the cost that Mexico would have expended in 1997 in the operation and
maintenance of the Ric Alamar plant. In subsequent years, adjustments,
as needed, to costs would be applied based on Mexican economy. The
CESPT should participate in the annual review of the operation and
maintenance costs to enable this organization to incorporate, in a timely
manner, such increases in its budget in subsequent years. Cost adjustment
factors would be estimated for the next year based on the prior year's
performance. A final accounting would be performed at the end of the
year.

For the construction and operations and maintenance payments, the
Mexican Section of the IBWC will collect the amounts corresponding to the
CESPT and, where appropriate, to the CNA in order to complete the
payment to the U.S. Section of the IBWC in accordance with IBWC
procedures in effect for these purposes.

Mexico will begin to cover its proportionate costs of the IWTP operation
and maintenance corresponding to point 2) upon the start of operations of
the TWTP. The quarterly payment will be made within 10 days after the end
of each quarter, in a procedured developed in & consensus with the CESPT
for the necessary intemal cash flow adjustments that will allow its payment.

The United States Section will provide to the Mexican Section a copy of
the operations and maintenance manual developed for the IWTP to allow
the responsible Mexican authorities to understand the IWTP operations
criteria.

In the event that Tijuana wastewaters from canyon and other collectors are
conveyed for treatment at the IWTP, the operations and maintenance costs
that Mexico through the CESPT would cover for these volumes would be
the same as those in the prior paragraphs, that is $0.034 per cubic meter of
sewage treated. The Mexican Section, with the prior consultation with the
CESPT, will inform the United States Section in a timely manner of such
discharges and their estimated volumes which would not include drinking
water from ruptured lines or storm runoff. The payments for treatment of
these wastewaters will be incorporated by the CESPT in the quarterly
payment by Mexico for the waters conveyed to the TWTP in the
international collector up to the capacity of 25 mpd (1100 LPs). Inthe
event that discharges from all of these points exceed an average of 25 mgd
(1100 LPs), assigned to Mexico, computed each quarter, the Comrmission




10.

1L

12.

INTERNATIONAL BOUNDARY AND WATER COMMISSION
UNITED STATES AND MEXICO

will determine the charges to Mexico corresponding to treat the excess

discharges,

The two Sections of the Commission will ensure, and at least monthly, a
systematic exchange of information with the CESPT and the agency
responsible for the IWTP operation, hydrometric data generated through
IWTP system measuring devices, including but not limited to, influent from
Mexico in order to carry out an adequate accounting of the flows delivered
for treatment at the TWTP as well as effluent from the TWTP., The
Commissioners consider it appropriate that the Principal Engineers develop
& similar program for the effluent data generated from the effluent data
generated from the treatment and ocean discharge systems in the United
States and Mexico before the ocean outfall operations begin.

The IBWC will review, in the context of Minute No. 261, alternatives being
considered by Mexico for treatment of future Tijuana sewage in excess of
the 25 mgd (1100 Ips) identified for Tijuana in the IWTP. As part of this
review, the BWC will make recommendations to the governments as to the
practicality of expanding the T'WTP to handle flows in excess of 25 mgd
{1100 Ips) assigned to Mexico in the TWTP and if so, develop
recommendations for the terms of Mexico’s financial participation in such
expansion.

The IBWC will continue to analyze the environmental studies being
conducted in the United States regarding alternatives for the best means of
achieving secondary treatment.

The Commission will continue to characterize inflows to the IWTP and
determine, with the expert recommendation of the appropriate water quality
authorities of each country, the limits of pollutant concentrations in the
system that, if exceeded, would harm the efficiency of the intetnational
plant, The Commission will monitor inflows at the international boundary
for potential exceedences and provide the information to the Government
of Mexico so that the proper authorities in Mexico can apply those limits
in applying appropriate pretreatment laws,

In case of an interim discharge of advanced primary treated effluent to
Mexico, the IBWC will make the necessary arrengements for an appropriate
conveyance and disposal infrastructure system in Mexico.

In the case of an interim discharge of advanced primary treated effluent
utilizing emergency connection to the city of San Diego, the cooperation
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of Mexico would be necessary to handle, to the extent possible, the flows
in excess of the emergency connection capacity as may be generated.

13.  The IBWC will review and recommend to the two Governments the
additional infrastructure needed to collect sewage that is currently
discharged to the Tijuana River through storm and other drains such that
there is no discharge of untreated sanitary or industrial wastewaters in the
international boundary between San Diego and Tijuana.

14,  All activities carried out pursuant to this Minute will be subject to the
availability of appropriated funds, resources and personnet and applicable
laws and regulations of each country.

15.  This Minute shall enter into force when the Government of the United
States of America and the Government of the United Mexican States have
each provided written notification through their Section of IBWC of its
approval.

The meeting was adjourned.

United States Commissioner

José de JestsHiévano Grano
Mexican Secfon Secretary

ManugkK. 4
United Stafes Section Secretary
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El Paso, Texas
February 20, 2004

MINUTE NO. 311

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR SECONDARY TREATMENT IN MEXICO OF THE
SEWAGE EMANATING FROM THE TIJUANA RIVER AREA IN BAJA
CALIFORNIA, MEXICO

The Commission met at the offices of the United States Section in El Paso, Texas on
February 20, 2004 at 1:30 p.m., to address the construction in Mexico of a plant and related
facilities for secondary treatment of sewage emanating from the Tijuana River area in
Mexico that flows untreated into the United States or is partially treated at the South Bay
Intemnational Wastewater Treatment Plant (SBIWTP) located in San Ysidro, California.

The Commissioners noted the stipulations in the Treaty between the United States of
America and the United Mexican States for the “Utilization of Waters of the Colorado and
Tijuana Rivers and of the Rio Grande,” signed February 3, 1944, as they relate to the
obligation of both Governments to provide preferential attention to the solution of border
sanitation problems. They also noted the stipulations in Minute No. 283, entitled
“Conceptual Plan for the International Solution to the Border Sanitation Problem in San
Diego, Califomia/Tijuana, Baja California,” dated July 2, 1990, that provided for the United
States and Mexico to design, construct, operate and maintain a treatment plant for up to 25
million gallons per day (mgd) <1100 liters per second (I/s)> of wastewater arriving from the
City of Tijuana, Baja California to be treated to a level of secondary treatment in the United
States. The Commissioners also noted that the Mexican Government covers the costs of
operation and maintenance of the volumes mentioned above in its corresponding portion, in
accordance with Minute No. 296, entitled “Distribution of Construction, Operation ‘and
Maintenance Costs for the International Wastewater Treatment Plant Constructed under the
Agreements in Commission Minute No. 283 for the solution of the Border Sanitation
Problem at San Diego, California/Tijuana, Baja California,” dated April 16, 1997,
Likewise, they noted that due to problems in the United States the level of treatment
provided by the present international plant is only at a level of advanced primary treatment.

The United States Commissioner noted that the level of treatment provided at the
SBIWTP currently fails to meet the secondary treatment level standard set forth in the State
of California discharge permit. The concentration and mass emissions rates for total
suspended solids and Carbonaceous Biochemical Oxygen Demand and Whole Effluent
Toxicity have routinely exceeded the permit levels since the initiation of advanced primary
treatment in 1997, In addition, the United States Commissioner noted the fajlure to meet
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discharge permit requirements had resulted in litigation in Federal District Court. The
United States Commissioner further noted that a possible result of this lawsuit is that the
United States Section would be required to cease discharges from the SBIWTP. The
Mexican Commissioner noted that this would mean that the SBIWTP could not accept any
flows from Mexico and this would not be acceptable to Mexico. Both Commissioners noted
that this would have serious impacts on health and the environment in the border region.

The Commissioners noted passage by the United States Congress of Public Law 106-
457, “Tijuana River Valley Estuary and Beach Cleanup" signed on November 7, 2000,
which authorizes appropriation of up to $156 million dollars to comprehensively address the
treatment of sewage emanating from the Tijuana River area in Mexico that flows untreated
or partially treated into the United States causing significant adverse public health and
environmental impacts. They also considered the proposal presented by the United States
Section to the Mexican Section through correspondence in J anuary 2002. The
implementation of a secondary treatment facility in Mexico in a manner consistent with
Public Law 106-457 would provide the secondary treatment which was originally to be
provided at the SBIWTP in conformance with Minute No. 283.

The Commissioners noted the efforts of the Comisién Estatal de Servicios Publicos
de Tijuana and of the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) in the
development of the Master Plan for Water and Sanitation for the City of Tijuana, Baja
California, published on March 7, 2003, which analyzes the present and future generation of
wastewater in the City of Tijuana, the available treatment capacity at present, and the
facilities required to cover the treatment needs through 2023. The Mexican Commissioner
noted that the United States proposal for constructing the secondary treatment for the
SBIWTP in Mexico would complement the provisions in the City of Tijuana Master Plan
until 2023 that suggests the construction of a wastewater treatment plant with total treatment
capacity of 33.5 mgd (1470 I/s). In addition the Master Plan considered secondary treatment
consisting of 25 mgd (1100 I/s) of the SBIWTP advanced primary effluent, if secondary
treatment of that effluent is not provided for at a facility in the United States. This increases
the total needed capacity for the planning period to 2023 to 59 mgd (2570 Us).

I PROPOSED PROJECT

The Commissioners considered it possible to implement the concept of the
referenced United States proposal in Mexico for a secondary treatment facility for sewage
emanating from the City of Tijuana, Baja California, under a public-private participation
arrangement. The United States Section would agree to fund, subject to availability of
annual appropriations, up to $156 million for the engineering, construction, and for a period
of 20 years for the operation and maintenance of a-59 mgd (2570 I/s) wastewater treatment
plant in Mexico if the treatment of 25 mgd (1100 I/s) of advanced primary effluent of the
SBIWTP is not provided in the United States. Any additional costs will be subject to
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subsequent Commission agreements. The Government of Mexico would continue to cover

the corresponding costs for the first 25 mgd (1100 I/s) as stipulated in Minutes Nos. 283 and
296.

Specifically, the proposed project will consider at a minimum the following:

* To locate the required primary and/or secondary treatment facilities in Mexico and
associated facilities directly related to the project in the United States and Mexico.

* To provide secondary treatment of the SBIWTP effluent in Mexico, if such treatment
is not provided for at facilities located in the United States.

* To provide the treatment capacity, including all processes necessary to provide
secondary treatment level, in Mexico, for flows of 59 mgd (2570 I/s) if the treatment
of 25 mgd (1100 V/s) of advanced primary effluent of the SBIWTP is not provided in
the United States. '

¢ To obtain all the permits required by the Mexican authorities in order to facilitate the
verification and oversight of compliance with laws related to the treatment structures
that are constructed in Mexico.

* To comply with the water quality laws of the United States and of the State of
California in order to allow the discharge in the United States of treated effluent that
is not utilized in Mexico through the Southbay Ocean Qutfall (SBOO), constructed
in the United States within the framework of Minute No. 283.

¢ To provide the pumping, conveyance and secondary treatment in Mexico for a flow
of 59 mgd (2570 Vs), as derived from the results of the City of Tijuana Master Plan.

* To have supervision and approval of each phase of the projects resulting from the
United States proposal undertaken by the Commission with participation of the
appropriate United States and Mexican technical advisors.

* Ownership and disposition of wastewater from Tijuana, Baja California, treated or
not treated under this proposal, will remain under the jurisdiction of the Government
of Mexico. Likewise, the Government of Mexico will maintain the jurisdiction for
disposal of said wastewater in accordance with applicable Mexican laws.

IL CONTRACT SERVICES

Likewise, both Commissioners observed it acceptable to develop the United States
propesal to engineer, construct, operate and maintain treatment works in Mexico. in
conformance with applicable Mexican legislation, under an operating lease contract between
the Commission and the service provider of the Mexican facility. The United States Section
would make payments to the service provider, subject to the availability of annual
appropriations, under the contract, which would be administered by the Mexican Section in
accordance with the 1944 Water Treaty. The payments to be made to the service provider
would be offset by compensations or credits that reflect an agreed upon percentage of
payments received by Mexico through the sale of water treated by the facility. Said




INTERNATIONAL BOUNDARY AND WATER COMMISSION
UNITED STATES AND MEXICO

compensations or credits would be mutually agreed upon by the two governments through
the Commission. In no instance will the service provider be authorized to decide on the fate
or use of the Tijuana, Baja California wastewater, treated or untreated. This decision will e
made solely by the Government of Mexico. The service provider may propose mechanisms
and specific actions to this respect, but, in any case, will require the authorization of the
Government of Mexico.

The Government of the United States would provide, subject to the availability of
annual appropriation up to a total of $156 million for the implementation of the project.
Any costs above this amount will be subject to subsequent Minutes of the Commission.

The contract will at a minimum include the following items:

¢ Conveyance of the advanced primary effluent from the SBIWTP, located in the
United States, to the Mexican facility for secondary treatment, if secondary treatment
for the effluent is not provided at a facility located in the United States.

¢ Treatment to the secondary level at the facility in Mexico, in compliance with
applicable water quality laws of the United States, the State of California, and
Mexico.

* Return conveyance from the Mexican treatment facility to the United States of any
treated effluent that cannot be reused. The effluent may be discharged through the
SBOO into the Pacific Ocean in compliance with water quality laws of the United
States and the State of California.

® Wastewater treatment capacity that provides secondary treatment for volumes in
addition to the capacity of the SBIWTP, for a total capacity of 59 mgd (2570 Us) if
the treatment of 25 mgd (1100 I/s) of the advanced primary effluent of the SBTIWTP
is not provided in the United States.

* A contract term of 20 years. When the contract terminates, the facilities will be
transferred, in good operating conditions, fo the responsible Mexican authorities.

» Attainment of permits in order for the Commission to monitor, verify and assure
compliance with United States, California, and Mexican water quality standards.

¢ Arrangements in order for the Commission to assure the proper disposal and use, at a
site or sites in Mexico, of sludge produced at the SBIWTP and the Mexican facility.

¢ Payment by the United States Section, subject to anmual availability of
appropriations, for the contracted wastewater treatment services, including the
necessary processes to attain ireatment at a secondary level for a capacity of 59 mgd
(2570 Us), if the treatment of 25 mgd (1100 V/s) of advanced primary effluent is not
provided in the United States. The payment will cover all agreed upon costs
associated with the development, financing, construction, operation and maintenance
of the Mexican facilities, on an annual basis.

Provisions for non-compliance with the terms of the contract.

The use of competitive procedures applicable in Mexico in the procurement of all
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property and/or services for the engineering, construction, and operation and
maintenance of the Mexican facility.

® Oversight of a Binational Technical Committee composed of appropriate United
States and Mexican technical advisors, presided over by the Commission, to provide
support to the Commission in the supervision of the different phases of the proposed
actions included in this and subsequent Minutes. The Technical Committee may
include for the United States the State of California and USEPA and for Mexico
Comisién Nacional del Agua (CNA) and Government of Baja Califonia.

* Provisions for the Commission, with the support of the Binational Technical
Committee, to review and approve the selection of all contractors to perform the
engineering, construction, and operation and maintenance for the Mexican facility.

¢ Ensure the maintenance by the service provider of the Mexican facility of all records
(including books, documents, papers, reports, and other materials) pertaining to the
operation of the facility necessary to demonstrate compliance with the terms of the
contract and those in this Minute.

¢ Access by the Commission for audit and examination of all records maintained in

accordance with the previous item, to facilitate the monitoring and evaluation of the
performance of the Mexican facility

The Commissioners noted that the implementation of this Minute would Tequire
supervision by the Commission with the support of the Binational Technical Committee that
includes the monitoring, on a quarterly basis, of the progress and status on the
implementation of any contract executed under this Minute, as well as an evaluation of the
extent to which the terms of such contract have been met. They also considered the
recommendations that the findings of such observations will be presented, through the
respective Section, to domestic agencies requiring such reports, beginning no later than two
years after the execution of such a contract and every year after until contract close-out.

HI. PREVIOUS CONSULTATIONS

The Commissioners also noted the ongoing discussions convened by the two
Sections since January 2001. Meetings of the Commission have taken place and letters have
been exchanged within the Commission as well as at the diplomatic level, in which the
Government of Mexico has shown interest in the United States proposal and expressed its
willingness to further discuss this matter on the basis that the concept is compatible with the
option recommended in the City of Tijuana Master Plan, presents opportunities for
additional investment in Mexico, includes an arrangement for the disposal of the effluent by
means of the SBOO, allows opportunity to realize the existing potential for reuse of the
effluent, decreases the pressure on the supply sources by placing the treated effluent closer
to the potential sites for potable and non-potable reuse, and involves cooperation between
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both countries for treatment and disposal of a volume of Tijuana wastewater greater than the
present 25 mgd (1100 I/s).

From the various meetings and exchange of letters of the Commission, the following
understandings were noted:

1. It would be feasible to incorporate the participation of a public-private service
provider for the treatment of wastewater in accordance with applicable regulations
in Mexico.

2. The Commission could participate in an operating lease contract for the
engineering, construction, operation and maintenance in accordance with Mexican
law and in accordance with additional terms to be established in a subsequent
Commission Minute.

3. The operating lease contract would be administered consistent with provisions in
the 1944 Water Treaty, applicable Mexican laws and in accordance with the terms
and conditions established through subsequent Commission Minutes.

4. That the adopted project would be consistent with the solution identified in the
Tijuana Master Plan; that it would address infrastructure capacities, land use, land
acquisition, type of treatment and disposal of effluent; they would satisfy the
requirements of CNA and the State of Baja California; that it would dedicate
special attention to odor control; that it would address the selection of the service
provider, in accordance with procedures in applicable Mexican laws; and it would
define the fate of the facilities when the contract period ends.

IV.  IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

The Commissioners noted the legislation set forth by the United States Congress in
Public Law 106-457, the conclusions set forth by the Tijuana Master Plan and the
discussions held by the Commission were sufficient basis to move ahead in relation to the
secondary treatment of the effluent from the SBIWTP and the future flows of Tijuana.
Therefore, the Commissioners considered it appropriate to implement the following actions:

1. Once the initial appropriated funds are available, the Commission would develop
an operating lease arrangement contract, as defined under Section II of this Minute,
“Contract Services,” for the financing and development of the engineering,
construction, operation and maintenance of the facilities in Mexico. This
arrangement will need to have the approval of both governments, expressed in a
subsequent Minute.

2. The final design of the facilities to be constructed in Mexico and the final
arrangement for its implementation, as well as the terms under which the United
States Section will make payments for the design, construction, operation and
maintenance of said facilities, will be established in a subsequent Minute of the
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Commission. In case that agreement on an operating lease arrangement or design
that is acceptable to both governments is not reached, the stipulations established
in Commission Minutes Nos. 283 and 296 will apply.

3. At the termination of the contract, the facilities constructed in Mexico will be
transferred in adequate operating condition to the responsible Mexican authorities,
The terms for subsequent operation will be established in a Commission Minute,
and if necessary, the terms for the discharge of the plant effluent.

Based on the above, the Commissioners present the following recommendations for the
approval of the two governments:

1. The United States Section shall fund, subject to availability of annual
appropriations, up to a total of $156 million for the engineering, construction, and
for a period of 20 years the operation and maintenance of a 59 mgd (2570 Vs)
secondary wastewater treatment plant in Mexico, if the treatment of 25 mgd (1100
Us) of advanced primary effluent of the SBIWTP is not provided in the United
States, Any additional costs shall be subject to subsequent Commission
agreements. The Government of Mexico shall cover the corresponding costs for
the first 25 mgd (1100 I/s) as stipulated in Commission Minutes Nos. 283 and 296.
Treatment to the secondary treatment level will be in compliance with water
quality laws of the United States, the State of California and Mexico.

2. The Commission shall adopt the implementation plan contained in Section IV of
this Minute, A

3. The Commission, with support from their respective technical advisors, shall
review and approve the terms of reference for the selection of a service provider.

4. The Commission shall administer the project guided by the solution identified in
the Tijuana Master Plan, to satisfy the requirements of the responsible Mexican
authorities and to address infrastructure capacities, land use, land acquisition, type
of treatment, odor control, sludge management, and disposal of effluent that cannot
be reused in Mexico. The effluent may be discharged through the SBOO into the
Pacific Ocean in compliance with water quality laws of the United States and the
State of California.

5. The Commission shall supervise the project including quarterly monitoring of
progress and status of performance on any contract executed to fulfill the objective
of this Minute, and an evaluation of the degree to which the service provider of the
facilities in Mexico has complied with the terms of the contract. The results of
these observations shall be presented, through the corresponding Section of the
Commission, to the authorities which require these reports in each country,
beginning no later than two years after execution of the contract referred to in
Section I of this Minute, and annually thereafter.
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6. All activities undertaken pursuant to the provisions of this Minute shall be subject
to the availability of appropriated funds, resources, and corresponding personnel,
as well as to applicable laws and regulations in each country.

7. This Minute shall enter into force upon notification of approval by the Government
of the United States of America and the Government of the United Mexican States
through the respective Sections of the Commission, and shall terminate when the

operating lease contract referenced in Paragraph No. 1 of Section IV of this Minute
concludes.

Arturo Q. Duran
United States Commissioner

Culf

L4

Carlos Pefia, I, Jesus Luévano Gkan
Secretary of the United States Section Secretary of the Meyican Section
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Public Law 106-457
106th Congress
An Act

To encourage the restoratlon of estuary habitat through more efficient project financ-
ing and enhanced coordination of Federal and non-Federal restoration programs,
and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of
the United States of America in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

{a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as the “Estuaries
and Clean Waters Act of 2000",
(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—
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TITLE I—ESTUARY RESTORATION

SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the “"Estuary Restoration Act of

2000",
SEC. 102, PURPOSES.

The purposes of this title are—

?1; to promote the restoration of estuary habitat;

2) to develop a national estuary habitat restoration
strategy for creating and maintaining effective estuary habitat
restoration partnerships among public agencies at all levels
of government and to establish new partnerships between the
public and private sectors;

{3) to provide Federal assistance for estuary habitat res-
toration prgjects and to promote efficient financing of such
projects; an

{4) to develop and enhance monitoring and research
capabilities through the use of the environmental technology
innovation program associated with the National Estuarine
Research Reserve System established by section 315 of the
Coastal Zene Management Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. 1461) to
ensure that estuary habitat restoration efforts are based on
sound scientific understanding and innovative technologies.

SEC. 103. DEFINITIONS.

In this title, the following definitions apply:

(1) CouncIL.—The term “Council™ means the Estuary
Habitat Restoration Council established by section 105.

{2} EsTuARY.—The term “estuary” means a part of a river
or stream or other body of water that has an unimpaired
connection with the open sea and where the sea water is
measurably diluted with fresh water derived from land drain-
age. The term also includes near coastal waters and wetlands
of the Great Lakes that are similar in form and function to
estuaries, including the area located in the Great Lakes bio-
geographic region and designated as a National Estuarine

esearch Reserve under the Coastal Zone Management Act
of 1972 (16 U.S.C. 1451 et seq.) as of the date of enactment
of this Act.

(3) ESTUARY HABITAT.—The term “estuary habitat” means
the physical, biological, and chemical elements associated with
an estuary, including the complex of physical and hydrologic
features and living organisms within the estuary and associated
ecosystems.
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(4) ESTUARY HABITAT RESTORATION ACTIVITY.—

(&) IN GENERAL.—The term “estuary habitat restora-
tion activity” means an activity that results in improving
degraded estuaries or estuary habitat or creating estua
habitat (including both physical and functional restoratio;))f
with the goal of attaining a self-sustaining system
integrated into the surrounding landscape.

(B} INCLUDED ACTIVITIES.—The term “estuary habitat
restoration activity” includes—

(i) the reestablishment of chemical, physical,
hydrologic, and biological features and components
associated with an estuary;

{ii) except as provided in subparagraph (C), the
cleanup of pollution for the benefit of estuary habitat;

(iii) the control of nonnative and invasive species
in the estuary;

{(iv) the reintroduction of species native to the
estuary, including through such means as planting
or promoting natural succession;

(v} the construction of reefs to promote fish and
shellfish production and to provide estuary habitat for
living resources; and

gvi) other activities that improve estuary habitat.

- (C) EXCLUDED ACTIVITIES.—The term “estuary habitat
restoration activity” does not include an activity that—

{i) constitutes mitigation required under any Fed-
eral or State law for the adverse effects of an activity
regulated or otherwise governed by Federal or State
law; or

(ii) constitutes restoration for natural resource
damages required under any Federal or State law,

(5) ESTUARY HABITAT RESTORATION PROJECT.—The term
“estuary habitat restoration project” means a project to carry
out an estuary habitat restoration activity.

(6) ESTUARY HABITAT RESTORATION PLAN.—

{A) IN GENERAL.—The term “estuary habitat restora-
tion plan” means any Federal or State plan for restoration
of degraded estuary habitat that was developed with the
substantial participation of appropriate public and private
stakeholders.

(B) INCLUDED PLANS AND PROGRAMS.—The term
“estuary habitat restoration plan” includes estuary habitat
restoration components of—

(i} a comprehensive conservation and management
plan approved under section 320 of the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1330);

(ii) a lakewide management plan or remedial
action Blan developed under section 118 of the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1268);

(iii) a management plan approved under the
Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. 1451
et seq.}; and

(iv) the interstate management plan developed
pursuant to the Chesapeake Bay program under sec-
tion 117 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act
(33 U.S.C. 1267).
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(7) INDIAN TRIBE.—The term “Indian tribe” has the meaning
given such term by section 4 of the Indian Self-Determination
and Education Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450b).

{8) NON-FEDERAL INTEREST.—The term “non-Federal
interest” means a State, a political subdivision of a State,
an Indian tribe, a regional or interstate agency, or, as provided
in section 104(f)(2), a nongovernmental organization.

(9) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” means the Secretary
of the Army.

(10) STATE.—The term “State” means the States of Ala-
bama, Alaska, California, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida,
Georgia, Hawaii, Hlinois, Indiana, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland,
Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, New Hamp-
shire, New Jersey, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Oregon,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Texas, Virginia,
Washington, and Wisconsin, the District of Columbia, the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Commonwealth of the
Northern Mariana Islands, the United States Virgin Islands,
American Samoa, and Guam.

33 USC 2903. SEC. 104. ESTUARY HABITAT RESTORATION PROGRAM.

(@) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established an estuary habitat

restoration program under which the Secretary may carry out
estuary habitat restoration projects and provide technical assistance
in accordance with the requirements of this title.

(b) ORIGIN OF PROJECTS.—A proposed estuary habitat restora-

tion project shall originate from a non-Federal interest consistent
with State or local laws.

{c) SELECTION OF PROJECTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall select estuary habitat
restoration projects from a list of project proposals submitted
b% E‘J}e Estuary Habitat Restoration Council under section
105(b).

(2) REQUIRED ELEMENTS.—Each estuary habitat restoration
project selected by the Secretary must—

(A) address restoration needs identified in an estuary
habitat restoration plan;

(B) be consistent with the estuary habitat restoration
strategy developed under section 106;

(C) include a monitoring plan that is consistent with
standards for monitoring developed under section 107 to
ensure that short-term and long-term restoration goals are
achieved; and ]

(D) include satisfactory assurance from the non-Federal
interests proposing the project that the non-Federal
interests will have adequate personnel, funding, and
authority to carry out items of local cooperation and prop-
erly maintain the project.

(3) FACTORS FOR SELECTION OF PROJECTS.—In selecting an
estuary habitat restoration project, the Secretary shall consider
the following factors:

(A) Whether the project is part of an approved Federal
estuary management or habitat restoration plan.

(B) The technical feasibility of the project.

(C) The scientific merit of the project.
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(D) Whether the project will encourage increased
coordination and cooperation among Federal, State, and
local government agencies.

{E) Whether the project fosters public-private partner-
ships and uses Federal resources te encourage increased
private sector involvement, including consideration of the
amount of private funds or in-kind contributions for an
estuary habitat restoration activity.

(F) Whether the project is cost-effective.

(G} Whether the State in which the non-Federal
interest is proposing the praject has a dedicated source
of funding to acquire or restore estuary habitat, natural
areas, and open spaces for the benefit of estuary habitat
restoration or protection.

(H) Other factors that the Secretary determines to
be reasonable and necessary for consideration.

{4} PrioriTY.—In selecting estuary habitat restoration
projects to be carried out under this title, the Secretary shall
give priority consideration to a project if, in addition to meriting
selection based on the factors under paragraph (3)—

(A) the project occurs witﬁin a watershed in which
there is a program being carried out that addresses sources
of pollution and other activities that otherwise would re-
impair the restored habitat; or

(B) the project includes pilot testing of or a demonstra-
tion of an innovative technology having the potential for
improved cost-effectiveness in estuary habitat restoration.

(d) CoST SHARING.—

{1) FEDERAL SHARE.—Except as provided in paragraph (2)
and subsection (e)(2), the Federal share of the cost of an estuary
habitat restoration project (other than the cost of operation
and maintenance of the project} carried out under this title
shall not exceed 65 percent of such cost.

(2) INNOVATIVE TECHNOLOGY COSTS.—The Federal share
of the incremental additional cost of including in a project
pilot testing of or a demonstration of an innovative technology
described in subsection (c)(4)(B) shall be 85 percent.

(3) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—The non-Federal share of the
cost of an estuary habitat restoration project carried out under
this title shall include lands, easements, rights-of-way, and
relocations and may include services, or any other form of
in-kind contribution determined by the Secretary to be an
appropriate contribution etlluivalent to the monetary amount
required for the non-Federal share of the activity.

(4) OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE.—The non-Federal
interests shall be responsible for all costs associated with oper-
ating, maintaining, replacing, repairing, and rehabilitating all

rojects carried out under this section.
Fe) NTERIM ACTIONS.——

(1) IN GENERAL.—Pending completion of the estuary habitat
restoration strategy to be developed under section 106, the
Secretary may take interim actions to carry out an estuary
habitat restoration activity.

(2) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of the cost of an
estuary habitat restoration activity before the completion of
the estuary habitat restoration strategy shall not exceed 25
percent of such cost.
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(f) COOPERATION OF NON-FEDERAL INTERESTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may not carry out an
estuary habitat restoration prgject until a non-Federal interest
has entered into a written agreement with the Secretary in
which the non-Federal interest agrees to—

(A) provide all lands, easements, rights-of-way, and
relocations and any other elements the Secretary deter-
mines appropriate under subsection (d)(3); and

(B) provide for maintenance and menitoring of the

roject.

2} NONGOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS.—Notwithstanding
section 221(b) of the Flood Control Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C.
1962d-5b(b)), for any praject to be undertaken under this title,
the Secretary, in consultation and coordination with apﬁropriate
State and local governmental agencies and Indian tribes, may
allow a nongovernmental organization to serve as the non-
Federal interest for the project.

(g) DELEGATION OF PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION.—In carrying out

this title, the Secretary may delegate project implementation to
another Federal department or agency on a reimbursable basis
if the Secretary, upen the recommendation of the Council, deter-
mines such delegation is appropriate.

33 USC 2904, SEC. 105. ESTABLISHMENT OF ESTUARY HABITAT RESTORATION

COUNCIL.
(a) CouNcIL.—There is established a council to be known as

the “Estuary Habitat Restoration Council”.

(b} DUTIES.—The Council shall be responsible for—

{1) soliciting, reviewing, and evaluating project proposals
and developing recommendations concerning such proposals
based on the factors specified in section 104(c) é):

(2) submitting to the Secretary a list of recommended
projects, including a recommended priority order and any rec-
ommendation as to whether a project should be carried out
by the Secretalby or by another Federal department or agency
under section 104(g);

(3) developing and transmitting to Congress a national
strategy for restoration of estuary habitat;

(4) periodically reviewing the effectiveness of the national
strategy in meeting the purposes of this title and, as necessary,
updating the national strategy; and

(5) providing advice on the development of the database,
mo(xi‘litgging standards, and report required under sections 107
and 108,

(c) MEMBERSHIP.—The Council shall be composed of the fol-

lowing members:

(1) The Secretary (or the Secretary’s designee).

(2) The Under Secretary for Oceans and Atmosphere of
the E))epartment of Commerce (or the Under Secretary's des-
ignee),

8 (3) The Administrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency (or the Administrator's designee).

{4} The Secretary of the Interior, acting through the
Director of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (or
such Secretary's designee).

(?) The Secretary of Agriculture (or such Secretary's des-
ignee).
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(6) The head of any other Federal agency designated b
the President to serve as an ex officlo member of the Council.
{d) PROHIBITION OF COMPENSATION.—Members of the Council

may not receive compensation for their service as members of
the Council.

{e) CHAIRPERSON.—The chairperson shall be elected by the
Council from among its members for a 3-year term, except that
the first elected chairperson may serve a term of fewer than 3

ears,
Y (f} CONVENING OF COUNCIL.—

(1) FirST MEETING.—The Secretary shall convene the first Deadline.
meeting of the Council not later than 60 days after the date
of enactment of this Act for the purpose of electing a chair-

ersorn.

P (2) ADDITIONAL MEETINGS.—The chairperson shall convene

additional meetings of the Council as often as appropriate

to ensure that this title is fully carried out, but not less often
than annually.

(g) CounciL PROCEDURES.—The Council shall establish proce-
dures for voting, the conduct of meetings, and other matters, as
necessary.

(h} rgUBLIC PARTICIPATION.—Meetings of the Council shall be
ogen to the public. The Council shall provide notice to the public
of such meetings.

(1) ApVICE.—The Council shall consult with persons with recog-
nized scientific expertise in estuary or estuary habitat restoration,
representatives of State agencies, local or regional government agen-
cies, and nongovernmental organizations with expertise in estuary
or estuary habitat restoration, and representatives of Indian tribes,
agricultural interests, fishing interests, and other estuary users—

{1} to assist the Council in the development of the estuary
halc)litat restoration strategy to be developed under section 106;
an

{2} to provide advice and recommendations to the Council
on proposed estuary habijtat restoration projects, including
advice on the scientific merit, technical merit, and feasibility
of a project.

SEC. 106. ESTUARY HABITAT RESTORATION STRATEGY. 33 USC 2905.

{a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after the date of enact- Deadline.
ment of this Act, the Council, shall develop an estuary habitat
restoration strategy designed to ensure a comprehensive approach
to maximize benefits derived from estuary habitat restoration
projects and to foster the coordination of Federal and non-Federal
activities related to restoration of estuary habitat.

(b) GoaL.—The goal of the strategy shall be the restoration
of 1,000,000 acres of estuary habitat by the year 2010.

(c) INTEGRATION OF HSTUARY HABITAT RESTORATION PLANS,
PROGRAMS, AND PARTNERSHIPS.—In developing the estuary habitat
restoration strategy, the Council shall—

(1) conduct a review of estuary management or habitat
restoration plans and Federal programs established under other
laws that authorize funding for estuary habitat restoration
activities; and

(2) ensure that the estuary habitat restoration strategy
is developed in a manner that is consistent with the estuary
management or habitat restoration plans.
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Federal Register,
publlcation,

33 USC 2906.

(d) ELEMENTS OF THE STRATEGY.—The estuary habitat restora-

tion strategy shall include proposals, methods, and guidance on—

(1) maximizing the incentives for the creation of new public-

private partnerships to carry out estuary habitat restoration

projects and the use of Federal resources to encourage increased

private sector involvement in estuary habitat restoration activi-
ties;

(2) ensuring that the estuary habitat restoration strategy
will be implemented in a manner that is consistent with the
estuary management or habitat restoration plans;

(?l;jypromoting estuary habitat restoration projects to—

(A) provide healthy ecosystems in order to support—
(i) wildlife, including endangered and threatened
species, migratory birds, and resident species of an
estuary watershed; and
(iliY fish and shellfish, including commercial and
recreational fisheries;
(B) improve surface and ground water quality and
quantity, and flood control;
(C) provide cutdoor recreation; and
(D) address other areas of concern that the Council
determines to be appropriate for consideration;

{4) addressing the estimated historic losses, estimated cur-
rent rate of loss, and extent of the threat of future loss or
degradation of each type of estuary habitat;

(5) measuring the rate of change for each type of estuary
habitat;

(6) selecting a balance of smaller and larger estuary habitat
restoration projects; and

(7) ensuring equitable geographic distribution of projects
funded under this title.

(e) PusLic REVIEW AND COMMENT.—Before the Council adopts
a final or revised estuary habitat restoration strategy, the Secretary
shall publish in the Federal Register a draft of the estuary habitat
restoration strategy and provide an opportunity for public review
and comment.

(f) PERIODIC REVISION.—Using data and information developed
through project menitoring and management, and other relevant
information, the Council may periodically review and update, as
necessary, the estuary habitat restoration strategy.

SEC. 107. MONITORING OF ESTUARY HABITAT RESTORATION
PROJECTS.

{a} UNDER SECRETARY.—In this section, the term “"Under Sec-
retary” means the Under Secretary for Oceans and Atmosphere
of the Department of Commerce.

(b) DATABASE OF RESTORATION PROJECT INFORMATION.—The
Under Secretary, in consultation with the Council, shall develop
and maintain an appropriate database of information concerning
estuary habitat restoration projects carried out under this title,
including information on project techniques, project completion,
monitoring data, and other relevant information.

{c) MONITORING DATA STANDARDS.—The Under Secretary, in
consultation with the Council, shall develop standard data formats
for monitoring projects, along with requirements for types of data
collected and frequency of monitoring.
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{d) COORDINATION OF DATA.—The Under Secretary shall com-

ile information that pertains to estuary habitat restoration projects

tom other Federal, State, and local sources and that meets the

quality control requirements and data standards established under
this section.

(&) UsE oF EXISTING ProGraMS.—The Under Secretary shall
use existing programs within the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration to create and maintain the database required under
this section.

{f) PuBLIC AVAILABILITY.—The Under Secretary shall make the
information collected and maintained under this section available
to the public.

SEC. 108. REPORTING. 33 USC 2907.

(a) IN GENERAL.—At the end of the third and fifth fiscal years
following the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary, after
considering the advice and recommendations of the Council, shall
transmit to Congress a report on the results of activities carried
out under this title.

, (3) CONTENTS OF REPORT.—A report under subsection (a) shall
include—

(1) data on the number of acres of estuary habitat restored
under this title, including descriptions of, and partners invelved
with, projects selected, in progress, and completed under this
title that comprise those acres;

(2) information from the database established under section
107(b) related to ongoing moenitoring of Frojects to ensure that
short-term and long-term restoration goals are achieved;

(3) an estimate of the long-term success of varying restora-
tion techniques used in carrying out estuary habitat restoration
projects;

(4) a review of how the information described in paragraphs
(1) through (3) has been incorporated in the selection and
implementation of estuary habitat restoration projects;

(5) a review of efforts made to maintain an appropriate
database of restoration projects carried out under this title;
and

(6) a review of the measures taken to provide the informa-
tion described in paragraphs {1) through (3) to persons with
responsibility for assisting in the restoration of estuary habitat.

SEC. 109. FUNDING. 33 USC 2908.

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS, —

(1) ESTUARY HABITAT RESTORATION PROJECTS.—There is
authorized to be appropriated to the Secretary for carrying
out and providing technical assistance for estuary habitat res-
toration projects—

{A) $40,000,000 for fiscal year 2001;
(B) $50,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2002 and 2003;
(C) $60,000,000 for fiscal year 2004; and
(D} $75,000,000 for fiscal year 2005.
Such sums shall remain available until expended.

{2) MONITORING.—There is authorized to be appropriated
te the Under Secretary for Oceans and Atmosphere of the
Department of Commerce for the acquisition, maintenance, and
management of monitoring data on restoration projects carried
out under this title, $1.5%0.000 for each of fiscal years 2001
through 2005. Such sums shall remain available until expended.
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33 USC 2909.

Deadline.

{b) SET-ASIDE FOR ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES OF THE
CounciL.—Not to exceed 3 percent of the amounts appropriated
for a fiscal year under subsection (a){1} or $1,500,000, whichever
is greater, may be used by the Secretary for administration and
operation of the Council.

SEC. 110. GENERAL PROVISIONS.

(@) AceENcY CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION.—In carrying
out this title, the Secretary shall, as necessary, consult with,
cooperate with, and coordinate its activities with the activities
of other Federal departments and agencies.

(b) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS; MEMORANDA OF UNDER-
STANDING.—In carrying out this title, the Secretary may—

(1) enter into cooperative agreements with Federal, State,
and local government agencies and other entities; and

(2) execute such memoranda of understanding as are nec-
essary to reflect the agreements.

{c) FEDERAL AGENCY FACILITIES AND PERSONNEL.—Federal
agencies may cooperate in carrying out scientific and other pro-
grams necessary to carry out this title, and may provide facilities
and personnel, for the purpose of assisting the Council in carrying
out its duties under this title.

{d) IDENTIFICATION AND MAPPING OF DREDGED MATERIAL DiIs-
POSAL SITES.—In consultation with appropriate Federal and non-
Federal public entities, the Secretary shall undertake, and update
as warranted by changed conditions, surveys to identify and map
sites appropriate for beneficial uses of dredged material for the
protection, restoration, and creation of aquatic and ecologically
related habitats, including wetlands, in order to further the pur-
poses of this title.

(e) STUDY OF BIOREMEDIATION TECHNOLOGY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days after the date
of enactment of this Act, the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, with the participation of the estua-
rine scientific community, shall begin a 2-year study on the
efficacy of bioremediation products.

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—The study shall—

(A) evaluate and assess bicremediation technology—

{i) on low-level petroleum hydrocarbon contamina-
tion from recreational boat bilges;

(ii) on low-level petroleum hydrocarben contamina-
tion from stormwater discharges;

(iii) on nonpoint petroleum hydrocarbon dis-
charges; and

%iv) as a first response tool for petroleum hydro-

carbon spills; and

(B) recommend management actions to optimize the
return of a healthy and balanced ecosystem and make
improvements in the quality and character of estuarine
waters.
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TITLE II—CHESAPEAKE BAY

RESTORATION Chesapeake Bay
Rfestoratinn Act
2000.
SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE. Stete lsting.
This title may be cited as the "Chesapeake Bay Restoration ?lgtlélsc 1251
Act of 2000". '
SEC. 202. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 33 UsC 1267

{a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— note.

(1) the Chesapeake Bay is a national treasure and a
resource of worldwide significance;

(2) over many years, the productivity and water quality
of the Chesapeake Bay and its watershed were diminished
by pollution, excessive sedimentation, shoreline erosion, the
impacts of population growth and development in the Chesa-
peake Bay watershed, and other factors;

(3) the Federal Government (acting through the Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection Agency), the Governor
of the State of Maryland, the Governor og the Commonwealth
of Virginia, the Governor of the Commonwealth of Pennsyl-
vania, the Chairperson of the Chesapeake Bay Commission,
and the mayor of the District of Columbia, as Chesapeake
Bay Agreement signatories, have committed to a comprehensive
cooperative program to achieve improved water quality and
improvements in the preductivity of living resources of the
Bay;
{(4) the cooperative program described in paragraph (3)
serves as a national and international model for the manage-
ment of estuaries; and

(5) there is a need to expand Federal support for moni-
toring, management, and restoration activities in the Chesa-
peake Bay and the tributaries of the Bay in order to meet
and further the original and subsequent goals and commitments
of the Chesapeake Bay Program.

{(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this title are—

(1) to expand and strengthen cooperative efforts to restore
and protect the Chesapeake Bay; and

2) to achieve the goals established in the Chesapeake
Bay Agreement.

SEC. 203. CHESAPEAKE BAY.

Section 117 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33
U.S.C. 1267) is amended to read as follows:

“SEC. 117. CHESAPEAKE BAY.
“(a) DEFINITIONS.——In this section, the following definitions

apply:

Y “(1) ADMINISTRATIVE COST.—The term ‘administrative cost’
means the cost of salaries and fringe benefits incurred in admin-
istering a grant under this section.

“(2) CHESAPEAKE BAY AGREEMENT.—The term ‘Chesapeake
Bay Agreement’ means the formal, voluntary agreements
executed to achieve the goal of restoring and protecting the
Chesapeake Bay ecosystem and the living resources of the
Chesapeake Bay ecosystem and signed by the Chesapeake
Executive Council.
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“(3) CHESAPEAKE BAY ECOSYSTEM.—The term ‘Chesapeake
Bay ecosystem’ means the ecosystem of the Chesapeake Bay
and its watershed.

“(4) CHESAPEAKE BAY PROGRAM.—The term ‘Chesapeake
Bay Program' means the program directed by the Chesapeake
Executive Council in accordance with the Chesapeake Bay
Agreement.

“{5) CHESAPEAKE EXECUTIVE COUNCIL.—The term ‘Chesa-
peake Executive Council’ means the signatories to the Chesa-
peake Bay Agreement.

“(6) SIGNATORY JURISDICTION.—The term ‘signatory juris-
diction’ means a jurisdiction of a signatory to the Chesapeake
Bay Agreement.

“{b} CONTINUATION OF CHESAPEAKE BAY PROGRAM.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In cooperation with the Chesapeake
Executive Council {(and as a member of the Council), the
Administrater shall continue the Chesapeake Bay Program.

*(2) PROGRAM OFFICE.—

"(A} IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall maintain
in the Environmental Protection Agency a Chesapeake Bay
Program Office.

“(B} FUNCTION.—The Chesapeake Bay Program Office
shall provide support to the Chesapeake Executive Council
by—

“(i) implementing and coordinating science,
research, modeling, support services, monitoring, data
callection, and other activities that support the Chesa-
peake Bay Program;

“(ii) developing and making available, through
publications, technical assistance, and other appro-
priate means, information pertaining to the environ-
mental quality and living resources of the Chesapeake
Bay ecosystem;

“(iii) in cooperation with appropriate Federal,
State, and local authorities, assisting the signatories
to the Chesapeake Bay Agreement in developing and
implementing specific action plans to carry out the
responsibilities of the signatories to the Chesapeake
Bay Agreement;

“{iv) coordinating the actions of the Environmental
Protection Agency with the actions of the appropriate
officials of other Federal agencies and State and local
authorities in developing strategies to—

“(I) improve the water quality and living
resources in the Chesapeake Bay ecosystem; and

“(II} obtain the support of the appropriate offi-
cials of the agencies and authorities in achieving
the objectives of the Chesapeake Bay Agreement;
and

“(v) implementing outreach programs for public
information, education, and participation to foster
stewardship of the resources of the Chesapeake Bay.

“{c) INTERAGENCY AGREEMENTS.—The Administrator may enter

into an interagency agreement with a Federal agency to carry
out this section,

“(d) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND ASSISTANCE GRANTS.—
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“(1) IN GENERAL.—In cooperation with the Chesapeake
Executive Council, the Administrator may provide technical
assistance, and assistance grants, to nonprofit organizations,
State and local governments, colleges, universities, and inter-
state agencies to carg out this section, subject to such terms
and conditions as the Administrator considers appropriate.

“{2) FEDERAL SHARE.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in subparagraph
(B), the Federal share of an assistance grant provided
under paragraph (1) shall be determined by the Adminis-
trator in accordance with guidance issued by the Adminis-
trator.,

“(B) SMALL WATERSHED GRANTS PROGRAM.—The Fed-
eral share of an assistance grant provided under paragraph
(1) to carry out an implementing activity under subsection
(g)(2) shall not exceed 75 percent of eligible project costs,
as determined by the Administrator.

*(3) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—An assistance grant under para-
graph (1) shall be provided on the condition that non-Federal
sources provide the remainder of eligible project costs, as deter-
mined by the Administrator.

“(4) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—Administrative costs shall not
exceed 10 percent of the annual grant award.

*(e) IMPLEMENTATION AND MONITORING GRANTS.—

“(1} IN GENERAL.—If a signatory jurisdiction has approved
and committed to implement all or substantially all aspects
of the Chesa%eake Bay Agreement, on the request of the chief
executive of the jurisdiction, the Administrator—

“(A) shall make a grant to the jurisdiction for the
purpose of implementing the management mechanisms
established under the Chesapeake Bay Agreement, subject
to such terms and conditicns as the Administrator considers
appropriate; and

8]33) may make a grant to a signatory jurisdiction for
the purpose of monitoring the Chesapeake Bay ecosystem.
“(2) BROPOSALS.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A signatory jurisdiction described

in paragraph (1) may apply for a grant under this sub-

section for a fiscal year by submitting to the Administrator

a comprehensive proposal to implement management

mechanisms established under the Chesapeake Bay Agree-

ment.

“(B) CONTENTS.—A proposal under subparagraph (A)
shall include—

“(i) a description of proposed management mecha-
nisms that the jurisdiction commits to take within

a specified time period, such as reducing or preventing

pollution in the Chesapeake Bay and its watershed

or meeting applicable water quality standards or estab-
lished goals and objectives under the Chesapeake Bay

Agreement; and

“(ii) the estimated cost of the actions proposed
to be taken during the fiscal year.

“(3) ApPROVAL.—If the Administrator finds that the pro-
posal is consistent with the Chesapeake Bay Agreement and
the national goals established under section 101(a), the
Administrator may approve the proposal for an award.
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“(4) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of a grant under
this subsection shall not exceed 50 percent of the cost of imple-
menting the management mechanisms during the fiscal year.

“(5) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—A grant under this subsection
shall be made on the condition that non-Federal sources provide
the remainder of the costs of implementing the management
mechanisms during the fiscal year.

*(6) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—Administrative costs shall not
exceed 10 l{:Eert:ent of the annual grant award.

(N PORTING.—On or before October 1 of each fiscal
year, the Administrator shall make available to the public
a document that lists and describes, in the greatest practicable
degree of detail—

"(A) all projects and activities funded for the fiscal
year;

“(B) the goals and objectives of projects funded for
the previous fiscal year; and]

“(C} the net benefits of projects funded for previous
fiscal years.

*(f) FEDERAL FACILITIES AND BUDGET COQRDINATION, —

“(1) SUBWATERSHED PLANNING AND RESTORATION.-—A Fed-
eral agency that owns or operates a facility (as defined by
the Administrator) within the Chesapeake Bay watershed shall
participate in regional and subwatershed planning and restora-
tion programs.

(2) COMPLIANCE WITH AGREEMENT.—The head of each Fed-
eral agency that owns or occupies real property in the Chesa-
peake Bay watershed shall ensure that the property, and
actions taken by the agency with respect to the I:property, comply
with the Chesapeake Bay Agreement, the Federal Agencies
Chesapeake Ecosystem Unified Plan, and any subsequent
agreements and plans.

“{3}) BUDGET COORDINATION.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—As part of the annual budget
submission of each Federal agency with projects or grants
related to restoration, planning, monitoring, or scientific
investigation of the Chesapeake Bay ecosystem, the head
of the agency shall submit to the President a report that
describes plans for the expenditure of the funds under
this section.

“(B) DISCLOSURE TQ THE COUNCIL,—The head of each
agency referred to in subparagraph (A} shall disclose the
report under that subparagraph with the Chesapeake
Executive Council as appropriate.

“(g) CHESAPEAKE BAY PROGRAM.—

“(1) MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES.—The Administrator, in
coordination with other members of the Chesapeake Executive
Council, shall ensure that management plans are developed
and implementation is begun by signatories to the Chesapeake
Bay Agreement to achieve and maintain—

“(A) the nutrient goals of the Chesapeake Bay Agree-
ment for the quantity of nitrogen and phosphorus entering
the Chesapeake Bay and its watershed;

“(B) the water quality requirements necessary to
restore living resources in the Chesapeake Bay ecosystem;

“(C) the Chesapeake Bay Basinwide Toxins Red{mtion
and Prevention Strategy goal of reducing or eliminating
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the input of chemical contaminants from all controllable

sources to levels that result in no toxic or bicaccumulative

impact on the living resources of the Chesapeake Bay eco-
system or on human health;

“(D) habitat restoration, protection, creation, and
enhancement goals established by Chesapeake Bay Agree-
ment signatories for wetlands, riparian forests, and other
types of habitat associated with the Chesapeake Bay eco-
system; and

"(E) the restoration, protection, creation, and enhance-
ment goals established by the Chesapeake Bay Agreement
signatories for living resources associated with the Chesa-
Peake Bay ecosystem.

'(2) SMALL WATERSHED GRANTS PROGRAM,—The Adminis-
trator, in cooperation with the Chesapeake Executive Council,
shall—

“(A) establish a small watershed grants program as
part of the Chesapeake Bay Program; and

“(B) offer technical assistance and assistance grants
under subsection (d) to local governments and nonprofit
organizations and individuals in the Chesapeake Bay
region to implement—

“({) cooperative tributary basin strategies that
address the water quality and living resource needs
in the Chesapeake Bay ecosystem; and

"(ii) locally based protection and restoration pro-
grams or projects within a watershed that complement
the tributary basin strategies, including the creation,
restoration, protection, or enhancement of habitat asso-
ciated with the Chesapeake Bay ecosystem.

“(h) STUDY OF CHESAPEAKE BAY PROGRAM.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than April 22, 2003, and every Deadline.
5 years thereafter, the Administrator, in coordination with the
Chesapeake Executive Council, shall complete a study and
submit to Congress a comprehensive report on the results of
the study.

“(2) REQUIREMENTS.—The study and report shall—

“(A) assess the state of the Chesafpeake Bay ecosystem;

“(B) compare the current state of the Chesapeake Bay
ecosystem with its state in 1975, 1985, and 1995;

“(C) assess the effectiveness of management strategies
being implemented on the date of enactment of this section
and the extent to which the priority needs are being met;

“(D) make recommendations for the improved manage-
ment of the Chesapeake Bay Program either by strength-
ening strategies being implemented on the date of enact-
ment of this section or by adopting new strategies; and

“(E) be presented in such a format as to be readily
transferable to and usable by other watershed restoration
éarograms.

“(1) SPECIAL STUDY OF LIVING RESOURCE RESPONSE,—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days after the date Deadline,
of enactment of this section, the Administrator shall commence
a 5-year special study with full participation of the scientific
cormmunity of the Chesapeake Bay to establish and ex?and
understanding of the response of the living resources of the
Chesapeake Bay ecosystem to improvements in water quality
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that have resulted from investments made through the Chesa-

peake Bay Program.

*(2) REQUIREMENTS.—The study shall—

“(A) determine the current status and trends of living
resources, Including grasses, benthos, phytoplankton,
zooplankton, fish, and shellfish;

“(B} establish to the extent practicable the rates of
recovery of the living resources in response to improved
water quality condition;

“(& evaluate and assess interactions of species, with
particular attention to the impact of changes within and
among trophic levels; and

“(D} recommend management actions to optimize the
return of a healthy and batanced ecosystem in response
to improvements in the quality and character of the waters
of the Chesapeake Bay.

“() AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—There is authorized
to be appropriated to carry out this section $40,000,000 for each
of fiscal years 2001 through 2005. Such sums shall remain available
until expended.”.

TITLE IIT-NATIONAL ESTUARY
PROGRAM.

SEC. 301. ADDITION TO NATIONAL ESTUARY PROGRAM.

Section 320{a)(2)(B) of the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act (33 U.S.C. 1330(2)(2)(B)) is amended by inserting “Lake Pont-
chartrain Basin, Louisiana and Mississippi;” before “"and Peconic
Bay, New York.".

SEC. 302. GRANTS.

Section 320(g) of the Federal Water Pollution Contrel Act (33
U.S.C. 1330(g)) is amended by striking paragraphs (2) and (3)
and inserting the following:

“{2) PURPOSES.—Grants under this subsection shall be
made te pay for activities necessary for the development and
implementation of a comprehensive conservation and manage-
ment plan under this section.

"(3) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of a grant to
any person (including a State, interstate, or regional agency
or entity) under this subsection for a fiscal year—

*(A) shall not exceed—

“(i} 75 percent of the annual aggregate costs of
the development of a comprehensive conservation and
management plan; and

“(ii) 50 percent of the annual agpregate costs of
the implementation of the plan; and
“(B} shall be made on condition that the non-Federal

share of the costs are provided from non-Federal sources.”.

SEC. 303. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

Section 320(i) of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33
U.S.C. 1330(i)) is amended by striking “$12,000,000 per fiscal year
for each of fiscal years 1987, 1988, 1989, 1890, and 1991" and
inserting “$35,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2001 through 2005".
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TITLE IV—-LONG ISLAND SOUND
RE STO RATION Long Island

Sound
Restoration Act.

SEC. 401. SHORT TITLE. 33U0sC 1251

This title may be cited as the “Long Island Sound Restoration note.
Act”,

SEC. 402. INNOVATIVE METHODOLOGIES AND TECHNOLOGIES,

Section 119{(c)(1) of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act
(33 U.S.C. 1269(c)(1)) is amended by inserting ", including efforts
to establish, within the process for granting watershed general
permits, a system for promoting innovative methodologies and tech-
nologies that are cost-effective and consistent with the goals of
the Plan” before the semicolon at the end.

SEC. 403. ASSISTANCE FOR DISTRESSED COMMUNITIES.

Section 119 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33
1.5.C. 1269) is amended—
(1) by redesignating subsection (e} as subsection (f); and
(2) by inserting after subsection (d) the following:
“(e) ASSISTANCE TO DISTRESSED COMMUNITIES.—

“(1) ELIGIBLE COMMUNITIES.—For the purposes of this sub-
section, a distressed community is any community that meets
affordability criteria established by the State in which the
community is located, if such criteria are developed after public
review and comment.

“(2) PrIORITY.—In making assistance available under this
section for the upgrading of wastewater treatment facilities,
the Administrator may give priority to a distressed commu-
nity.”.

SEC. 404. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

Section 119(f) of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (as
redesignated by section 403 of this Act) is amended—

{1} in paragraph (1) by striking “1991 through 2001"” and
inserting “2001 through 2005"; and

{2} in paragraph (2) by striking “not to exceed $3,000,000
for each of the fiscal years 1991 through 2001" and inserting
“not to exceed $40,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2001 through
2005

TITLE V—LAKE PONTCHARTRAIN BASIN
RESTORATION Lake

Pontchartrain

Basin
SEC. 501. SHORT TITLE. Restoration Act

£ 2000,
This title may be cited as the “Lake Pontchartrain Basin Res- of 2000
toration Act of 2000",
SEC. 502. LAKE PCNTCHARTRAIN BASIN.

Title I of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 US.C.
1251 et seq.) is amended by adding at the end the following:
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33 USC 1273, “SEC. 121. LAKE PONTCHARTRAIN BASIN.

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF RESTORATION PROGRAM.—The Adminis-

trator shall establish within the Environmental Protection Agency
the Lake Pontchartrain Basin Restoration Program.

“(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the program shall be to restore

the ecological health of the Basin by developing and funding restora-
tion projects and related scientific and public education projects.

“(c) DUTIES.—In carrying out the program, the Administrator

shall—

Public
information.

(1) provide administrative and technical assistance to a
g]ze[\)nagement conference convened for the Basin under section

“(2) assist and support the activities of the management
conference, including the implementation of recommendations
of the management conference;

“(3) support environmental monitoring of the Basin and
research to provide necessary technical and scientific informa-
tion;

“(4) develop a comprehensive research plan to address the
technical needs of the program;

“(5) coordinate the grant, research, and planning programs
authorized under this section; and

“(6) collect and make available to the public publications,
and other forms of information the management conference
determines to be appropriate, relating to the environmental
quality of the Basin.

“(d) GRANTS.—The Administrator may make grants—

“(1) for restoration projects and studies recommended by
a management conference convened for the Basin under section
320; and

“(2) for public education projects recommended by the
management conference.

“{e) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the following definitions

apply:

“(1) BaSIN.—The term ‘Basin' means the Lake Pont-
chartrain Basin, a 5,000 square mile watershed encempassing
16 parishes in the State of Louisiana and 4 counties in the
State of Mississippi.

“(2) PROGRAM.—The term ‘program’ means the Lake Pont-
chartrain Basin Restoration Program established under sub-
section (a).

“(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be appropriated
to carry out this section $20,000,000 for each of fiscal years
2001 through 2005. Such sums shall remain available until
expended.

"(2) PUBLIC EDUCATION PROJECTS.—Not more than 15 per-
cent of the amount appropriated pursuant to paragraph (1)
in a fiscal year may be expended on grants for public education
projects under subsection (d}{2).".
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TITLE VI—-ALTERNATIVE WATER
SOURCES Alternative

Water Sources
Act of 2000.
SEC. 601. SHORT TITLE. 33 USC 1251

This title may be cited as the “Alternative Water Sources note.
Act of 2000".

SEC. 602. PILOT PROGRAM FOR ALTERNATIVE WATER SOURCE
PROJECTS.

Title II of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C.
1281 et seq.} is amended by adding at the end the following:

"SEC. 220. PILOT PROGRAM FOR ALTERNATIVE WATER SOURCE
PROJECTS. 33 USC 1300.

“(a) PoLICY.—Nothing in this section shall be construed to
affect the application of section 101(g} of this Act and all of the
provisions of this section shall be carried out in accordance with
the provisions of section 101 (g).

“(b) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator may establish a pilot
program to make grants to State, interstate, and intrastate water
resource development agencies (including water management dis-
tricts and water supply authorities), local government agencies,
private utilities, and nonprofit entities for alternative water source
projects to meet critical water supply needs.

“(c) ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—The Administrator may make grants
under this section to an entity only if the entity has authority
under State law to develop or provide water for municipal, indus-
trial, and agricultural uses in an area of the State that is experi-
encing critical water supply needs.

"{d) SELECTION QF PROJECTS.—

“(1) LIMITATION.—A project that has received funds under
the reclamation and reuse program conducted under the Rec-
lamation Projects Authorization and Adjustment Act of 1992
(43 U.S.C. 390h et seq.) shall not be eligible for grant assistance
under this section.

“(2) ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATION.—In making grants under
this section, the Administrator shall consider whether the
project is located within the boundaries of a State or area
referred to in section 1 of the Reclamation Act of June 17,
1902 (32 Stat. 385), and within the geographic scope of the
reclamation and reuse program conducted under the Reclama-
tion Projects Authorization and Adjustment Act of 1992 (43
U.S.C. 390h et seq.).

“(3) GEOGRAPHICAL DISTRIBUTION.—Alternative water
source projects selected by the Administrator under this section
shall reflect a variety of geographical and environmental condi-
tions.

"“(e) COMMITTEE RESOLUTION PROCEDURE.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—No appropriation shall be made for any
alternative water source project under this section, the total
Federal cost of which exceeds $3,000,000, if such project has
not been approved by a resolution adopted by the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure of the House of Rep-
resentatives or the Committee on Environment and Public
Works of the Senate.
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“(2) REQUIREMENTS FOR SECURING CONSIDERATION.—For
urposes of securing consideration of approval under paraFraph
1), the Administrator shall provide to a committee referred
to in paragraph (1) such information as the committee requests
and the non-Federal sponsor shall provide to the committee
information on the costs and relative needs for the alternative
water source project.

“(fi USES OF GRANTS.—Amounts from grants received under
this section may be used for engineering, design, construction, and
final testing of alternative water source projects designed to meet
critical water supply needs. Such amounts may not be used for
planning, feasibility studies or for operation, maintenance, replace-
ment, repair, or rehabilitation.

“(g) CosT SHARING.—The Federal share of the eligible costs
of an alternative water source project carried cut using assistance
made available under this section shall not exceed 50 percent.

“(h) REPORTS.—On or before September 30, 2004, the Adminis-
trator shall transmit to Congress a report on the results of the
pilot program established under this section, including progress
made toward meeting the critical water supply needs of the partici-
pants in the pilot program.

“() DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the following definitions
apply:

“(1}) ALTERNATIVE WATER SOURCE PROJECT.—The term
‘alternative water source project’ means a project designed to
provide municipal, industrial, and agricultural water supplies
in an environmentally sustainable manner by conserving, man-
aging, reclaiming, or reusing water or wastewater or by treating
wastewater. Such term does not include water treatment or
distribution facilities.

"(2) CRITICAL WATER SUPPLY NEEDS.—The term ‘critical
water supply needs’ means existing or reasonably anticipated
future water supply needs that cannot be met by existing
water supplies, as identified in a comprehensive statewide or
regional water supply plan or assessment projected over a
planning period of at least 20 years.

*(§) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—There is authorized
to be appropriated to carry out this section a total of $75,000,000
for ﬁscalp years 2002 through 2004. Such sums shall remain avail-
able until expended.”.

TITLE VII—CLEAN LAKES

SEC. 701. GRANTS TO STATES.

Section 314{c)(2) of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act
(33 U.S.C. 1324(c)(2)) is amended by striking “$50,000,000" the
first place it ag ears and all that follows through “1990" and
inserting “$50,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2001 through 2005".

SEC. 702. DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM.

Section 314(d) of the Federal Water Pollution Contrel Act (33
U.S.C. 1324(d)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (2} by inserting “Otsego Lake, New York;

Oneida Lake, I%ew York; Raystown Lake, Pennsylvania; Swan

Lake, Itasca County, Minnesota; Walker Lake, Nevada; Lake

Tahge, California and Nevada; Ten Mile Lakes, Oregon;
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Woahink Lake, Oregon; Highland Lake, Connecticut; Lily Lake,
New Jersey; Strawbridge Lake, New Jersey; Baboosic Lake,
New Hampshire; French Pond, New Hampshire; Dillon Res-
ervoir, Ohio; Tohopekaliga Lake, Florida; Lake Apopka, Florida;
Lake George, New York; Lake Wallenpaupack, Pennsyivania;
Lake Allatoona, Georgia;” after “Sauk Lake, Minnesota;”;

(2) in paragraph (3} by striking “By” and inserting “Not-
withstanding section 3003 of the Federal Reports Elimination
and Sunset Act of 1995 (31 U.S.C. 1113 note; 109 Stat. 734-
736), by"; and

(3) in paragraph (4)(B}({i) by striking “$15,000,000" and
inserting "“$25,000,000".

TITLE VIII-TIJUANA RIVER VALLEY

ESTUARY AND BEACH CLEANUP Tijuana River
Valley Estuary
and Beach
SEC. 801. SHORT TITLE. iewalggo%l&:anup
This title may be cited as the "Tijuana River Valley Estuary Nf.:_.t,? 5
and Beach Sewage Cleanup Act of 2000". iitggc 277d-43
SEC. 802. PURPOSE. 22 USC 277d-43

The purpose of this title is to authorize the United States note.

to take actions to address comprehensively the treatment of sewage
emanating from the Tijuana River area, Mexico, that flows
untreated or partially treated into the United States causing signifi-
cant adverse public health and environmental impacts.

SEC. 803. DEFINITIONS. 22 USC 277d-43.

In this title, the following definitions apply:

(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term "Administrator” means the
Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency.

{2) CommissioN.—The term “Commission” means the
United States section of the International Boundary and Water
Commission, United States and Mexico.

(3) IWTP.—The term “IWTP" means the South Bay Inter-
national Wastewater Treatment Plant constructed under the
provisions of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C.
1251 et seq.), section 510 of the Water Quality Act of 1987
(101 Stat. 80-82), and Treatg Minutes to the Treaty for the
Utilization of Waters of the Colorado and Tijuana Rivers and
of the Rio Grande, dated February 3, 1944.

(4) SECONDARY TREATMENT.—The term “secondary treat-
ment” has the meaning such term has under the Federal Water
Pellution Control Act and its implementing regulations.

(5) SEcrETARY.—The term "Secretary” means the Secretary
of State.

(6) MEXICAN FACILITY.—The term “Mexican facility” means
a proposed public-private wastewater treatment facility to be
constructed and operated under this title within Mexico for
the purpose of treating sewage flows generated within Mexico,
which flows impact the surface waters, health, and safety of
the United States and Mexico.

{7) MGD.—The term “mgd” means million gallons per day.



114 STAT. 1978 PUBLIC LAW 106-457—NOV. 7, 2000

22 USC 277d-44.

Deadline.

SEC. 804. ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN BY THE COMMISSION AND THE
ADMINISTRATOR.

(@) SECONDARY TREATMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the negotiation and conclusion
of a new Treaty Minute or the amendment of Treaty Minute
283 under section 1005 of this Act, and notwithstanding section
510(b){2) of the Water Quality Act of 1987 (101 Stat. 81),
the Commission is authorized and directed to provide for the
secondary treatment of a total of not more than 50 mgd in
Mexico—

(A) of effluent from the TWTP if such treatment is
not provided for at a facility in the United States; and
B) of additional sewage emanating from the Tijuana

River area, Mexico.

(2) ADDITIONAL AUTHORITY.—Subject to the results of the
comprehensive plan developed under subsection (b) revealing
a need for additional secondary treatment capacity in the San
Diego-Tijuana border region and recommending the provision
of such capacity in Mexico, the Commission may provide not
more than an additional 25 mgd of secondary treatment
capacity in Mexico for treatment described in paragraph (1).
(b} COMPREHENSIVE PLAN.—Not later than 24 menths after

the date of enactment of this Act, the Administrator shall develop
a comprehensive plan with stakeholder involvement to address
the transhorder sanitation problems in the San Diege-Tijuana
border region. The plan shall include, at a minimum—

1) an analysis of the long-term secondary treatment needs
of the region;

(2) an analysis of upgrades in the sewage collection system
serving the Tijuana area, Mexico; and

(3? an identification of options, and recommendations for
preferred options, for additional sewage treatment capacity for
future flows emanating from the Tijuana River area, Mexico.
(c) CONTRACT.—

(1) INn GENERAL.—Subject to the availability of appropria-
tions to carr}; out this subsection and notwithstanding any
provision of Federal procurement law, upon conclusion of a
new Treaty Minute or the amendment of Treaty Minute 283
under section 5, the Commission may enter into a fee-for-
services contract with the owner of a Mexican facility in order
to carry out the secondary treatment requirements of subsection
{a) and make payments under such contract.

(2) TERMS.—Any contract under this subsection shall pro-
vide, at 2 minimum, for the following:

{A) Transportation of the advanced primary effluent
from the IWTP to the Mexican facility for secondary treat-
ment.

(B) Treatment of the advanced primary effluent from
the IWTP to the secondary treatment level in compliance
with water quality laws of the United States, California,
and Mexico.

{C) Return conveyance from the Mexican facility of
any such treated effluent that cannot be reused in either
Mexico or the United States to the South Bay Ocean Qutfall
for discharge into the Pacific Ocean in compliance with
water quality laws of the United States and California.
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(D) Subject to the requirements of subsection (a), addi-
tional sewage treatment capacity that provides for
advanced primary and secondary treatment of sewage
described in subsection (a)(1)(B} in addition to the capacity
required to treat the advanced primary effluent from the
IWTP.

(E) A contract term of 20 years.

(F) Arrangements for monitoring, verification, and
enforcement of compliance with United States, California,
and Mexican water quality standards.

(G) Arrangements for the disposal and use of sludge,
produced from the IWTP and the Mexican facility, at a
location or locations in Mexico.

(H) Maintenance by the owner of the Mexican facility
at all times throughout the term of the contract of a 20
percent equity position in the capital structure of the Mexi-
can facility.

(I} Payment of fees by the Commission to the owner
of the Mexican facility for sewage treatment services with
the annual amount payable to reflect all agreed upon costs
associated with the development, financing, construction,
operation, and maintenance of the Mexican facility, with
such annual payment to maintain the owner's 20 percent
equity position throughout the term of the contract.

(1) Provision for the transfer of ownership of the Mexi-
can facility to the United States, and provision for a can-
cellation fee by the United States to the owner of the
Mexican facility, if the Commission fails to perform its
obligations under the contract. The cancellation fee shall
be in amounts declining over the term of the contract
anticipated to be sufficient to repay construction debt and
other amounts due to the owner that remain unamortized
due to early termination of the contract.

(K) Provision for the transfer of ownership of the Mexi-
can facility to the United States, without a cancellation
fee, if the owner of the Mexican facility fails to perform
the obligations of the owner under the contract.

(L) The use of competitive procedures, consistent with
title III of the Federal Property and Administrative Serv-
ices Act of 1949 (41 U.S.C. 251 et seq.), by the owner
of the Mexican facility in the procurement of property
or services for the engineering, construction, and operation
and maintenance of the Mexican facility.

(M) An opportunity for the Commission to review and
approve the selection of contractors providing engineering,
construction, and operation and maintenance for the Mexi-
can facility.

(N} The maintenance by the owner of the Mexican Records.
facility of all records (including books, documents, papers,
reports, and other materials) necessary to demonstrate
compliance with the terms of this section and the contract.

{O) Access by the Inspector General of the Department Records.
of State or the designee of the Inspector General for audit
and examination of all records maintained pursuant to
subparagraph (N) to facilitate the monitoring and evalua-
tion required under subsection {d).
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{P) Offsets or credits against the payments to be made
by the Commission under this section to reflect an agreed
upon percentage of payments that the owner of the Mexican
facility receives through the sale of water treated by the
facility.

(d) IMPLEMENTATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Inspector General of the Department
of State shall monitor the implementaticn of any contract
entered into under this section and evaluate the extent to
which the owner of the Mexican facility has met the terms
of this section and fulfilled the terms of the contract.

{(2) REPORT.—The Inspector General shall transmit to Con-
gress a report containing the evaluation under paragraph (1)
not later than 2 %'ears after the execution of any contract
with the owner of the Mexican facility under this section,
3 years thereafter, and periodically after the second report
under this paragraph.

22 USC 277d-45. SEC. B05. NEGOTIATION OF NEW TREATY MINUTE.,

(a) CONGRESSIONAL STATEMENT.—In light of the existing threat

to the environment and to public health and safety within the
United States as a result of the river and ocean pollution in the
San Diego-Tijuana border region, the Secretary is requested to
give the highest priority to the negotiation and execution of a
new Treaty Minute, or a modification of Treaty Minute 283, con-
sistent with the provisions of this title, in order that the other
provisions of this title to address such pollution may be implemented
as soon as possible.

{b) NEGOTIATION.—

(1) INITIATION.—The Secretary is requested to initiate nego-
tiations with Mexico, within 60 days after the date of enactment
of this Act, for a new Treaty Minute or a modification of
Treaty Minute 283 consistent with the provisions of this title.

(g) IMPLEMENTATION.—Implementation of a new Treaty
Minute or of a modification of Treaty Minute 283 under this
title shall be subject to the frovisions of the National Environ-
mental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.).

(3) MATTERS TO BE ADDRESSED.—A new Treaty Minute
or a modification of Treaty Minute 283 under paragraph (1)
should address, at a minimum, the following:

{A) The siting of treatment facilities in Mexico and
in the United States.

(B) Provision for the secondary treatment of effluent
from the IWTP at a Mexican facility if such treatment
is not provided for at a facility in the United States.

{C) Provision for additional capacity for advanced pri-
mary and secondary treatment of additional sewage ema-
nating from the Tijuana River area, Mexico, in addition
to the treatment capacity for the advanced primary effluent
from the IWTP at the Mexican facility.

(D) Provision for any and all approvals from Mexican
authorities necessary to facilitate water quality verification
and enforcement at the Mexican facility.

(E) Any terms and conditions considered necessary
to allow for use in the United States of treated effluent
from the Mexican facility, if there is reclaimed water which
is surplus to the needs of users in Mexice and such use
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is consistent with applicable United States and California
law.

(F) Any other terms and conditions considered nec-
essary by the Secretary in order to implement the provi-
sions of this title.

SEC. 806. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 22 USC 277d-46.

There is authorized to be appropriated a total of $156,000,000
for fiscal years 2001 through 2005 to carry out this title. Such
sums shall remain available until expended.

TITLE IX—GENERAL PROVISIONS

SEC. 801. PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIPMENT AND PROD- 33 USC 2901
UCTS. note.

(a) IN GENERAL.—It is the sense of Congress that, to the extent
practicable, all equipment and products purchased with funds made
available under this Act should be American made.

(b) NoOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE.—The head of each
Federal Agency providing financial assistance under this Act, to
the extent practicable, shall provide to each recipient of the assist-
ance a notice describing the statement made in subsection (a).

SEC. 902, LONG-TERM ESTUARY ASSESSMENT. Mississippl.

{(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Commerce (acting through ﬁﬁt‘;’_sc 2501

the Under Secretary for Oceans and Atmosphere) and the Secreta
of the Interior (acting through the Director of the Geologica!l Surve%
may carry out a long-term estuary assessment project (in this
section referred to as the “project”) in accordance with the require-
ments of this section.

(b) PUrRPOSE.—The purpose of the project shall be to establish
a network of strategic environmental assessment and monitoring
projects for the Mississippi River south of Vicksburg, Mississippi,
and the Gulf of Mexico, in order to develop advanced long-term
assessment and monitoring systems and models relating to the
Mississippt River and other aquatic ecosystems, including devel-
oping equipment and techniques necessary to implement the project.

c) MANAGEMENT AGREEMENT.—To establish, operate, and
implement the project, the Secretary of Commerce and the Secretary
of the Interior may enter into a management agreement with a
university-based consortium,

{d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—There is authorized
to be appropriated—

(1) $1,000,000 for fiscal year 2001 to develop the manage-
ment agreement under subsection (c); and
(2) $4,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2002, 2003, 2004,

and 2005 to carry out the project.

Such sums shall remain available until expended.
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SEC. 903. RURAL SANITATION GRANTS.

Section 303(e) of the Safe Drinking Water Act Amendments
of 1996 (33 U.S.C. 1263a(e)) is amended by striking “$15,000,000”
and all that follows through “section.” and inserting the following:
“to carry out this section $40,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2001
through 2003.".

Approved November 7, 2000.

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY—S. 835 (H.R. 1775) (H.R. 3039):

HOUSE REPORTS: Nos. 106-550 accompanying H.R. 3039 {Comm. on Transpor-
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both accompanying H.R. 1775, and 106-995 (Comm. of Con-

ference).
SENATE REPORTS: No. 106-189 (Comm. on Environment and Public Works).
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD Vol. 146 (2000):
Mar. 30, consldered and passed Senate.
Sept. 12, consldered and passed House, amended.
Oct. 23, Senate agreed to conference report.
Oct. 25, House agreed to conference report.
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An ocean contaminant transport modeling study for coastal discharge was prepared
in support of the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for Clean
Water Act Compliance of effluent from the South Bay International Wastewater
Treatment Plant (SBIWTP) in San Diego, California. The ocean contaminant
transport modeling study was conducted to support evaluation of the alternatives in
the Draft SEIS. This study evaluated potential impacts of bacterial concentrations
that would occur as a result of different wastewater effluent flows from alternative
treatment scenarios. This appendix is a synopsis of the Shore and Ocean Discharge
Modeling Report for Clean Water Act Compliance at the SBIWTP (October 2004),
which is available upon request from the United States Section of the International
boundary and Water Commission (USIBWC).

This study identified the time-dependent distributions of bacterial concentration along
the coast of California north and south of a shore-based discharge of wastewater at
Punta Bandera, Baja California. These distributions were evaluated out to determine
whether the California Ocean Plan requirements would be met for the waters
extending north of the United States/Mexico border. The impacts on the initial dilution
achieved by the SBOO discharge for varying flows and levels of treatment also will
be modeled.

The California Ocean Plan is the state’s water quality control plan for ocean waters.
Among the Plan’s high priority issues is an increased stringency of the water contact
fecal coliform standard. The current standard requires:

“Sample of water from each sampling station shall have a density
of total coliform organism less than 1,000 per 100 milliliters (mL)
(or 10 per mL); provided that not more than 20 percent of the
samples at any sampling station, in any 30 day period, may
exceed 1,000 per 100 mL (10 per mL), and provided further that
not a single sample, when verified by a repeat sample taken within
48 hours, shall exceed 10,000 per 100 mL (100 per mL).”

D.1 BACKGROUND

Sewage contamination problems in the Tijuana River Valley area have been chronic
since the 1930s due to rapid growth and inadequate sewerage infrastructure in
Mexico. The physiographic setting of Tijuana at the United States border results in
the flow of sewage from Tijuana that is not captured or treated. This sewage flows
into the United States via the Tijuana River as well as canyons and gullies draining to
the north. The SBIWTP, constructed in 1997, provides advanced primary treatment
of sewage originating from Tijuana and then discharges treated effluent through the
South Bay Ocean Outfall (SBOO).

Sewage flows have caused quarantines of beaches along the south San Diego coast
and have adversely impacted the Tijuana River estuary, a National Estuarine
Research Reserve.

APP-D.DOC 12/16/04

D-1



Appendix D

Shore and Ocean Discharge Modeling Report

D-2

D.2  TREATMENT ALTERNATIVES

The USIBWC is evaluating options for providing secondary treatment at the SBIWTP
or through another private or public entity. Other options include redirecting some or
all of the SBIWTP effluent from California’s waters, or the use of other means of
treatment, or the institution of a combination of these options. The alternatives
developed will enable wastewater flows to be treated in compliance with the Clean
Water Act. Alternatives formulation was the result of a public consultation process
that included regulatory agencies. This study evaluates the water quality, in terms of
projecting potential bacterial concentrations, associated with the seven alternative
treatment options for Clean Water Act compliance.

D.3 Stubpy METHODOLOGY

The Shore Discharge Model (SDM) was used to evaluate the transport of ocean
contaminants. This model was developed in an earlier study to examine pollutant
distributions (bacteria and conservative material) discharged from Punta Bandera.
This study differs from the previous study in that a single discharge having different
volume and pollutant concentrations was modeled. The SDM model is described in
detail in Wastewater Discharge Modeling and Analysis of Alternative Interim Disposal
Options prepared by Parsons in 1996.

An area extending from south of Punta Bandera to north of Point Loma and from
the coast to offshore is divided into three regions of rectangular cells. The inner
region lies adjacent to the coast (wave-dominated processes of dispersion), an outer
region lies offshore (dominated by oceanic processes), and a transition region lies
between these two. The model contains about 13,000 cells and extends 25 km
upcoast of Punta Bandera, 5 km downcoast, and about 4.1 km offshore from the
coast.

Wastewater is discharged into the inner grid cell near the coast at Punta Bandera.
The discharge rate and concentrations can vary throughout the day. As wastewater
is discharged into the ocean, it is transported by the currents and mixed with
adjacent ocean water. The mixing results from turbulent eddies in both the nearshore
and offshore grids, and also via the action of rip-current cells in the inner grid.
Currents in the nearshore zone are driven by the height, period, and direction of
approach of the waves, and currents in the offshore zone are driven by the coastal
currents. Five years of time-series of wave characteristics generated from the
statistical properties of waves measured by an offshore wave recording buoy are
used to drive the nearshore transport, and current measurements previously
collected off South Bay are used for the time-series of ocean currents in the
simulations.

The model computes the temporal evolution of the concentration of a constituent of
interest (e.g., bacterial concentrations) in each simulation cell. These concentrations
are determined by the discharge rate, the concentration in the effluent, the nearshore
and offshore currents, and the strengths of the eddy and rip-current mixing.

D.4 DISCHARGE AT PUNTA BANDERA

Sewered wastewaters from the City of Tijuana, Baja California (B.C.), Mexico, and
the developed coastal areas south and west of the city are treated at the SBIWTP in
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the United States or are bypassed for treatment at the San Antonio de los Buenos
Wastewater Treatment Plant (SABWWTP) in Mexico.

The SABWWTP is about 6 km south of the United States-Mexico border. Recently
upgraded with high-rate aerated lagoons, the plant can treat about 25 mgd of influent.
Flows greater than 25 mgd can bypass the plant and can be discharged, along with
the treated plant effluent, into the at San Antonio de los Buenos creek and then
across the beach at Punta Bandera, about 9 km south of the border. Effluent from
this discharge could be transported upcoast (north) by the nearshore and coastal
currents and into United States waters.

The nine effluent discharge scenarios examined in this study (seven alternatives and
three flow horizons) alter the quantity and quality of the wastewaters discharged at
Punta Bandera, and hence, the potential for contamination north of the border. The
effects of the Punta Bandera discharge, and changes in these effects associated with
changes in the discharge scenarios, were examined using the computer numerical
simulation model known as the SDM.

Alternatives were evaluated for total coliform only. The current study is intended to
update a similar 1996 study and applies the same methodology. Total coliform is still
preferred as an indicator (while other more meaningful indicators are being
evaluated) because of the relative simplicity and low cost of the analysis and the long
track record of the monitored sites. In addition, in spite of its perceived limitations,
this indicator shows a remarkable correlation with bacterial contamination. This
indicator was used in both the 1996 and the present study, not for the reasons listed
above, but because in the 1996 study, a preliminary evaluation showed this indicator
to be the most stringent parameter of compliance.

This study does not assess compliance based on the monitoring data; rather, it
compares the proposed alternatives on the likelihood of compliance for several
potential treatment and discharge scenarios.

D.5 OCEAN DISCHARGE

Discharge of treated effluent through the SBOO was also studied. Depending on the
alternative considered, average flows as high as 59 mgd will be discharged through
this facility. Modeling of the SBOO discharges is limited to evaluation of the impacts
of varying initial dilutions that can be attained at different flows. This evaluation was
limited to a comparison of initial dilutions with those attained in the 1996 study and
the inferences of the changes that could be expected at the shoreline monitoring
stations.

D.6 FINDINGS

The principal findings of this study are summarized below.

D.6.1 Coastal Discharge at Punta Bandera

¢+ Depending on the alternative and the corresponding quantity of flow discharged,
bacterial concentrations at certain coastal stations may not comply with California
Ocean Plan standards at certain times of the year. Table D-1 summarizes the
projected monthly bacterial compliance for each alternative.
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Table D-1. Comparison of Compliance for Bacterial Concentrations

Conc.
Flow | (x10° MPN/
Alt. Description Year |(mgd)| 100mL) Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct | Nov | Dec
No Action 2004 31 29.69 0.0003 | 0.0003 Yes 0.0001 Yes 0.0001 | 0.0032 | 0.0016 Yes | 0.0016 | 0.0008 | 0.0014
1A | Alternative 2009 40 30.98 0.0005 | 0.0003 Yes 0.0009 Yes 0.0004 | 0.0052 | 0.0036 | 0.0003 | 0.0021 | 0.0015 | 0.002
gContlr;ued . 2023 50 31.86 0.0005 | 0.0005 Yes 0.0009 Yes 0.0005 | 0.0068 | 0.0051 | 0.0005 | 0.0026 | 0.0018 | 0.002
eration o
SBIWTP as 2004 31 29.69 0.0003 | 0.0003 Yes 0.0001 Yes 0.0001 | 0.0032 | 0.0016 Yes | 0.0016 | 0.0008 | 0.0014
1B |Advanced Primary | 2009 40 30.98 0.0005 | 0.0003 Yes 0.0009 Yes 0.0004 | 0.0052 | 0.0036 | 0.0003 | 0.0021 | 0.0015 | 0.002
Facility) 2023 59 32.4 0.0005 | 0.0009 | 0.0001 0.0012 Yes 0.0005 0.0005 | 0.0034 | 0.0018 | 0.0028
Operate SBIWTP 2004 31 29.69 0.0003 0.0003 Yes 0.0001 Yes 0.0001 Yes 0.0016 | 0.0008 | 0.0014
as Advanced
Primary Facility 2009 65 29.95 0.0005 | 0.0019 | 0.0003 | 0.0012 Yes 0.0005 0.0005 | 0.0032 | 0.0022 | 0.0033
2 .
with Treated
Flows Conveyed 2023 84 31.19 0.0008 | 0.0024 | 0.0004 | 0.0015 | 0.0001 | 0.0019 0.0021 | 0.0048 | 0.0027 | 0.0052
to Mexico
Operate SBIWTP | 2004 31 29.69 0.0003 | 0.0003 Yes 0.0001 Yes 0.0001 | 0.0032 | 0.0016 Yes | 0.0016 | 0.0008 | 0.0014
3 with City of San 2009 51 30.4 0.0005 | 0.0005 Yes 0.0009 Yes 0.0005 | 0.0063 | 0.0051 | 0.0005 |0.0023 | 0.0018 | 0.002
Diego Connection | 5053 70 31.76 0.0005 | 0.0019 | 0.0004 | 0.0015 Yes 0.0017 0.0009 | 0.0046 | 0.002 | 0.0041
YN /13 2004 31 29.69 0.0003 | 0.0003 Yes 0.0001 Yes 0.0001 | 0.0032 | 0.0016 Yes | 0.0016 | 0.0008 | 0.0014
4C  |PL 106-457 2009 25 28.32 0.0003 Yes Yes Yes Yes 0.0001 | 0.0018 | 0.0012 Yes | 0.0011 | 0.0004 | 0.0007
Ol FSaCI“tyd 2023 25 28.32 0.0003 Yes Yes Yes Yes 0.0001 | 0.0018 | 0.0012 Yes | 0.0011 | 0.0004 | 0.0007
econdar
4A 4B Treatment}i/n 2004 31 29.69 0.0003 | 0.0003 Yes 0.0001 Yes 0.0001 | 0.0032 | 0.0016 Yes | 0.0016 | 0.0008 | 0.0014
4C | Mexico) 2009 65 28.32 0.0005 | 0.0017 | 0.0003 | 0.0012 Yes 0.0005 0.0005 | 0.0026 | 0.0022 | 0.0028
Olgid | 2023 84 28.32 0.0005 | 0.0019 | 0.0004 | 00015 | 0.0001 | 0.0017 0.0017 | 0.0048 | 0.0027 | 0.0042
Secondary 2004 31 29.69 0.0003 | 0.0003 Yes 0.0001 Yes 0.0001 | 0.0032 | 0.0016 Yes | 0.0016 | 0.0008 | 0.0014
5A 5 | 1reatmentin U.S. | 2009 40 30.98 0.0005 | 0.0003 Yes 0.0009 Yes 0.0004 | 0.0052 | 0.0036 | 0.0003 | 0.0021 | 0.0015 | 0.002
’ (CMA Ponds/
Activated Sludge) | 2023 59 32.4 0.0005 | 0.0009 | 0.0001 0.0012 Yes 0.0005 0.0005 | 0.0034 | 0.0018 | 0.0028
Secondary 2004 31 29.69 0.0003 | 0.0003 Yes 0.0001 Yes 0.0001 | 0.0032 | 0.0016 Yes | 0.0016 | 0.0008 | 0.0014
g |Ireatmentat 2009 25 28.32 0.0003 Yes Yes Yes Yes | 0.0001 | 0.0018 | 0.0012 | Yes | 0.0011 | 0.0004 | 0.0007
SBIWTP and in
Mexico 2023 25 28.32 0.0003 Yes Yes Yes Yes 0.0001 | 0.0018 | 0.0012 Yes | 0.0011 | 0.0004 | 0.0007
2004 56 32.24 0.0005 | 0.0012 | 0.0001 0.0012 Yes 0.0005 0.0005 | 0.0026 | 0.0018 | 0.0028
7 gflossglr\(/a\;_ls_gutdown 2009 65 32.68 0.0005 | 00019 | 0.0004 | 0.0012 Yes | 0.0013 0.0008 | 0.0037 | 0.0023 | 0.0036
2023 84 33.29 0.0008 | 0.0024 | 0.0004 | 0.0015 | 0.0001 | 0.0022 0.0023 | 0.0051 | 0.003 | 0.0052

Yes = Bacterial concentrations in this month would comply with standard.

No = Bacterial concentrations in this month would not comply with standard.

Note: Numerical values shown in each monthly column is the probability of exceeding the

standard
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¢ The probability of meeting the standards is higher for stations farther north
(farther away from the source) and for smaller discharges.

¢ A review of the USIBWC monitoring data indicates a high concentration of
bacteria at stations close to, and north of, the mouth of the Tijuana River. The
data is seasonal and appears to be superimposed on the concentrations
associated with the Punta Bandera coastal discharge. Even during the summer
months the levels appear to be higher than expected in this area, which could
indicate residual bacterial contamination in the surface and, possibly, in the
underground flows to the sea.

¢ While calibrating the SDM, it became apparent that the effluent from the San
Antonio de los Buenos Wastewater Treatment Plant is disinfected three out of
four days. This reduces the probability of noncompliance with the bacterial
standard in United States waters. Based on the Punta Bandera discharge alone
for all alternatives modeled, all stations north of the border have a less than
20 percent probability of samples exceeding 1,000 TC/100 mL. The worst case
modeled is Alternative 7 (SBIWTP Closure/Shutdown), year 2023, with 84 mgd
total flow discharged (25 mgd treated at the SABWWTP and 59 mgd untreated).
In this case, the peak 30-day period had a probability of less than 17 percent.
Averaging the results based on five years of wave data leads to the conclusion
that this alternative would comply with this standard. Within the statistical
variability of the five years modeled, however, the samples could exceed the
1,000 TC/100 mL threshold during some periods.

¢ At the border sampling station, the 10,000 TC/100 mL standard has a probability
of being violated once every 5.7 years. The probability is reduced at the northern
stations.

¢ Much like the 1996 study, no substantial difference is noted between the several
scenarios and discharged flows in term of meeting the bacterial standards. This
is because the bacterial standards are based on a probability of exceeding a
threshold value rather than on a parametric measure of concentrations (e.g.,
mean, median). Hence, a probabilistic standard based on threshold
concentrations tends to mask out concentration differences among discharge
scenarios.

¢ Based on the Punta Bandera discharge alone, a higher probability of
noncompliance is predicted during July and August. The prediction is based on
relatively high waves from subtropical storms from Mexico causing a faster
transport to the north of the discharged wastefield.

¢ To properly calibrate the model, only the monitoring data for the no-river outflow
periods were used. Both the monitoring data and the model indicate a bacteria
reduction trend toward the north.

D.6.2 SBOO Discharge

¢ The discharge through the SBOO always achieves an initial dilution of at least
100 to 1 for all flows considered. As the flow increases, so do the number of
outfall ports that will be open and discharging. The median initial dilution for the
SBOO discharge varies between 193 and 199 to 1.
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On an annual basis, about 50 percent of the wastefield is predicted to be below
15 m while about 75 percent of the wastefield will be below 10 m. About
15 percent of the wastefield will be located between 5 m and the surface. This
percentage is higher than what was predicted in the 1996 study and is partially
the result of an improved model better able to simulate surfacing field conditions.

The wastefield will be higher in the water column from December to January.
During that time, the initial dilution will be the highest with values greater than
500 to 1.

The concentration of TC bacteria used in the current modeling effort was 5.7
times less than that used in the 1996 modeling. The bacterial concentration used
in the 1996 modeling was derived from limited data on the strength of the
Mexican sewage and by making certain assumptions on the level of reduction in
the treatment process. In the current modeling, the lower concentration was
derived from analyses of effluent samples taken daily for a week in March 2004.

Relocating the diffuser in waters off Mexico would not change the performance of
the diffuser modeled in this study. The statement is based on the understanding
that the relocated diffuser will be at the same depth and orientation as the
existing one. It is further assumed that the new discharge would be exposed to
very similar current patterns.

Based on the findings, it is concluded that the 1996 predictions of bacterial
concentrations at the shore monitoring stations are not likely to be exceeded for
any alternatives with discharge from the SBOO.
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1.1  ERA OBJECTIVE

The United States Section of the International Boundary and Water Commission
(USIBWC) is evaluating the potential environmental impacts of sewage treatment
and disposal alternatives at the South Bay International Wastewater Treatment Plant
(SBIWTP). The SBIWTP and its system of canyon collectors prevent dry weather
flows of raw sewage from flowing across the border into the Tijuana River Valley,
Tijuana Estuary and south San Diego beaches. The SBIWTP treats an average of 25
million gallons per day (mgd) of raw sewage originating from Tijuana and then
discharges the treated effluent 3.5 miles out into the Pacific Ocean through the South
Bay Ocean Outfall (SBOO). Alternatives under consideration address modifications
in current sewage treatment levels and ocean disposal over a 20-year period, as well
as changes in routing of the effluent for disposal south of the United States/Mexico
border, at Punta Bandera, Baja California.

This Ecological Risk Assessment (ERA) was prepared as part of the Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) in support of the alternatives evaluation. The
risk characterization is based on the use of ecological quotients, the ratio of expected
exposure concentrations to reference values indicative of potential adverse effects
on receptor organisms.

This ERA evaluates the potential risks of effluent routing and disposal as they relate
to:

¢ Potential impacts on marine biota in the SBOO area of influence due to modified
treatment levels and associated changes in effluent quality and sediment release.

¢ Transboundary effects in terms of protection of marine biota from coastal
discharges originating in Mexico.

Potential effects in Mexican jurisdictional waters are not included in this risk
assessment. Detrimental effects on water quality and coastal biota are expected due
to current wastewater discharges at Punta Bandera, and those conditions would
deteriorate further as the flow of untreated wastewater increases.

1.2 ERA ELEMENTS

The ERA was prepared in accordance with the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) Guidelines for Ecological Risk Assessment
(USEPA/630/R-95/002F, April 1998) and the California State guidelines (Guidance
for Ecological Risk Assessment at Hazardous Waste Facilities and Permitted
Facilities, California Environmental Protection Agency, Human and Ecological Risk
Division, July 4, 1996). The ERA is organized into four main elements:

¢ Problem Formulation, the description of potentially-exposed aquatic ecosystems,
and the formulation of exposure scenarios including exposure pathways and
ecological receptors based on site characterization.

¢ Exposure Assessment, an evaluation of exposure conditions and transfer factors,
either by direct contact with water and sediments, or through food ingestion.
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Characterization of Ecological Effects, the selection of reference values for
potential effects, and the extrapolation of these values to the site eco-receptors.

Risk Characterization, the use of ecological quotients and an evaluation of the
uncertainty of the risk assessment.

1.3 ALTERNATIVES UNDER CONSIDERATION

The USIBWC considered a range of alternative treatment and discharge options for
wastewater now treated at the SBIWTP. The seven alternatives screened and
selected for evaluation of potential impacts are described in Chapter 2 of the Draft
SEIS. Key features of those alternatives are listed below. Figure 1 compares the
treatment levels and locations of the alternatives.

¢

Alternative 1: No Action (Operation of SBIWTP as Advanced Primary Facility)

= Option A: With No Future Improvements to Mexico’s Existing Conveyance
Facilities

= Option B: With Future Improvements to Existing Conveyance Facilities

Alternative 2: Operate SBIWTP as Advanced Primary Facility with Treated
Flows Conveyed To Mexico for Discharge via PERC/Mexico’s Facilities

Alternative 3: Operate SBIWTP with City of San Diego Connections

Alternative 4: Secondary Treatment Facility in Mexico (Public Law 106-457)

= Treatment Option A: Operation of SBIWTP as Advanced Primary Facility,
Secondary Treatment in Mexico

= Treatment Option B: Cease Operation of SBIWTP, Secondary Treatment in
Mexico

= Treatment Option C: Bajagua LLC Proposal — Operation of SBIWTP as
Advanced Primary Facility, Secondary Treatment in Mexico

= Discharge Option I: Treated Effluent Discharged in United States via SBOO
= Discharge Option II: Treated Effluent Discharged at Punta Bandera, Mexico

Alternative 5: Secondary Treatment in the United States at SBIWTP
= Option A: Completely Mixed Aeration (CMA) Ponds at SBIWTP

= Option B: Activated Sludge Secondary Treatment at SBIWTP, With Flow
Equalization or Expanded Capacity (Suboptions 5B-1 and 5B-2)

[Note: Both suboptions are evaluated jointly in the risk assessment as no
differences in flow or effluent quality are expected)]

Alternative 6: Secondary Treatment in the United States and in Mexico

Alternative 7: SBIWTP Closure/Shutdown
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Alternative
Continue Advanced > No |mprovements
1 Primary Treatment to Mexican Conveyance Systems 1A
Treatment at SBIWTP (No Action) — Future Improvements
in the to Mexican Conveyance Systems 1B
United Stat || Secondary Treatment —> CMA Ponds 5A
nite ates at SBIWTP —> Activated Sludge 5B
\ Operate SBIWTP with City of San Diego Connections 3
Build and Operate —> Continue Advanced Primary
1 Secondary Treatment Treatment at SBIWTP 4 A
Treatm_ent Plant in Mexico per —> Cease Operation of SBIWTP 4B
in Mexico Public Law 106-457 —> Bajagua LLC Proposal 4c
Treatment Continue Advanced If’rima_ry Tr'eatment at SBIWTP and 2
in the Return Flows to Mexico with Discharge at Punta Bandera
United Sta_tes Secondary Treatment at SBIWTP 6
and Mexico and at Existing or New Plant(s) in Mexico
No
Treatment SBIWTP Shuts Down 7

Figure 1. Alternatives by Level of Treatment and Location

1.4 EFFLUENT ROUTING AND DISPOSAL

Table 1 summarizes the expected routing of the City of Tijuana’s wastewater and
level of treatment by the alternatives considered in the SEIS. All tables cited in the
text appear at the end of the assessment.

The city’s 2004 sewage generation of 56 mgd is expected to increase to 65 mgd by
2009 and reach an estimated 84 mgd by 2023. Flows would be routed primarily to
two locations: the South Bay Ocean Outfall and the Punta Bandera shoreline
discharge about 6 miles south of the United States/Mexico border.

At the SBOO, a release of 25 mgd of advanced primary effluent from the SBIWTP
would continue unmodified under the No Action Alternative. The alternatives being
considered would improve effluent quality at the SBOO by adding secondary
treatment (at the SBIWTP, the San Diego facilities, or in Mexico), route the treated
effluent back to Mexico for shoreline discharge at Punta Bandera, and discontinue
SBIWTP operation. An increase of up to 59 mgd in secondary effluent discharge
through the SBOO is also being considered.

At Punta Bandera, the current coastal discharge of 25 mgd of facultative lagoon
effluent would continue unmodified under the No Action Alternative. However, the
current release of untreated wastewater would increase from 6 mgd to 15 mgd in
2009 and to 34 mgd in 2023. For several alternatives, primary or secondary
treatment would be provided for untreated wastewater releases (at the SBIWTP or in
aerated lagoon systems in Mexico). In Alternative 7, discontinued SBIWTP operation
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would add 25 mgd of untreated discharges at Punta Bandera, totaling 59 mgd in
2023.

Additional wastewater releases are also possible at two other locations.

¢ Under the No Action Alternative (Option A), up to 9 mgd of untreated wastewater
could reach the Tijuana River if the city’s wastewater generation exceeds the 50
mgd collection system routing capacity of untreated water flows to Punta
Bandera.

¢ Under Alternative 3, up to 14 mgd of primary effluent from the SBIWTP would be
transferred for discharge at the Point Loma Outfall operated by the City of San
Diego. Of this flow, 5 mgd could be released through the SBOO after secondary
treatment at the city’s South Bay Water Reclamation Plant.

1.5 PRIOR RISK EVALUATION

An ecological risk evaluation was conducted for SBOO discharges as part of the
Supplemental EIS for Long Term Treatment Options of the SBIWTP (Appendix D of
CH2M Hill, 1998). The evaluation considered seven options for additional treatment
of the 25 mgd primary effluent discharge. Of the options considered in 1998, two
were retained for further evaluation in the current SEIS for Clean Water Act
compliance:

¢ Continued operation of the SBIWTP as an advanced primary facility, retained in
the current SEIS as the No Action Alternative (Alternative 5 in the 1998 ERA).

¢ Addition of secondary treatment using completely mixed aerated lagoons or an
activated sludge system, retained in the current SEIS as Alternative 5, Options A
and B, respectively (Alternatives 4 Option A and Alternative 3, respectively, in the
1998 ERA).

The 1998 assessment concluded that ecological risk from the effluent was expected
to occur only immediately near the outfall. While the undiluted effluent discharge was
expected to contribute metals and organic contaminants at levels exceeding chronic
exposure levels, the allowable 100:1 dilution factor for effluent discharge would
eliminate potential toxicity at the edge of the permitted mixing zone.

For sediment fallout from the SBOO, the 1998 ERA showed the possibility of several
metals and organic contaminants exceeding chronic toxicity thresholds in the newly
settled particulate matter. Under conditions produced by some alternatives, a small
ecological risk of chronic toxicity to sedentary benthic organisms immediately around
the diffusers was identified. The estimated rates for sediment deposition were
considered too low to expect significant risk to benthic communities by direct burial.

The 1998 evaluation concluded that pond treatment alternatives consistently had the
least potential for ecological risk due to their lower final effluent concentrations. The
highest risk came from lower levels of treatment (partial secondary and advanced
primary treatments).
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This section briefly describes the regional setting for the discharge locations,
provides a conceptual model for exposure of ecological receptor to contaminants,
and identifies potential contaminants of concern (COC).

2.1 REGIONAL SETTING

Treatment Facilities

The SBIWTP occupies about 75 acres in San Diego County, directly north of Tijuana,
Mexico. The SBIWTP is in the Tijuana River watershed, about 3.75 miles east of the
Tijuana River Estuary. On the United States side of the border, the area around the
SBIWTP and alternative treatment sites is largely undeveloped and sparsely
populated. Much of the surrounding land is publicly owned. Agriculture, ranches and
quarries occupy private lands. Immediately west of the SBIWTP are lands owned by
the City of San Diego, where the South Bay Water Reclamation Plant is located.

In contrast to the SBIWTP setting, lands south of the border are largely developed.
Tijuana is a major urban center with extensive industrial activity and a population
estimated at 1,270,000 in 2003. Most of the sewer collection system’s service area is
within the Tijuana River basin, which extends into the United States and reaches the
Pacific Ocean. Various infrastructure works intercept the city’s wastewater flow for
delivery to the San Antonio de los Buenos Wastewater Treatment Plant in southern
Tijuana, or route the flow directly to the Punta Bandera discharge location.

Receiving Waters

Under the alternatives being considered, sewage with various levels of treatment
would be discharged into the South Bay area at two main locations: the SBOO
discharge structure about 3.5 miles west of the San Diego coast and about 1/2 mile
north of the United States/Mexico border, and a shoreline discharge at Punta
Bandera in Baja California, about 6 miles south of the border. Releases from Punta
Bandera could be transported upcoast into the South Bay area by nearshore and
coastal currents.

The South Bay, with depths typically ranging from 50 to 100 feet, is part of a broad
ocean embayment known as the Southern California Bight. Physical conditions and
flow patterns in the region are described in the Shore and Ocean Discharge
Modeling Report for the SEIS (Parsons, 2004). The water column is generally well
mixed during winter months, with little depth-related variability in any physical
parameter. Surface water warming during summer produces stratification by
establishing an abrupt water temperature and density change (thermocline).

The City of San Diego has monitored sediments, benthic communities and fish
populations in the SBOO area annually starting 3-1/2 years before the outfall began
operation in January 1999. The study area is centered around the SBOO discharge
and extends along the shoreline from Coronado, California, southward to Playa
Blanca in Mexico. Offshore monitoring is conducted in an adjacent area overlying the
coastal shelf at sites from 25 to 150 feet deep. Sediments in the South Bay area are
dominated by fine sands, with grain size tending to increase with depth. Coarse
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sediments are found offshore and southward of the outfall discharge, while finer
sediments are found toward the mouth of San Diego Bay.

Monitoring data for 2003 showed that concentrations of various trace metals and
organic indicators were generally low in SBOO sediments compared with other
coastal areas off southern California (City of San Diego, 2004). The highest organic
indicator and metal concentrations were associated with the finer sediments.
Pesticides, polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbon (PAH) compounds and polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCB) either were not detected or were found at very low concentrations in
some locations. Assemblages of benthic organisms were typical of natural
indigenous communities characteristic of similar habitats on the southern California
continental shelf, and similar in composition to those surveyed before SBOO
operation. Overall, monitoring program findings have found no evidence to suggest
that the discharge affected either fish or benthic communities in the outfall vicinity
(City of San Diego, 2004).

In addition to the main discharge locations at SBOO and Punta Bandera, untreated
water flows into the Tijuana River and estuary would also take place under the No
Action Alternative (Option A) if Tijuana sewage generation eventually exceeds the
existing collection system’s capacity. Without additional collection capacity, up to 9
mgd of untreated sewage would drain from the Tijuana watershed into the river by
2023. The western Tijuana River valley is designated as the Tijuana River National
Estuarine Research Reserve, and was established by the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration to protect one of the few remaining large areas of coastal
wetland in southern California.

2.2 CONCEPTUAL SITE MODEL

Ecosystems at Risk

Figures 2 and 3 show pathways and receptors for two compliance points, the SBOO
area of influence, and at the border between the United States and Mexico where
transboundary effects on marine biota could be expected from the Punta Bandera
wastewater discharges.

In the SBOO area of influence, the ocean outfall contributes dissolved and
particulate-bound contaminants. The primary receptors at risk are benthic organisms
and demersal fish that inhabit the South Bay continental shelf. Exposure includes the
water column as well as organisms exposed to sediments constituents and
excessive sedimentation in the immediate outfall vicinity. Exposure may take place
with the water or accumulated sediments and, secondarily, through the food web by
ingestion of contaminants in tissues of prey organisms. Given the depth and distance
of the discharge from the coastal area, effects on shoreline and coastal biota are not
expected. This assumption is supported by the findings of the ongoing long-term
monitoring program previously described.
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For the Punta Bandera discharge, coastal ecosystems are a major consideration
(Figure 3). In this ecological risk assessment, impacts considered were limited to
transboundary effects of the upcoast transport of wastewaters. At the border, the
water quality goal is to achieve compliance with the 2001 California Ocean Plan. At
the discharge point at Punta Bandera, current impacts from untreated wastewaters
are expected to increase as the discharge flow and sediment deposition increase.
Analysis of those impacts was excluded from the risk assessment because effects on
Mexico jurisdictional waters are not part of the SEIS evaluation.

Receptors and Endpoint Selection

Section 3.1 of the SEIS describes water quality conditions and Section 3.4 describes
biological communities. No individual receptors were identified for the risk
assessment because water quality criteria were used for reference based on
multispecies testing for overall protection of aquatic biota. Thus, compliance with the
California Ocean Plan objectives is expected to protect all trophic levels and feeding
guilds. The use of water quality criteria also defines the endpoint as a contaminant
concentration with a very low probability of adverse effect.

For sediment evaluation, benthic invertebrate and fish fauna are at risk for exposure
to constituents and solids settling immediately around the outfall. As with water
quality criteria, risk for sediment exposure was based on benchmarks that define the
assessment endpoint as a low probability of adverse effects on benthic organisms.

2.3 POTENTIAL CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN

A primary goal of the long-term alternatives is to evaluate the expected ocean
discharges’ capacity to comply with state water quality regulations protecting aquatic
life. For that evaluation, parameters for protection of marine aquatic life under the
2001 California Ocean Plan (SWRCB, 2001: Table B) were used to compare the
potential ecological risks of wastewater treatment and routing alternatives. The 17
parameters were arsenic, cadmium, chromium, copper, lead, mercury, nickel,
selenium, silver, zinc, cyanide, ammonia (as nitrogen), endosulfan, endrin, and total
concentrations of nonchlorinated phenolic compounds, chlorinated phenolics, and
hexachlorocyclohexane (HCH) (based on Lindane, the single detected HCH).

Table 2 presents a summary of monthly monitoring data for the SBIWTP influent and
primary effluent from April 2001 to March 2003. The values listed are average and
maximum concentrations over the 2-year period from monthly NPDES monitoring
reports submitted by USIBWC to the SWRCB. Removal efficiencies based on
average values are also listed. Influent data for cadmium, selenium, chlorinated
phenolic compounds, endosulfan, endrin, and total HCH (as Lindane), not available
from the monitoring program, were obtained from the 1995-1996 Tijuana wastewater
characterization study, as reported in the SBOO dispersion model (GDC, 1997:
Table A4.4).

Based on monitoring data, chlorinated phenolic substances, endosulfan, and endrin,
were excluded from the risk assessment as potential contaminants of concern.
Those compounds have not been detected during the ongoing monthly effluent
monitoring at the SBIWTP, nor were they detected in the untreated influent during
the 1995-1996 Tijuana wastewater characterization study (Table 2).

The use of current and historical wastewater characterization data in the risk
evaluation is considered conservative since the City of Tijuana instituted an industrial
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pretreatment program. The program will identify pollutants of concern and trace
pollutants to their sources, meet Mexican and United States standards for the
effluent and sludge produced at the SBIWTP, and meet Mexican standards at the
San Antonio de los Buenos Wastewater Treatment Plant in Mexico. The initial effort
is concentrated on pretreatment activities that relate to the operation of the SBIWTP,
especially strategies to reduce elevated acute toxicity levels at the treatment plant.

Effluent toxicity and total chlorine residual, two additional parameters for protection of
marine aquatic life listed in the 2001 California Ocean Plan (SWRCB, 2001: Table B)
were also evaluated qualitatively for the SBOO discharge. The current discharge of
advanced primary effluent complies with the outfall's NPDES permit limits of 0.2
mg/L for 6-month median concentration, and 0.81 mg/L of daily maximum
concentration. The SBOO effluent, however, exceeds permit limits for acute toxicity
(2 and 1.5 toxic units for weekly and monthly averages, respectively), as well as
chronic toxicity (100 toxic units for weekly average).

No analysis was made of toxicity in the Punta Bandera discharge since toxicity is a
non-conservative parameter whose changes in response to various treatment levels,
and likely reduction during ocean transport to the international border, are unknown.
For chlorine residual, also a non-conservative parameter, no information is available
on coastal discharge concentration, and likely reduction during ocean transport to the
international border.

3.1 DISCHARGE CHARACTERIZATION

Table 3 lists the characterization of expected discharges for the levels of treatment
under consideration. Estimates for untreated wastewater and advanced primary
effluent were obtained from SBIWTP monthly monitoring reports and historical data,
as described in Section 2.3. For other levels of treatment, effluent concentrations
were calculated by applying a removal efficiency value to the untreated water
concentration. Removal efficiencies were obtained as follows:

¢ Activated sludge systems — theoretical removal efficiency data compiled in the
SBOO effluent discharge and dispersion study (GDC, 1997: Table 5.7A).

¢ Completely Mixed Aeration (CMA) pond systems — data about metals removal
were based on the design data for the CMA pond system at the Hofer sites
presented in the evaluation of long-term treatment options for the SBIWTP
(CH2M Hill, 1998: Appendix B3, Table 16). Removal rates for HCH and
nonchlorinated phenolic compounds are as reported for CMA systems in the
effluent discharge and dispersion study for the SBOO (GDC, 1997: Table 5.7A).
Zero removal was assumed for ammonia and cyanide. For aerated lagoon
treatment systems to be constructed in Mexico, it was assumed that they would
achieve removal efficiencies comparable to the CMA system designed for the
Hofer site.

¢ Facultative Lagoons — data for the Hofer site CMA pond system were also used
to estimate removal for facultative lagoons since the system would include
anaerobic zones as initial stages. Removal data for the Hofer site anaerobic zone
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represented the performance of the facultative lagoon treatment system at San
Antonio de los Buenos. Zero removal was assumed for ammonia and cyanide.

3.2 RELEASES ATSBOO

Table 4 lists expected effluent concentrations for SBOO discharges. Releases would
range from 5 to 59 mgd with various levels of treatment depending on the alternative.
No releases would be associated with Alternatives 2, 4-Il, and 7 because the entire
flow would be transferred to Punta Bandera for coastal discharge.

Water Quality

To comply with the objectives of Table B of the 2001 California Ocean Plan, the point
of exposure for receptor organisms is the edge of a permitted 100:1 dilution contour
as parameters are allowed to exceed water quality criteria inside the mixing zone.
Exposure values for the risk evaluation, listed in Table 4, reflect average and daily
maximum concentrations for the three levels of treatment in Table 2, adjusted for a
100:1 allowable dilution. Treatment levels apply as follows:

¢ Advanced primary treatment at the SBIWTP (Alternative 1 Options A and B).

¢ Secondary treatment in aerated lagoon systems at the SBIWTP (Alternative 5
Option A and Alternative 6) or in Mexico (Alternative 4-I).

¢ Secondary treatment in activated sludge systems at the SBIWTP or the South
Bay Water Reclamation Plant (Alternative 5 Option B or Alternative 3,
respectively).

Sediment Quality

The characterization of SBOO solids was evaluated for the 1998 SBIWTP treatment
options assessment for the three treatment levels now under consideration:
advanced primary, secondary in completely mixed aerated lagoons, and secondary
in activated sludge systems (CH2M Hill 1998: Table D-2). Table 5 shows this
characterization, by potential COC, as it applies to water quality compliance
alternatives. Concentrations were calculated on the basis of a 350 mg/L average
concentration of total suspended solids (TSS) in the untreated influent wastewater.

Unlike the 1998 evaluation, which considered a constant SBOO flow of 25 mgd,
discharge alternatives now under consideration include flow regimes ranging from
discontinued SBOO operation to a discharge of 59 mgd. Under these conditions,
differences in the extent of exposure of benthic communities among alternatives
would be associated by sediment quality and with the magnitude of the solids load.
Table 6 lists loads by alternative on a percent basis relative to current discharge
conditions (88 mg/L for 25 mgd of advanced primary effluent). For Alternatives 3 and
5B, the solids load from activated sludge systems would represent from 5 to
24 percent of the current discharge. For Alternative 5A, aerated pond systems would
release a solids load equivalent of 24 percent of the No Action Alternative load. For
Alternatives 4-1 and 6, the expected solids load would increase over time with flow
increases. Estimated load values are 38 and 56 percent for 2009 to 2023 conditions,
respectively, relative to the No Action Alternative load.
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3.3  WATER QUALITY AT THE UNITED STATES/MEXICO
BORDER

Punta Bandera Discharges

Expected discharge composition at Punta Bandera is listed in Table 7 for 2009 and in
Table 8 for 2023. The discharge would be a combination of four components that
would vary in flow and treatment levels as follows:

¢ Secondary effluent from aerated pond systems in Tijuana, under consideration
for Alternative 4 (up to 59 mgd).

¢ A constant 25-mgd discharge of effluent from facultative lagoons now in
operation at the San Antonio de los Buenos treatment plant.

¢ Advanced primary effluent routed to Punta Bandera from the SBIWTP (from 11 to
25 mgd).

¢+ Untreated sewage, with flow increasing up to 56 mgd by 2023.

At the United States/Mexico border, the Punta Bandera discharge would be diluted to
various degrees as it is transported by coastal and shoreline currents. Table 9 lists
monthly dilution factors calculated for a 5-year simulation period by the ocean
transport model (Parsons, 2004: Appendix F). Data are applicable to coastal Station
S4 located at the border. Dilution factors vary widely each month with changes in
prevailing current regimes.

Simulation data for September, which has the lowest potential dilution, were selected
as the most critical for risk evaluation (Table 9). Expected concentrations of potential
contaminants of concern at the border, calculated on the basis of critical dilution, are
listed in Table 10 for 2009 conditions and in Table 11 for 2023 conditions.

Tijuana River

Tijuana River biota would be exposed to untreated wastewater contaminants under
Alternative 1 Option A due to releases of up to 9 mgd by 2023. The most critical
exposure condition, adopted for the risk assessment, occurs during dry-weather flow
conditions, when no dilution flows are available. For this exposure scenario, the
undiluted wastewater COC concentrations shown in Table 2 apply.

Table 12 lists the reference values used in the risk evaluation calculations for ocean
water, freshwater and sediments.

4.1 CHARACTERIZATION OF OCEAN WATER

The applicable water quality criteria for the South Bay, at the SBOO discharge and at
the border, are the 2001 California Ocean Plan objectives for protecting marine
aquatic life. Two criteria, the 6-month median and daily maximum limits, were used in
the risk assessment for the long-term average and maximum values (Table 12). The
potential COC are those screened in Section 2.3.
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Average concentrations are likely to be a less critical than daily maximum
concentrations in terms of the 2001 California Ocean Plan because compliance is
based on a 6-month median. Dilution conditions throughout a 6-month period are
expected to substantially exceed the lowest dilution month used in the risk evaluation
(Table 9).

4.2 TIJUANA RIVER CHARACTERIZATION

USEPA water quality criteria for protecting freshwater organisms were used in the
risk evaluation of untreated wastewater discharges into the Tijuana River
(Alternative 1 Option A). Acute exposure values would apply to intermittent releases
into the dry river bed, while more stringent chronic values would apply to discharges
under continuous flow conditions.

4.3 SEDIMENT QUALITY

Sediment deposition in the SBOO vicinity was evaluated using reference criteria
developed by Long, et al. (1995) for marine sediments. Those criteria identify a range
of potential adverse effects on sediment-associated organisms for individual COC
based on multiple studies on sediment chemistry, bioassays, toxicity tests, and
benthic community composition analysis. Two reference values are listed:

¢ Effects Range-Low, below which moderate or no adverse effects are anticipated
(10th percentile of the observed effects distribution).

¢ Effects Range-Median, representing conditions under which effects are likely
(50th percentile of the observed effects distribution).

The risk characterization was based on the exposure conditions described in Section
3 for the alternatives and pathways and reference values listed in Section 4. The
ratio of exposure concentrations to reference values, the hazard quotient (HQ,
unitless), was used to indicate potential risk to ecological receptors. For a given
contaminant of concern, an HQ value greater than 1.0 indicates a potential for
adverse effects under a given exposure condition.

5.1 RELEASES AT SBOO

Water Quality

Table 13 lists HQs applicable to the edge of the allowable mixing zone around the
SBOO discharge. All calculated HQ values were below 1.0 indicating that, under any
alternative under consideration, aquatic organisms would not be at risk from
exposure to metals, cyanide, non-chlorinated phenolic compounds, or total HCH.
This result is consistent with the ecological risk evaluation findings for the 1998
evaluation of treatment and discharge options for the SBOO (CH2M Hill, 1998:
Appendix D).

The advanced primary effluent currently discharged through the SBOO complies with
total chlorine requirements. Future compliance with total chlorine residual in the
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effluent is anticipated for all alternatives, as this is an operational parameter whose
concentration is controlled by the treatment facility. Current SBOO effluent, however,
does not meet NPDES permit limits for acute toxicity and chronic toxicity. Potential
toxicants in the effluent are not known. It is anticipated that under Alternative 1 (both
Options A and B) effluent toxicity will continue to exceed allowable values unless
additional treatment is provided, and/or toxicants are controlled at the source under
an industrial pretreatment program; the initial phase of this program is currently being
implemented by the City of Tijuana. For Alternatives 3, 4 (Discharge Option I),
5 (Options A and B) and 6, the other alternatives with SBOO discharges, toxicity
removal or reduction to permitted values is anticipated by addition of secondary
treatment in combination with implementation of Tijuana’s industrial pretreatment
program.

Sediment Quality

Table 14 lists HQs calculated for sediments immediately around the SBOO. Near the
outfall, HQs for copper, mercury and silver would exceed the value of 1, which
indicates an exceedance of a threshold for low effects under all alternatives. Nickel
would also exceed this threshold under Alternatives 3 and Alternative 5 Option B.
When more likely effect levels are considered, as indicated by the Effects Range-
Median criteria, mercury and silver would exceed the HQ of 1 under four alternatives:
Alternatives 1 (Option A and B), 3, and 5 (Option B). Potential adverse effects were
also reported in the 1998 ecological risk evaluation of the SBOO treatment and
discharge options (Appendix D of CH2M Hill, 1998).

The potential risks of sediments would be limited to the solids settling area near the
outfall. As Table 14 shows, all alternatives would reduce the solids load relative to
current conditions.

5.2 WATER QUALITY AT THE UNITED STATES/MEXICO
BORDER

Punta Bandera Discharge

Calculated HQs for exposure of aquatic organisms at coastal Station S4 are listed in
Table 15 for 2009 conditions and in Table 16 for 2023 conditions. The evaluation
represents exposure under critical dilution conditions for daily average and daily
maximum concentrations.

For 2009 exposure conditions, daily average ammonia concentrations would exceed
reference values for all alternatives except Alternatives 4 (Discharge Option |) and 6
(Table 15). These exceedances would be based on an assumed critical dilution and
no ammonia degradation during effluent transport to the border by shoreline currents.
Copper could also have an exceedance under Alternatives 2, 3, and 7. Cyanide
would be marginally exceeded under Alternative 4 (Discharge Option II). In
Alternative 7, discontinued SBIWTP operation, chromium, nickel and Lindane
concentrations at the border could also be exceeded.

For daily maximum concentrations, the number of exceedances for 2009 would be
lower than under average conditions (Table 15). Potential exceedances would apply
to Alternatives 2, 3, and 7 (ammonia, nickel, chromium, or copper). As described in
Section 4.1, daily maximum concentrations are likely to be more critical than average
concentrations for the 2001 California Ocean Plan because compliance for average
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concentrations is based on a 6-month period when dilution conditions are expected
to substantially exceed the critical monthly dilution used in the risk evaluation (Table
9).

Under 2023 conditions, the number of parameters potentially exceeded would
increase relative to 2009 conditions. Under most alternatives, both daily average and
daily maximum concentrations would exceed water quality reference values for
chromium, copper, nickel, ammonia, and Lindane (Table 16). Alternatives 1 (Option
A) and 4 (Discharge Option II) would only have two exceedances, while none would
be expected for Alternatives 4 (Discharge Option ) and 6.

Tijuana River

Table 17 lists the HQs calculated for sewage discharges to the Tijuana River, an
exposure scenario applicable only to 2023 conditions under the No Action Alternative
(Alternative 1 Option A). Expected concentrations of most parameters selected for
the risk evaluation would exceed allowable water quality criteria under both acute
and chronic exposures, as indicated by HQ values greater than 1.

5.3 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES ON THE BASIS OF
ECOLOGICAL RISK

Table 18 compares the water quality reference values that would be exceeded under
the various alternatives. Discharges to the SBOO, Punta Bandera (2009 and 2023
exposure scenarios) and the Tijuana River were considered.

For the SBOO discharge, the risk analysis revealed that no alternative is likely to
exceed water quality reference values at the point of exposure (the edge of the
allowable mixing zone) for metals, cyanide, non-chlorinated phenolic compounds, or
total HCH. In terms of effluent toxicity, no compliance with allowable limits is
anticipated for the discharge of advanced primary effluent (Alternative 1). For
Alternatives 3, 4 (Discharge Option 1), 5 (Options A and B) and 6, a significant
reduction or elimination of acute and chronic toxicity is expected due to the addition
of secondary treatment in combination with source control in Tijuana. For settled
solids in the outfall vicinity, Alternatives 4-I, 5A, and 6 represent the lowest risk for
sediment quality and solids load relative to other discharge options, as shown in
Table 14.

For Punta Bandera discharges, no water quality indicators would be exceeded under
Alternatives 4 (Discharge Option 1) and 6 for either 2009 or 2023. For all other
alternatives, concentrations of parameters in the risk evaluation would exceed one or
more indicators on the basis of the lowest anticipated dilution (late summer
conditions), as listed in Table 18.

In the 2009 exposure scenario, one or two reference values would be exceeded at
the border for Alternatives 1 (Options A and B), 4 (Discharge Option Il) and
5 (Options A and B). Exceedances of 3 or more reference values under critical
dilution conditions would apply to Alternatives 2, 3, and 7.

In the 2023 exposure scenario, the number of potential exceedances at the border
due to Punta Bandera discharges would increase relative to 2009 conditions.
Alternative 4 (Discharge Option Il) could exceed 3 reference values, while up to 8
exceedances would be expected under Alternatives 1 (Option B) and 5. Up to 12
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would be expected for Alternatives 2, 3, and 7. In Alternative 1 (Option A), 4
reference values would be exceeded due to the Punta Bandera discharge, and
multiple exceedances would also occur in the Tijuana River due to sewage
discharges across the border.

Overall, Alternatives 4 (Discharge Option |) and 6 are the most favorable for
compliance with water quality requirements and expected sediment quality. Both
alternatives include secondary treatment at the SBIWTP or at Tijuana or both, with
effluent discharge through the SBOO. Alternative 4 (Discharge Option Il) (secondary
treatment with Punta Bandera discharge) could slightly exceed requirements, at least
during low dilution conditions. The remaining alternatives would have a significantly
higher potential to exceed water quality reference values than Alternatives 4 and 6.
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Table 1. Effluent Routing by Alternative and Level of Treatment
(Average Flows in Million Gallons per Day)

South Bay Ocean Outfall Point Loma Shoreline Discharge at Punta Bandera Untreated
Routing of Activated | Aerated | Advanced | |Outfall, Adv.[ | Aerated |Facultative| Advanced Release to
Tijuana Sludge Pond Primary Primary Pond Lagoon Primary | Untreated Tijuana

Projected Flow Effluent | Effluent | Effluent Effluent Effluent | Effluent Effluent | Release River

2004 flow, 56 mgd
Alternatives 1-6 - - 25 - - 25 - 6 -
Alternative 7 - - - - - 25 - 31 -

2009 flow, 65 mgd

Alternative 1A - - 25 - - 25 - 15 -
Alternative 1B - - 25 - - 25 - 15 -
Alternative 2 - - - - - 25 25 15 -
Alternative 3 0-5* - - 9-14* - 25 11 15 -
Alternative 4-I - 40 - - - 25 - - -
Alternative 4-I| - - - - 40 25 - - -
Alternative 5A - 25 - - - 25 - 15 -
Alternative 5B 25 - - - - 25 - 15 -
Alternative 6 - 40 - - 25 - - -
Alternative 7 - - - - - 25 - 40 -

2023 Flow, 84 mgd

Alternative 1A - - 25 - - 25 - 25 9
Alternative 1B - - 25 - - 25 - 34 -
Alternative 2 - - - - - 25 25 34 -
Alternative 3 0- 5" - - 9-14* - 25 11 34 -
Alternative 4-I - 59 - - - 25 - - -
Alternative 4-11 - - - - 59 25 - - -
Alternative 5A - 25 - - - 25 - 34 -
Alternative 5B 25 - - - - 25 - 34 -
Alternative 6 - 59 - - - 25 - - -
Alternative 7 - - - - - 25 - 59 -

Highlated values indicate treatment at the SBIWTP, either primary, or primary and up to 25 mgd of secondary treatment.

* Out of 14 mgd that would be routed to City of San Diego installations, up to 5 mgd could receive secondary treatment
at the South Bay Water Reclamation Plant and released through SBOO.

E-16 APP-E.DOC 12/16/04



Draft Supplemental EIS
Clean Water Act Compliance at the South Bay IWTP
I

Table 2. April 2001 to March 2003 Characterization of the SBIWTP Influent
Wastewater and Treated Primary Effluent

Daily Average Daily Maximum
(24 Month Average)* (Over 24 Month Period)*
Influent Effluent Removal Influent Effluent

Parameter (ug/L) (ug/L) Efficiency (ug/L) (ug/L)
Arsenic 3.28 1.87 43.0% 9.8 9.3
Cadmium 1.2 0.104 n/a 4.2 2.5
Chromium 96.2 14.1 85.3% 289 59.0
Copper 258 79.1 69.3% 942 565
Lead 22.10 0.000 100.0% 88.3 0.000
Mercury 0.143 0.083 41.7% 2.5 2.0
Nickel 156 66.0 57.7% 1003 270
Selenium 1.75 0.000 100% 3.97 0.000
Silver 4.84 0.135 97.2% 19.0 3.25
Zinc 376 103 72.6% 948 250
Cyanide 22.5 20.3 9.8% 80.0 27.5
Phenolic Compounds

(non-chlorinated) 28.8 3.3 88.5% 100 27.7
Ammonia (as N) 30,600 57,200 n/a 46,800 74,200
Total HCH (Lindane) 0.16 <0.001 100% 0.37 <0.001
Chlorinated Phenolics <6.1 <0.001 n/a <0.01 <0.001
Endosulfan <0.02 <0.001 n/a <0.01 <0.001
Endrin <0.03 <0.001 n/a <0.01 <0.001

I:l Influent values from the 1995-1996 emergency connection Tijuana wastewater
characterization study (GDC, 1997, Table A4.2).
* Calculated from monthly average and maximum concentrations for the South Bay International Treatment Plant
as listed in monthly NPDES permit monitoring reports.
n/a Not applicable.
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Table 3. Anticipated Effluent Quality by Treatment Level

Concentration by Treatment Level (ug/L)* Removal Efficiency
Untreated | Primary C. Mixed | Activated C. Mixed | Activated
Wastewater| Effluent |Facultative| Aerated Sludge Facultative| Aerated Sludge
(Table 2) | (Table 2) | Lagoons Ponds Systems | | Lagoons**| Ponds** | Systems***
DAILY AVERAGE
Arsenic 3.28 1.87 3.28 1.81 1.80 0.0% 44.8% 45%
Cadmium 1.200 0.104 0.20 0.08 0.17 83.3% 93.3% 86%
Chromium 96.2 14.1 14.7 3.62 24.05 84.7% 96.2% 75%
Copper 258 79.1 42.0 7.57 36.12 83.7% 97.1% 86%
Lead 22.1 0.0 2.02 1.83 8.62 90.9% 91.7% 61%
Mercury 0.143 0.083 0.03 0.01 0.06 81.3% 91.7% 60%
Nickel 156 66 54.3 37.0 90.5 65.2% 76.3% 42%
Selenium 1.75 0.0 0.50 0.50 1.75 71.3% 71.3% 0%
Silver 4.84 0.135 0.81 0.25 1.21 83.3% 94.8% 75%
Zinc 376 103 58.1 16.5 75.2 84.6% 95.6% 80%
Cyanide 22.5 20.3 22.5 22.5 6.98 0% 0% 69%
Non-Chlorinated
Phenolic Compounds 28.8 3.3 2.9 2.9 2.88 90% 90% 90%
Ammonia (as N) 30,600 57,200 30,600 30,600 30,600 0% 0% 0%
Total HCH (Lindane) 0.160 0.000 0.024 0.024 0.077 85.0% 85.0% 52%
DAILY MAXIMUM
Arsenic 9.8 9.3 9.80 5.41 5.39
Cadmium 4.2 2.5 0.70 0.28 0.59
Chromium 289 59 441 10.9 72.3
Copper 942 565 153.2 27.6 131.9
Lead 88.3 0.0 8.1 7.3 34.4
Mercury 2.5 2.0 0.47 0.21 1.00
Nickel 1003 270 348.9 237.7 581.7
Selenium 3.97 0.0 1.14 1.14 3.97
Silver 19 3.25 3.17 0.98 4.75
Zinc 948 250 146 41.6 190
Cyanide 80 27.5 80 80 25
Non-Chlorinated
Phenolic Compounds 100 27.7 10 10 10
Ammonia (as N) 46,800 74,200 46,800 46,800 46,800
Total HCH (Lindane) 0.370 0.000 0.056 0.056 0.178

* Data for untreated wastewater and primary effluent from SBIWTP data as previously presented in Table 2. For other
treatment levels, removal efficiencies were applied to untreated wastewater concentrations.

** Metals removal data based on design data for the CMA pond system at Hofer site, as presented in the evaluation of
SBIWTP long-term treatment options (CH2M-Hill, 1998b: Appendix B3, Table 16). Efffluent data for the anaerobic zone of
the CMA system was used as representative of a facultative lagoon treatment system. Removal rates for non-chlorinated phenols
and HCH as reported for CMA pond systems in the SBOO effluent discharge and dispersion study (GDC, 1997: Table 5.7A).

*** Removal efficiency data from SBOO effluent discharge and dispersion study (GDC, 1997: Table 5.7A).
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Table 4. SBOO Water Quality at the Edge of Mixing Zone (100:1 Dilution)

Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt.
1A 1B 3 4-1 5A 5B 6
Advanced | Advanced Activated Aerated Aerated Activated Aerated
Primary Primary Sludge Ponds Ponds Sludge Ponds
Parameter Daily Average Concentration (ug/L)
Arsenic* 2.99 2.99 2.99 2.99 2.99 2.99 2.99
Cadmium 0.0010 0.0010 0.0017 0.0008 0.0008 0.0017 0.0008
Chromium 0.141 0.141 0.241 0.036 0.036 0.241 0.036
Copper* 2.77 2.77 2.34 2.06 2.06 2.34 2.06
Lead 0.000 0.000 0.086 0.018 0.018 0.086 0.018
Mercury* 0.0013 0.0013 0.0011 0.0006 0.0006 0.0011 0.0006
Nickel 0.660 0.660 0.905 0.370 0.370 0.905 0.370
Selenium 0.000 0.000 0.018 0.005 0.005 0.018 0.005
Silver* 0.160 0.160 0.171 0.161 0.161 0.171 0.161
Zinc* 8.95 8.95 8.67 8.09 8.09 8.67 8.09
Cyanide 0.203 0.203 0.070 0.225 0.225 0.070 0.225
Non-Chlorinated
Phenolic Compounds 0.033 0.033 0.029 0.029 0.029 0.029 0.029
Ammonia (as N) 572 572 306 306 306 306 306
Total HCH (Lindane) 0.00000 | 0.00000 | 0.00077 0.00024 | 0.00024 | 0.00077 | 0.00024
Parameter Daily Maximum Concentration (ug/L)
Arsenic* 3.06 3.06 3.02 3.02 3.02 3.02 3.02
Cadmium 0.0250 0.0250 0.0059 0.0028 0.0028 0.0059 0.0028
Chromium 0.590 0.590 0.723 0.109 0.109 0.723 0.109
Copper* 7.63 7.63 3.30 2.26 2.26 3.30 2.26
Lead 0.00 0.00 0.344 0.073 0.073 0.344 0.073
Mercury* 0.0205 0.0205 0.0105 0.0026 0.0026 0.0105 0.0026
Nickel 2.70 2.70 5.82 2.38 2.38 5.82 2.38
Selenium 0.00 0.00 0.040 0.011 0.011 0.040 0.011
Silver* 0.191 0.191 0.206 0.168 0.168 0.206 0.168
Zinc* 10.4 10.4 9.8 8.3 8.3 9.8 8.3
Cyanide 0.275 0.275 0.248 0.800 0.800 0.248 0.800
Non-Chlorinated
Phenolic Compounds 0.277 0.277 0.100 0.10 0.10 0.100 0.10
Ammonia (as N) 742 742 468 468 468 468 468
Total HCH (Lindane) 0.00000 | 0.00000 | 0.00178 0.00056 | 0.00056 | 0.00178 | 0.00056
* Dilutions based on the following background values specified by the California Ocean Plan:

arsenic, 3 ug/l; copper, 2 ug/l; mercury, 0.0005 ug/l; silver, 0.16 ug/l; and zinc, 8 ug/l.
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Table 5. Sediment Quality for SBOO Discharge
(Adapted from CH2M Hill, 1998: Table D-2)

Alt. Alts. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt.
1A 1B 3 4- 5A 5B 6
Advanced | Advanced | Activated | CM Aerated | CM Aerated | Activated | CM Aerated
Primary Primary Sludge Ponds Ponds Sludge Ponds

Parameter Sediment Concentration (mg/kg Dry Weight)
Arsenic 0.05 0.05 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12
Cadmium 0.07 0.07 0.05 0.02 0.02 0.05 0.02
Chromium 3.72 3.72 2.80 0.80 0.80 2.80 0.80
Copper 226 226 170 36 36 170 36
Lead 6.6 6.6 25.0 5.2 5.2 25.0 5.2
Mercury 0.81 0.81 1.51 0.31 0.31 1.51 0.31
Nickel 9.0 9.0 25.5 10.4 10.4 255 10.4
Selenium 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.05 0.05 0.03 0.05
Silver 9.0 9.0 12.1 2.4 2.4 121 2.4
Zinc 110 110 127 27.8 27.8 127 27.8
Total HCH (Lindane) 0.41 0.41 0.26 0.19 0.19 0.26 0.19

Table 6. Solids Load for SBOO Discharge

Alt. Alts. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt.
1A 1B 3 4- 5A 5B 6
2009 Conditions
Total suspended solids (mg/L) 88 88 21 21 21 21 21
Effluent flow (mgd) 25 25 5 40 25 25 40
Solids load (kg/d) 8,327 8,327 397 3,179 1,987 1,987 3,179
Solids load relative to
Alternative 1A 100% 100% 5% 38% 24% 24% 38%
2023 Conditions
Total suspended solids (mg/L) 88 88 21 21 21 21 21
Effluent flow (mgd) 25 25 5 59 25 25 59
Solids load (kg/d) 8,327 8,327 397 4,690 1,987 1,087 4,690
Solids load relative to
Alternative 1A 100% 100% 5% 56% 24% 24% 56%
T
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Table 7. 2009 Effluent Concentration at Punta Bandera Shoreline Discharge

Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt.
1A 1B 2 3 4- 4-11 5A 5B 6 7
40mgd | 40mgd | 65mgd | 51mgd | 25mgd | 65mgd | 40mgd | 40mgd | 25mgd | 65mgd

Component Discharge Composition by Volume

CMA Aerated Pond Effluent 61.5%

Facultative Lagoon Effluent | 62.5% | 62.5% | 38.5% | 49.0% | 100.0% | 38.5% | 62.5% | 62.5% | 100.0% | 38.5%

Advanced Primary Effluent 38.5% | 21.6%

Untreated Wastewater 37.5% | 37.5% | 23.1% | 29.4% 37.5% | 37.5% 61.5%
Parameter Daily Average Concentration (ug/L)
Arsenic* 3.28 3.28 2.74 2.98 3.28 2.38 3.28 3.28 3.28 3.28
Cadmium 0.58 0.58 0.39 0.47 0.20 0.13 0.58 0.58 0.20 0.82
Chromium 45.2 45.2 33.3 38.5 14.7 7.9 45.2 45.2 14.7 64.8
Copper* 123 123 106 114 42.0 20.8 123 123 42.0 175
Lead 9.6 9.6 5.9 7.5 2.0 1.9 9.6 9.6 2.0 14.4
Mercury* 0.070 | 0.070] 0.075]| 0.073 0.027 | 0.018] 0.070| 0.070 0.027 | 0.098
Nickel 92.4 92.4 82.3 86.7 54.3 43.6 92.4 92.4 5431 116.9
Selenium 0.97 0.97 0.60 0.76 0.50 0.50 0.97 0.97 0.50 1.27
Silver* 2.32 2.32 1.48 1.85 0.81 0.46 2.32 2.32 0.81 3.29
Zinc* 177 177 149 161 58 32 177 177 58 254
Cyanide 22.5 22.5 21.7 22.0 225 225 225 22.5 22.5 22.5
Non-Chlorinated
Phenolic Compounds 12.6 12.6 9.0 10.6 2.9 2.9 12.6 12.6 2.9 18.8
Ammonia (as N) 30,600 | 30,600 | 40,831 | 36,337 | 30,600 | 30,600 | 30,600 | 30,600 { 30,600 | 30,600
Total HCH (Lindane) 0.075| 0.075| 0.046 | 0.059 0.024 | 0.024 ] 0.075| 0.075 0.024 | 0.108
Parameter Daily Maximum Concentration (ug/L)
Arsenic* 9.80 9.80 9.61 9.69 9.80 7.10 9.80 9.80 9.80 9.80
Cadmium 2.01 2.01 2.20 2.12 0.70 0.44 2.01 2.01 0.70 2.85
Chromium 136 136 106 119 441 23.6 136 136 441 195
Copper* 449 449 494 474 153 76 449 449 153.2 639
Lead 38.2 38.2 23.5 29.9 8.1 7.6 38.2 38.2 8.1 57.4
Mercury* 1.23 1.23 1.53 1.40 0.47 0.31 1.23 1.23 0.47 1.72
Nickel 594 594 469 524 349 280 594 594 349 751
Selenium 2.20 2.20 1.35 1.73 1.14 1.14 2.20 2.20 1.14 2.88
Silver* 9.1 9.1 6.85 7.8 3.17 1.82 9.1 9.1 3.17 12.9
Zinc* 447 447 371 405 146 82 447 447 146 640
Cyanide 80.0 80.0 59.8 68.7 80.0 80.0 80.0 80.0 80.0 80.0
Non-Chlorinated
Phenolic Compounds 44 44 38 40 10 10 44 44 10 65
Ammonia (as N) 46,800 | 46,800 | 57,338 | 52,710 | 46,800 | 46,800 | 46,800 | 46,800 | 46,800 | 46,800
Total HCH (Lindane) 0.173 | 0.173 | 0.107| 0.136 0.056 | 0.056| 0.173 [ 0.173 0.056 | 0.249

|
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Table 8. 2023 Effluent Concentration at Punta Bandera Shoreline Discharge

Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt.
1A 1B 2 3 4- 4-11 5A 5B 6 7
50mgd | 59mgd | 84mgd | 70mgd | 25mgd | 84 mgd | 59mgd | 59mgd | 25mgd | 84 mgd

Component Discharge Composition by Volume

C.M. Aerated Pond Effluent 70.2%

Facultative Lagoon Effluent | 50.0% | 42.4% | 29.8% | 35.7% | 100.0%| 29.8% | 42.4% | 42.4% | 100.0%| 29.8%

Advanced Primary Effluent 29.8% | 15.7%

Untreated Wastewater 50.0% | 57.6% | 40.5% [ 48.6% 57.6% | 57.6% 70.2%
Parameter Daily Average Concentration (ug/L)
Arsenic 3.28 3.28 2.86 3.06 3.28 2.25 3.28 3.28 3.28 3.28
Cadmium 0.70 0.78 0.58 0.67 0.20 0.12 0.78 0.78 0.20 0.90
Chromium 55.4 61.7 47.5 54.2 14.7 6.9 61.7 61.7 14.7 71.9
Copper 150 166 140 153 42.0 17.8 166 166 42.0 194
Lead 12.1 13.6 9.5 11.5 2.0 1.9 13.6 13.6 2.0 16.1
Mercury 0.085] 0.094] 0.091] 0.092]| 0.027 | 0.016| 0.094 [ 0.094 | 0.027 | 0.108
Nickel 105.1] 1129 98.9| 105.5 54.3 4211 1129 1129 54.3 | 125.7
Selenium 1.13 1.22 0.86 1.03 0.50 0.50 1.22 1.22 0.50 1.38
Silver 2.82 3.13 2.24 2.66 0.81 0.42 3.13 3.13 0.81 3.64
Zinc 217 241 200 220 58 29 241 241 58 281
Cyanide 22.5 22.5 21.8 22.2 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5
Non-Chlorinated Phenolic
Compounds 15.8 17.8 13.5 15.5 2.9 2.9 17.8 17.8 2.9 211
Ammonia (as N) 30,600 | 30,600 | 38,517 | 34,780 | 30,600 | 30,600 | 30,600 | 30,600 | 30,600 | 30,600
Total HCH (Lindane) 0.092 | 0.102| 0.072 | 0.086] 0.024] 0.024| 0.102| 0.102| 0.024| 0.120
Parameter Daily Maximum Concentration (ug/L)
Arsenic 9.80 9.80 9.65 9.72 9.80 6.72 9.80 9.80 9.80 9.80
Cadmium 2.45 2.72 2.65 2.68 0.70 0.41 2.72 2.72 0.70 3.16
Chromium 167 185 148 165 441 20.7 185 185 44.1 216
Copper 548 608 595 601 153 65 608 608 | 153.2 707
Lead 48.2 54.3 38.1 45.8 8.1 7.5 54.3 54.3 8.1 64.4
Mercury 1.48 1.64 1.75 1.70 0.47 0.28 1.64 1.64 0.47 1.89
Nickel 676 726 590 654 349 271 726 726 349 808
Selenium 2.56 2.77 1.95 2.34 1.14 1.14 2.77 2.77 1.14 3.13
Silver 11.1 12.3 9.60 10.9 3.17 1.63 12.3 12.3 3.17 14.3
Zinc 547 608 502 552 146 73 608 608 146 709
Cyanide 80.0 80.0 64.4 71.8 80.0 80.0 80.0 80.0 80.0 80.0
Non-Chlorinated Phenolic
Compounds 55 62 52 56 10 10 62 62 10 73
Ammonia (as N) 46,800 | 46,800 [ 54,955 | 51,106 | 46,800 | 46,800 | 46,800 | 46,800 | 46,800 | 46,800
Total HCH (Lindane) 0.213| 0.237| 0.166 | 0.200 ] 0.056 | 0.056| 0.237 | 0.237| 0.056| 0.276
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Table 9. Dilution Factors for Punta Bandera Discharge Based on 5-Year Simulation Results
(Coastal Station S4 at the United States/Mexico Border)

Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt.
1A 1B 2 3 4- 4-11 5A 5B 6 7

2009 Flows| 40 mgd 40 mgd 65 mgd 51 mgd 25 mgd 65 mgd 40 mgd 40 mgd 25 mgd 65 mgd
2023 Flows| 50 mgd 59 mgd 84 mgd 70 mgd 25 mgd 84 mgd 59 mgd 59 mgd 25 mgd 84 mgd

Year 2009 [ Dilution Factors (volumen for dilution of one unit volume of effluent)

January 137,931 | 137,931 38,388 | 104,712 | 1,666,667 | 38,388 | 137,931 | 137,931 [ 1,666,667 | 38,388
February 173.0 173.0 78.3 98.4 210.5 78.3 173.0 173.0 210.5 78.3
March --- --- --- --- --- - - - --- ---

April 8,838 8,838 1,334 5,200 13,680 1,334 8,838 8,838 13,680 1,334
May 92,593 | 92,593 | 13,746 | 26,631 138,889 | 13,746 ] 92,593 | 92,593 138,889 | 13,746
June 69.6 69.6 32.5 41.8 84.3 32.5 69.6 69.6 84.3 32.5
July 65.5 65.5 29.5 39.0 79.3 29.5 65.5 65.5 79.3 29.5
August 57.2 57.2 26.1 34.6 69.1 26.1 57.2 57.2 69.1 26.1
September 48.5 48.5 221 31.9 58.0 221 48.5 48.5 58.0 221
October 666.2 666.2 216.4 357.5 865.7 216.4 666.2 666.2 865.7 216.4
November 200.5 200.5 89.6 116.8 242.2 89.6 200.5 200.5 242.2 89.6
December 162.0 162.0 76.4 104.0 195.5 76.4 162.0 162.0 195.5 76.4

Year 2023 [ Dilution Factors (volumen for dilution of one unit volume of effluent)

January 104,712 | 59,524 9,033 | 28,531 [ 1,666,667 9,033 ] 59,524 | 59,524 | 1,666,667 9,033

February 98.4 87.1 53.0 72.7 210.5 53.0 87.1 87.1 210.5 53.0
March --- -—- -—- - --- -—- --- --- - ---

April 5,200 1,747 908 1,461 13,680 908 1,747 1,747 13,680 908
May 26,631 17,746 5,739 | 16,584 138,889 5,739 | 17,746 | 17,746 138,889 5,739
June 41.8 36.0 22.0 29.6 84.3 22.0 36.0 36.0 84.3 22.0
July 39.0 32.7 224 27.0 79.3 224 32.7 32.7 79.3 224
August 34.6 28.8 20.3 24.3 69.1 20.3 28.8 28.8 69.1 20.3
September 31.9 24.6 19.5 20.4 58.0 19.5 24.6 24.6 58.0 19.5
October 357.5 253.6 208.1 197.0 865.7 208.1 253.6 253.6 865.7 208.1
November 116.8 99.6 65.4 82.9 242.2 65.4 99.6 99.6 242.2 65.4
December 104.0 83.7 65.1 69.6 195.5 65.1 83.7 83.7 195.5 65.1

I:l Value used as critical dilution in the risk calculations.
* Data from Shore and Ocean Discharge Modeling Report (Parsons 2004: Appendix F).
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Table 10. 2009 Water Quality at the USA/Mexico Border (Coastal Station S4)

Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt.
1A 1B 2 3 4- 4-11 5A 5B 6 7

2009 Average Flow| 40 mgd 40mgd | 65mgd | 51mgd | 25mgd | 65mgd [ 40mgd | 40mgd | 25mgd | 65mgd
Critical Dilution| 48.5 48.5 221 31.9 58.0 221 48.5 48.5 58.0 221
Effluent Contribution| 2.06% | 2.06% | 4.53% | 3.14% | 1.72% | 4.53% | 2.06% | 2.06% | 1.72% | 4.53%

Parameter Daily Average Concentration (ug/L)

Arsenic* 3.01 3.01 2.99 3.00 3.00 2.97 3.01 3.01 3.00 3.01
Cadmium 0.012 0.012 0.018 0.015 0.003 0.006 0.012 0.012 0.003 0.037
Chromium 0.93 0.93 1.51 1.21 0.25 0.36 0.93 0.93 0.25 2.94
Copper* 4.45 4.45 6.51 5.39 2.68 2.81 4.45 4.45 2.68 9.49
Lead 0.20 0.20 0.27 0.24 0.03 0.09 0.20 0.20 0.03 0.65
Mercury* 0.002 0.002 0.004 0.003 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.002 0.001 0.005
Nickel 1.91 1.91 3.72 2.72 0.94 1.97 1.91 1.91 0.94 5.29
Selenium 0.020 0.020 0.027 0.024 0.009 0.023 0.020 0.020 0.009 0.058
Silver* 0.20 0.20 0.22 0.21 0.17 0.17 0.20 0.20 0.17 0.30
Zinc* 11.4 11.4 14.1 12.7 8.8 9.1 11.4 11.4 8.8 18.6
Cyanide 0.46 0.46 0.98 0.69 0.39 1.02 0.46 0.46 0.39 1.02
Non-Chlorinated

Phenolic Compounds 0.26 0.26 0.41 0.33 0.05 0.13 0.26 0.26 0.05 0.85
Ammonia (as N) 632 632 1,849 1,140 528 1,385 632 632 528 1,385

Total HCH (Lindane) 0.0015| 0.0015| 0.0021 | 0.0018 | 0.0004 [ 0.0011 | 0.0015] 0.0015)] 0.0004 | 0.0049

Parameter Daily Maximum Concentration (ug/L

Arsenic* 3.14 3.14 3.29 3.20 3.12 3.18 3.14 3.14 3.12 3.29
Cadmium 0.042 0.042 0.100 0.066 0.012 0.020 0.042 0.042 0.012 0.129
Chromium 2.81 2.81 4.81 3.75 0.76 1.07 2.81 2.81 0.76 8.82
Copper* 11.0 11.0 23.3 16.4 4.6 5.2 11.0 11.0 4.6 29.6
Lead 0.79 0.79 1.06 0.94 0.14 0.34 0.79 0.79 0.14 2.60
Mercury* 0.025 0.025 0.067 0.043 0.008 0.014 0.025 0.025 0.008 0.075
Nickel 12.3 12.3 21.3 16.5 6.02 12.70 12.3 12.3 6.0 34.0
Selenium 0.045 0.045 0.061 0.054 0.020 0.052 0.045 0.045 0.020 0.130
Silver* 0.341 0.341 0.450 0.394 0.211 0.232 0.341 0.341 0.211 0.712
Zinc* 16.9 16.9 23.7 20.1 10.3 11.2 16.9 16.9 10.3 35.4
Cyanide 1.65 1.65 2.71 2.16 1.38 3.62 1.65 1.65 1.38 3.62
Non-Chlorinated

Phenolic Compounds 0.90 0.90 1.70 1.26 0.17 0.45 0.90 0.90 0.17 2.96
Ammonia (as N) 966 966 2,596 1,654 807 2,119 966 966 807 2,119

Total HCH (Lindane) 0.0036 | 0.0036 | 0.0048 | 0.0043 | 0.0010 f 0.0025| 0.0036 | 0.0036 | 0.0010] 0.0113

* Dilutions based on the following background values specified by the California Ocean Plan:
arsenic, 3 ug/l; copper, 2 ug/l; mercury, 0.0005 ug/l; silver, 0.16 ug/l; and zinc, 8 ug/I.
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Table 11. 2023 Water Quality at the USA/Mexico Border (Coastal Station S4)

Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt.
1A 1B 2 3 4-| 4-11 5A 5B 6 7
2023 Average Flow| 50mgd | 59mgd | 84mgd | 70mgd | 25mgd | 84 mgd | 59mgd | 59mgd | 25mgd | 84 mgd
Critical Dilution] 31.9 24.6 19.5 20.4 58.0 19.5 24.6 24.6 58.0 19.5
Effluent Contribution| 3.14% | 4.06% | 5.14% | 4.90% | 1.72% | 5.14% | 4.06% | 4.06% | 1.72% | 5.14%
Parameter Daily Average Concentration (ug/L)
Arsenic* 3.01 3.01 2.99 3.00 3.00 2.96 3.01 3.01 3.00 3.01
Cadmium 0.022| 0.032| 0.030| 0.033] 0.003] 0.006 | 0.032] 0.032] 0.003| 0.046
Chromium 1.74 2.51 244 2.65 0.25 0.35 2.51 2.51 0.25 3.70
Copper* 6.50 8.42 8.77 9.04 2.68 2.77 8.42 8.42 2.68 11.4
Lead 0.38 0.55 0.49 0.56 0.03 0.10 0.55 0.55 0.03 0.83
Mercury* 0.0031 | 0.0041 | 0.0049 | 0.0048 | 0.0009 | 0.0013 | 0.0041 | 0.0041 [ 0.0009 | 0.0058
Nickel 3.30 4.59 5.08 5.17 0.94 2.16 4.59 4.59 0.94 6.46
Selenium 0.035| 0.050| 0.044| 0.050] 0.009] 0.026 | 0.050| 0.050] 0.009| 0.071
Silver* 0.241 0276 | 0.262| 0.277| 0.171 0.172| 0.276 | 0.276 | 0.171 0.330
Zinc* 14.4 17.1 17.4 17.9 8.8 9.0 17.1 17.1 8.8 21.4
Cyanide 0.71 0.91 1.12 1.09 0.39 1.16 0.91 0.91 0.39 1.16
Non-Chlorinated
Phenolic Compounds 0.50 0.72 0.69 0.76 0.05 0.15 0.72 0.72 0.05 1.08
Ammonia (as N) 960 | 1,244 | 1,979 1,703 528 | 1,572 | 1,244 | 1,244 528 | 1,572
Total HCH (Lindane) 0.0029 | 0.0042 | 0.0037 | 0.0042 | 0.0004 | 0.0012 | 0.0042 | 0.0042 | 0.0004 [ 0.0061

Parameter Daily Maximum Concentration (ug/L)

Arsenic* 3.21 3.27 3.33 3.31 3.12 3.18 3.27 3.27 3.12 3.33
Cadmium 0.077| 0.110| 0.136 | 0.131 0.012 [ 0.021 0.110| 0.110| 0.012| 0.162
Chromium 5.23 7.53 7.59 8.10 0.76 1.07 7.53 7.53 0.76 | 11.10
Copper* 18.6 25.7 31.0 30.0 4.56 5.08 25.7 25.7 4.56 36.5
Lead 1.51 2.21 1.96 2.24 0.14 0.39 2.21 2.21 0.14 3.31
Mercury* 0.0456 | 0.0645 | 0.0858 | 0.0796 | 0.0084 | 0.0144 | 0.0645 | 0.0645 | 0.0084 [ 0.0931
Nickel 21.2 29.5 30.3 32.0 6.02| 13.91 29.5 29.5 6.0 41.5
Selenium 0.080| 0.113| 0.100| 0.114] 0.020] 0.059] 0.113] 0.113] 0.020| 0.161
Silver* 0.492 | 0.634| 0.621 0.660 | 0.211 0.232| 0.634| 0.634| 0.211 0.850
Zinc* 244 31.4 32.1 334 10.3 11.2 31.4 31.4 10.3 42.3
Cyanide 2.51 3.25 3.31 3.51 1.38 4.11 3.25 3.25 1.38 4.11
Non-Chlorinated

Phenolic Compounds 1.73 2.51 2.66 2.77 0.17 0.51 2.51 2.51 0.17 3.76
Ammonia (as N) 1,469 ] 1,902] 2,823] 2,503 807 | 2,404 1,902 | 1,902 807 | 2,404

Total HCH (Lindane) 0.0067 | 0.0096 | 0.0085 | 0.0098 | 0.0010 | 0.0029 | 0.0096 | 0.0096 | 0.0010 | 0.0142

* Dilutions based on the following background values specified by the California Ocean Plan:
arsenic, 3 ug/l; copper, 2 ug/l; mercury, 0.0005 ug/l; silver, 0.16 ug/l; and zinc, 8 ug/l.
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Table 12. Reference Values for Water and Sediment Quality

6-Month Daily Acute Chronic Effects Range | Effects Range
Median Maximum Exposure Exposure Low Median
(ug/L) (ug/L) (ug/L) (uglL) (mg/kg) (mg/kg)

Arsenic 8 32 360 190 8.2 70
Cadmium 1 4 3.9 1.1 1.2 9.6
Chromium 2 8 16 11 81 370
Copper 3 12 18 12 34 270
Lead 2 8 82 3.2 46.7 218
Mercury 0.04 0.16 2.4 N/A 0.15 0.71
Nickel 5 20 1400 160 20.9 51.6
Selenium 15 60 20 5 4 N/A
Silver 0.7 2.8 4.1 N/A 1 3.7
Zinc 20 80 120 110 150 410
Cyanide 1 4 22 5.2 N/A N/A
Non-Chlorinated
Phenolic Compounds 30 120 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Ammonia (as N) 600 2400 - - N/A N/A
Total HCH (Lindane) 0.004 0.008 2 0.08 N/A N/A

N/A Not available.

* California Ocean Plan, Table B: Ojectives for protection of marine aquatic life.

** USEPA water quality criteria for protection of freshwater biota. Ammonia criteria is pH and temperature dependent,
and was not included in the risk assessment.

*** Effects levels from Long et al. (1995). Selenium value is a No Observed Adverse Effect Level from EPA (1996).

B |
E-26 APP-E.DOC 12/16/04



Draft Supplemental EIS
Clean Water Act Compliance at the South Bay IWTP
I

Table 13. Hazard Quotient at the Edge of the SBOO Mixing Zone

Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt.
1A 1B 3 4-1 5A 5B 6
Advanced | Advanced | Activated Aerated Aerated Activated Aerated
Primary Primary Sludge Lagoons Lagoons Sludge Lagoons
2001 Ocean
Plan Criteria
Parameter (ug/L) Hazard Quotient for Daily Average Concentration (unitless)
Arsenic 8 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37
Cadmium 1 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Chromium 2 0.07 0.07 0.12 0.02 0.02 0.12 0.02
Copper 3 0.92* 0.92* 0.78 0.69 0.69 0.78 0.69
Lead 2 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.01
Mercury 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.02
Nickel 5 0.13 0.13 0.18 0.07 0.07 0.18 0.07
Selenium 15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Silver 0.7 0.23 0.23 0.24 0.23 0.23 0.24 0.23
Zinc 20 0.45 0.45 0.43 0.40 0.40 0.43 0.40
Cyanide 1 0.20 0.20 0.07 0.23 0.23 0.07 0.23
Non-Chlorinated
Phenolic Compounds| 30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Ammonia (as N) 600 0.95* 0.95* 0.51 0.51 0.51 0.51 0.51
Total HCH (Lindane) 0.004 0.00 0.00 0.19 0.06 0.06 0.19 0.06
* While HQ values are below 1.0, criteria exceedances have been reported
for ammonia and, to a lesser extent, for copper (SAIC, 2004).
2001 Ocean
Plan Criteria
Parameter (ug/L) Hazard Quotient for Daily Maximum Concentration (unitless)
Arsenic 32 0.10 0.10 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09
Cadmium 4 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Chromium 8 0.07 0.07 0.09 0.01 0.01 0.09 0.01
Copper 12 0.64 0.64 0.27 0.19 0.19 0.27 0.19
Lead 8 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.01
Mercury 0.16 0.13 0.13 0.07 0.02 0.02 0.07 0.02
Nickel 20 0.14 0.14 0.29 0.12 0.12 0.29 0.12
Selenium 15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Silver 2.8 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.06
Zinc 80 0.13 0.13 0.12 0.10 0.10 0.12 0.10
Cyanide 4 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.20 0.20 0.06 0.20
Non-Chlorinated
Phenolic Compounds 120 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Ammonia (as N) 2400 0.31 0.31 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20
Total HCH (Lindane) 0.008 0.00 0.00 0.22 0.07 0.07 0.22 0.07
HQ values greater than 1.0 indicate a potential for adverse effects.
|
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Table 14. Hazard Quotient for Sediments at the SBOO Discharge

Alt. Alts. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt.

1A 1B 3 4-l 5A 5B 6
Advanced | Advanced | Activated CMA CMA Activated CMA

Primary Primary Sludge Lagoons Lagoons Sludge Lagoons
Solids Load Relative to Alternative 1A (No Action Alt.)
Year 2009 100% 100% 5% 38% 24% 24% 38%
Year 2023 100% 100% 5% 56% 24% 24% 56%
Guideline
Parameter (mg/kg) Hazard Quotient for Effects Range-Low (unitless)

Arsenic 8.2 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Cadmium 1.2 0.06 0.06 0.04 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.02
Chromium 81 0.05 0.05 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.01
Copper 34 6.6 6.6 5.0 1.0 1.0 5.0 1.0
Lead 47 0.14 0.14 0.53 0.11 0.11 0.53 0.11

Mercury 0.15 5.4 5.4 10.1 2.1 2.1 10.1 2.1
Nickel 20.9 0.43 0.43 1.22 0.50 0.50 1.22 0.50
Selenium 4 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Silver 1 9.0 9.0 121 2.4 2.4 12.1 2.4
Zinc 150 0.73 0.73 0.85 0.19 0.19 0.85 0.19

Guideline
Parameter (mg/kg) Hazard Quotient for Effects Range-Median (unitless
Arsenic 70 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Cadmium 9.6 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00
Chromium 370 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00
Copper 270 0.84 0.84 0.63 0.13 0.13 0.63 0.13
Lead 218 0.03 0.03 0.11 0.02 0.02 0.11 0.02
Mercury 0.71 1.14 1.14 213 0.44 0.44 213 0.44
Nickel 51.6 0.17 0.17 0.49 0.20 0.20 0.49 0.20
Selenium n/a

Silver 3.7 243 2.43 3.27 0.65 0.65 3.27 0.65
Zinc 410 0.27 0.27 0.31 0.07 0.07 0.31 0.07

HQ values greater than 1.0 indicate a potential for adverse effects.
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Table 15. Hazard Quotient at the USA/Mexico Border (Coastal Station S4) for 2009 Conditions

Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt.
1A 1B 2 3 4- 4-1l 5A 5B 6 7
40mgd | 40 mgd | 65 mgd | 51 mgd | 25 mgd | 65 mgd | 40 mgd | 40 mgd | 25 mgd | 65 mgd

2001 Ocean

Plan Criteria
Parameter (ug/L) Hazard Quotient for Daily Average Concentration (unitless)
Arsenic 8 0.38] 038 037| 0.37] 038]| 037f 038] 0.38] 0.38f 0.38
Cadmium 1 0.01 0.01 0.02] 0.01 0.00] 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 ] 0.04
Chromium 2 047] 047] 075| 0.60] 0.13| 0.18| 0.47] 047]| 0.13| 147
Copper 3 148 | 148| 217) 180| 0.89]| 094| 148| 1.48] 0.89]| 3.16
Lead 2 0.10] 0.10] 0.13| 0.12] 0.02| 0.04f 0.10] 0.10] 0.02f 0.33
Mercury 0.04 0.05] 0.05| 0.09| 0.07] 0.02] 0.03f 0.05] 0.05| 0.02f 0.12
Nickel 5 0.38] 0.38]| 0.74| 054] 0.19]| 0.39| 0.38] 0.38] 0.19| 1.06
Selenium 15 0.00] 0.00] 0.00f 0.00] 0.00| 0.00f 0.00] 0.00| 0.00{ 0.00
Silver 0.7 0.29] 0.29]| 0.31 0.30] 024 025| 0.29] 029]| 024 042
Zinc 20 0.57] 057 070| 0.63] 0.44| 045| 057] 0.57| 044 0.93
Cyanide 1 046] 046| 098| 0.69] 039| 102| 046] 046]| 0.39| 1.02
Phenolic
Compounds 30 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00| 0.00] 0.01 0.01 0.00 [ 0.03
Ammonia (as N) 600 1.05| 1.05| 3.08] 190| 0.88| 2.31 1.05] 1.05] 0.88]| 2.31
Total HCH (Lindane) 0.004 0.39] 0.39]| 052| 046] 0.10| 0.27| 0.39] 0.39]| 0.10| 1.22

2001 Ocean

Plan Criteria
Parameter (ug/L) Hazard Quotient for Daily Maximum Concentration (unitless)
Arsenic 32 0.10] 0.10] 0.10f 0.10] 0.10| 0.10f 0.10] 0.10] 0.10f 0.10
Cadmium 0.01 0.01 0.02] 0.02| 0.00|] 0.00]| 0.01 0.01 0.00 ] 0.03
Chromium 0.35 035 060] 047] 0.10| 0.13| 0.35] 0.35] 0.10] 1.10
Copper 12 092 092]| 194| 136] 038]| 043| 092] 092]| 0.38| 246
Lead 8 0.10] 0.10] 013 0.12] 0.02| 0.04f 0.10] 0.10] 0.02f 0.33
Mercury 0.16 016 ] 0.16| 042| 0.27] 0.05| 0.09f 0.16] 0.16| 0.05[ 0.47
Nickel 20 0.61 0.61 1.06| 082 0.30] 0.63]| 0.61 0.61 0.30] 1.70
Selenium 15 0.00] 0.00| 0.00f 0.00] 0.00] 0.00f 0.00] 0.00| 0.00| 0.01
Silver 2.8 0.12] 0.12| 016 0.14] 0.08| 0.08f 0.12] 0.12] 0.08f 0.25
Zinc 80 0.21 0.21 030 0.25] 0.13]| 0.14]| 0.21 0.21 0.13| 0.44
Cyanide 4 0.41 0.41 0.68] 054 0.34| 0.91 0.41 0.41 0.34] 0.91
Phenolic
Compounds 120 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00] 0.00| 0.01 0.01 0.00 [ 0.02
Ammonia (as N) 2400 040] 040| 1.08| 0.69] 0.34| 0.88| 040] 0.40| 0.34| 0.88
Total HCH (Lindane) 0.008 045| 045| 060] 053] 0.12]| 0.31 045] 045 012 1.41

HQ values greater than 1.0 indicate a potential for adverse effects.
|
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Table 16. Hazard Quotient at the USA/Mexico Border (Coastal Station S4) for 2023 Conditions

E-30

Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt.
1A 1B 2 3 4-1 4-1l 5A 5B 6 7
50mgd | 59mgd | 84 mgd | 70 mgd | 25 mgd | 84 mgd | 59 mgd | 59 mgd | 25 mgd | 84 mgd

2001 Ocean

Plan Criteria
Parameter (ug/L) Hazard Quotient for Daily Average Concentration (unitless)
Arsenic 8 0.38 0.38 0.37 0.38 0.38 0.37 0.38 0.38 0.38 0.38
Cadmium 1 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.05
Chromium 2 0.87 1.25 1.22 1.33 0.13 0.18 1.25 1.25 0.13 1.85
Copper 3 217 2.81 2.92 3.01 0.89 0.92 2.81 2.81 0.89 3.79
Lead 2 0.19 0.28 0.25 0.28 0.02 0.05 0.28 0.28 0.02 0.41
Mercury 0.04 0.08 0.10 0.12 0.12 0.02 0.03 0.10 0.10 0.02 0.14
Nickel 5 0.66 0.92 1.02 1.03 0.19 0.43 0.92 0.92 0.19 1.29
Selenium 15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Silver 0.7 0.34 0.39 0.37 0.40 0.24 0.25 0.39 0.39 0.24 0.47
Zinc 20 0.72 0.86 0.87 0.89 0.44 0.45 0.86 0.86 0.44 1.07
Cyanide 1 0.71 0.91 1.12 1.09 0.39 1.16 0.91 0.91 0.39 1.16
Non-Chlorinated
Phenolic Compounds 30 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.04
Ammonia (as N) 600 1.60 2.07 3.30 2.84 0.88 2.62 2.07 2.07 0.88 2.62
Total HCH (Lindane) 0.004 0.72 1.04 0.92 1.06 0.10 0.31 1.04 1.04 0.10 1.54

2001 Ocean

Plan Criteria
Parameter (ug/L) Hazard Quotient for Daily Maximum Concentration (unitless)
Arsenic 32 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10
Cadmium 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.04
Chromium 0.65 0.94 0.95 1.01 0.10 0.13 0.94 0.94 0.10 1.39
Copper 12 1.55 2.14 2.58 2.50 0.38 0.42 2.14 2.14 0.38 3.04
Lead 8 0.19 0.28 0.24 0.28 0.02 0.05 0.28 0.28 0.02 0.41
Mercury 0.16 0.29 0.40 0.54 0.50 0.05 0.09 0.40 0.40 0.05 0.58
Nickel 20 1.06 1.48 1.52 1.60 0.30 0.70 1.48 1.48 0.30 2.08
Selenium 15 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01
Silver 2.8 0.18 0.23 0.22 0.24 0.08 0.08 0.23 0.23 0.08 0.30
Zinc 80 0.31 0.39 0.40 0.42 0.13 0.14 0.39 0.39 0.13 0.53
Cyanide 4 0.63 0.81 0.83 0.88 0.34 1.03 0.81 0.81 0.34 1.03
Non-Chlorinated
Phenolic Compounds 120 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.03
Ammonia (as N) 2400 0.61 0.79 1.18 1.04 0.34 1.00 0.79 0.79 0.34 1.00
Total HCH (Lindane) 0.008 0.83 1.20 1.07 1.22 0.12 0.36 1.20 1.20 0.12 1.77

HQ values greater than 1.0 indicate a potential for adverse effects.
L TTT——
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Table 17. Hazard Quotient for Exposure of Tijuana River Biota (Alternative 1A)

Draft Supplemental EIS
Clean Water Act Compliance at the South Bay IWTP

Untreated Wastewater Freshwater Quality Hazard Quotient
Concentration (ug/L) Criteria (ug/L) (unitless)
Daily Daily Chronic Acute Chronic Acute

Average Maximum Exposure Exposure Exposure Exposure
Arsenic 3.28 9.8 190 360 0.0 0.0
Cadmium 1.2 4.2 1.1 3.9 1.1 1.1
Chromium 96.2 289 11 16 8.7 18.1
Copper 258 942 12 18 21.5 52.3
Lead 22.1 88.3 3.2 82 6.9 1.1
Mercury 0.143 2.5 0.012 2.4 11.9 1.0
Nickel 156 1003 160 1400 1.0 0.7
Selenium 1.75 3.97 5 20 0.4 0.2
Silver 4.84 19 N/A 4.1 - 4.6
Zinc 376 948 110 120 3.4 7.9
Cyanide 22.5 80 5.2 22 4.3 3.6
Non-Chlorinated
Phenolic Compounds 28.8 100 N/A N/A - -
Total HCH (Lindane) 0.16 0.37 0.08 2 2.0 0.2

HQ values greater than 1.0 indicate a potential for adverse effects.
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Table 18. Number of Potential Exceedances of Water Quality Indicators

Number of Parameters Exceeding Reference Criteria

Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt.
1A 1B 2 3 4-1 4-11 5A 5B 6 7
2009 Conditions
SBOO Discharge
(edge of mixing zone)
Daily Average Criteria 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Daily Maximum Criteria 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Punta Bandera Discharge
(at the border)
Daily Average Criteria 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 6
Daily Maximum Criteria 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 4
Number of Potential
Exceedances 2 2 5 3 0 2 2 2 0 10
2023 Conditions
SBOO Discharge
(edge of mixing zone)
Daily Average Criteria 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Daily Maximum Criteria 0 0 0 0 0 0 0] 0 0 0
Punta Bandera Discharge
(at the border)
Daily Average Criteria 2 4 5 6 0 2 4 4 0 7
Daily Maximum Criteria 2 3 4 5 0 1 4 4 0 5
Tijuana River Discharge
(at the border)
Acute Exposure 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Chronic Expsoure 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Number of Potential
Exceedances 20 8 9 11 0 3 8 8 0 13
T
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Acronym Definition
CESPT Comision Estatal de Servicios Publicos de Tijuana (State Commission
of Public Services, Tijuana)
CMA completely mixed aeration
ENR Engineering News-Record
EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency
IWTP International Wastewater Treatment Plant
LLP limited liability corporation
mgd million gallons per day
MOU Memorandum of Understanding
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
ocCC original conveyance channel
O&M operations and maintenance
PCL parallel conveyance line
PERC primary effluent return connection
PLWTP Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant
RCL rehabilitated conveyance line
SABWWTP San Antonio de los Buenos Wastewater Treatment Plant
SBIWTP South Bay International Wastewater Treatment Plant
SBOO South Bay Ocean Ouitfall
SEIS Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
SBWRP South Bay Water Reclamation Plant
usIBWC United States Section, International Boundary and Water Commission
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The United States Section of the International Boundary and Water Commission
(USIBWC) is evaluating the potential environmental impacts of sewage treatment
and disposal alternatives at the South Bay International Wastewater Treatment Plant
(SBIWTP). The SBIWTP and its system of canyon collectors prevent dry weather
flows of raw sewage from flowing across the border into the Tijuana River Valley,
Tijuana Estuary and south San Diego beaches. The SBIWTP treats an average of 25
million gallons per day (mgd) of raw sewage originating from Tijuana and then
discharges the treated advanced primary effluent approximately 3.5 miles out into the
Pacific Ocean through the South Bay Ocean Outfall (SBOO). Alternatives under
consideration address modifications in current sewage treatment levels and ocean
disposal over a 20-year period, as well as changes in routing of the effluent for
disposal south of the United States/Mexico border, at Punta Bandera, Baja California.

This appendix presents preliminary cost estimates for alternative treatment and
discharge options considered. Capital and annual operating and maintenance
(O&M) costs were estimated, and were used to calculate a present value for each
alternative. These preliminary cost estimates should be considered order-of-
magnitude cost estimates (+50%, -30%), and are provided for making relative
comparisons between alternatives.

1.0 ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTIONS

The following are brief descriptions of each of the alternatives that highlight the major
new or modified components.! The preliminary cost estimates contain a summary of
the flows directed to each key conveyance and treatment plant.

ALTERNATIVE 1: NO ACTION (OPERATION OF SBIWTP AS
ADVANCED PRIMARY FACILITY)

Alternative 1 - Option A (USIBWC Continues Operating
SBIWTP as Advanced Primary Facility and Mexico Does
Not Rehabilitate Its Original Conveyance Channel)

In this alternative, the SBIWTP would continue to operate, providing advanced
primary treatment, and all treated effluent is discharged through the SBOO. This

alternative requires additional O&M at the parallel conveyance line (PCL) pump
station to carry the required 50 mgd capacity.

Alternative 1 - Option B (USIBWC Continues Operating
SBIWTP as Advanced Primary Facility and Mexico
Rehabilitates Its Original Conveyance Channel)

In this alternative, the SBIWTP would continue to operate, providing advanced
primary treatment, and all treated effluent is discharged through the SBOO. The
original conveyance channel (OCC) would be renovated (RCL) to carry more
wastewater for disposal at Punta Bandera. This alternative requires construction and
operation of the new RCL pump station and pipeline in Mexico.

1

For detailed descriptions of the alternatives, please refer to Chapter 2 of the Draft SEIS.
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ALTERNATIVE 2: OPERATE SBIWTP AS ADVANCED PRIMARY
FACILITY WITH ALL EFFLUENT TREATED AT THE SBIWTP RETURNED
TO MEXICO

In Alternative 2, the SBIWTP would continue to operate, providing advanced primary
treatment, and all effluent would be returned to Mexico via the primary effluent return
connection (PERC) for discharge at Punta Bandera. In this alternative, none of the
SBIWTP effluent would be discharged through the SBOO. For this alternative, the
OCC would be renovated (RCL) to carry more wastewater. This alternative requires
construction and operation of a new RCL pump station and pipeline in Mexico.

ALTERNATIVE 3: OPERATE SBIWTP AS ADVANCED PRIMARY
FACILITY AND CONVEY 14 MGD OF THE SBIWTP EFFLUENT TO
THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO FACILITIES WITH REMAINDER OF THE
SBIWTP EFFLUENT RETURNED TO MEXICO

In Alternative 3, the SBIWTP would continue to operate, providing advanced primary
treatment, and 14 mgd of primary effluent would be sent to San Diego City treatment
facilities: the Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant (PLWTP) and the South Bay
Water Reclamation Plant (SBWRP). The remaining 11 mgd of SBIWTP effluent
would be returned to Mexico via PERC for discharge at Punta Bandera. This
alternative includes renovation of the OCC through construction and operation of the
RCL pump station and pipeline in Mexico. This alternative would also include the
construction of a pipeline to convey primary effluent to the SBWRP, and a parallel
sludge return line, along with necessary interconnections to existing pipelines and
facilities. Capacity fees and discharge fees would have to be paid to the City of San
Diego. Another key factor for this alternative would be getting cooperation/approval
from the City of San Diego.

ALTERNATIVE 4: PUBLIC LAW 106-457 (SECONDARY
TREATMENT FACILITY IN MEXICO)

Alternative 4 Option A — Operation of SBIWTP as
Advanced Primary Facility with Secondary Treatment of
the SBIWTP Effluent in Mexico, Discharge Option | -
Discharge through the SBOO

In Alternative 4 Option A, Discharge Option I, the SBIWTP would continue to operate
providing advanced primary treatment, and all effluent would be pumped to Mexico
for secondary treatment. The secondary treatment effluent would return to the
United States and be discharged through the SBOO. This alternative also provides
for treatment in Mexico of an additional 34 mgd of wastewater originating from
Mexico that is also discharged through the SBOO. The key components for this
alternative are the construction of the public law treatment plant and the pump
stations and pipelines necessary to convey the advanced primary effluent from the
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SBIWTP to the Public Law 106-457 treatment plant for secondary treatment, and
then back to the SBOO for discharge.

Alternative 4 Option A - Operation of SBIWTP as advanced
Primary Facility with Secondary Treatment of the SBIWTP
Effluvent in Mexico, Discharge Option Il - Discharge at
Punta Bandera

This alternative is the same as Alternative 4 Option A, Discharge Option |, with the
exception that the secondary effluent would stay in Mexico for discharge at Punta
Bandera. In addition to the public law treatment plant and influent conveyance, this
alternative requires construction and operation of an effluent conveyance to a new
RCL line and pump station.

Alternative 4 Option B — Cease Operation of SBIWTP,
Conduct all Primary and Secondary Treatment in Mexico,
Discharge Option | - Discharge through the SBOO

In Alternative 4 Option B, Discharge Option |, the SBIWTP would cease operations,
and primary and secondary treatment for 59 mgd would be conducted at the public
law treatment plant in Mexico. All secondary effluent would be piped back to the
United States and discharged through the SBOO. The key components for this
alternative are the construction of the public law treatment plant and the pump
stations and pipelines necessary to convey wastewater to the public law treatment
plant and to convey the effluent to the SBOO.

Alternative 4 Option B - Cease Operation of SBIWTP,
Conduct all Secondary Treatment in Mexico, Discharge
Option Il - Discharge at Punta Bandera

This alternative is the same as Alternative 4 Option B, Discharge Option [, with the
exception that the secondary effluent would stay in Mexico for discharge at Punta
Bandera. In addition to the public law treatment plant and influent conveyance and
pump station, this alternative requires construction and operation of an effluent
conveyance pipeline and a new RCL line and pump station.

Alternative 4 Option C - Bajagua LLC, Proposal -
Operation of SBIWTP as advanced Primary Facility,
Secondary Treatment in Mexico, Discharge Option | -
Discharge through the SBOO

In Alternative 4 Option C, Discharge Option I, the SBIWTP would continue to operate
providing advanced primary treatment, and all effluent would be piped to Mexico for
secondary treatment in the Bajagua-proposed treatment plant. The secondary
effluent would be returned to the United States and discharged through the SBOO.
This alternative also provides for treatment in Mexico of an additional 34 mgd
wastewater originating from Mexico that is also discharged through the SBOO. The
key components for this alternative are the construction of the Bajagua treatment
plant and the pump stations and pipelines necessary to convey the advanced
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primary effluent from the SBIWTP to the Bajagua treatment plant, and then back to
the SBOO for discharge.

Alternative 4 Option C - Bajagua LLC, Proposal -
Operation of SBIWTP as advanced Primary Facility,
Secondary Treatment in Mexico, Discharge Option Il -
Discharge at Punta Bandera

This alternative is the same as Alternative 4C, Discharge Option |, with the exception
that the secondary effluent would stay in Mexico for discharge at Punta Bandera. In
addition to the Bajagua treatment plant and influent conveyance and pump station,

this alternative requires construction and operation of an effluent conveyance
pipeline, new RCL line and pump station.

ALTERNATIVE 5: SECONDARY TREATMENT IN THE UNITED STATES
AT THE SBIWTP

Alternative 5 Option A - Completely Mixed Aeration
(CMA) Ponds at SBIWTP

In this alternative, the SBIWTP continues operation, but ferric chloride addition is
discontinued so that only primary treatment is provided. A completely mixed aerated
pond system is constructed to provide secondary treatment for the primary
wastewater produced by SBIWTP. The 25 mgd secondary effluent is then
discharged through the SBOO. Improvements are also required for the OCC (RCL),
including construction of the RCL pump station and pipeline.

Alternative 5 Option B-1 - Activated Sludge Secondary
Treatment with Flow Equalization

In this alternative, the SBIWTP continues to provide advanced primary treatment,
and an activated sludge system is constructed to provide secondary treatment for the
advanced primary wastewater produced by SBIWTP. The secondary effluent is then
discharged through the SBOO. Improvements are also required for the OCC (RCL),
including construction of the RCL pump station and pipeline. To accommodate the
large variation in flows, a 7 million gallon equalization tank would reduce the flow
variability to the secondary treatment train.

Alternative 5 Option B-2 - Activated Sludge Secondary
Treatment with Expanded Capacity

In this alternative, the SBIWTP continues to provide advanced primary treatment,
and an activated sludge system is constructed to provide secondary treatment for the
advanced primary wastewater produced by SBIWTP. The secondary effluent is then
discharged through the SBOO. Improvements are also required for the OCC (RCL),
including construction of the RCL pump station and pipeline. To accommodate the
large variation in flows the secondary train is suitably expanded.
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ALTERNATIVE 6: SECONDARY TREATMENT IN THE UNITED STATES
AND MEXICO

Alternative 6 Option A - CMA Ponds at SBIWTP and the
Public Law Treatment Plant in Mexico

This alternative is a combination of Alternative 5 Option A and Alternative 4. In this
alternative, the SBIWTP continues to operate, but ferric chloride addition is
discontinued so that only primary treatment is provided. A completely mixed aerated
pond system is constructed to provide secondary treatment for the primary
wastewater produced by SBIWTP. A Public Law 106-457 treatment plant would be
constructed in Mexico to provide secondary treatment for flows beyond the capacity
of the SBIWTP and SABWWTP. The secondary effluent from both the pond system
and the public law treatment plant is then discharged through the SBOO.

Alternative 6 Option B — Activated Sludge System at
SBIWTP and the Public Law Treatment Plant in Mexico

This alternative is a combination of Alternative 5 Option B and Alternative 4, and is
the same as Alternative 6 Option A with the exception that an activated sludge
system is constructed instead of the completely mixed aerated pond system at the
SBIWTP to provide secondary treatment.

ALTERNATIVE 7: SBIWTP CLOSURE/SHUTDOWN

In Alternative 7, the SBIWTP would cease operation, and no wastewater flows
originating in Mexico would be discharged through the SBOO. For this alternative,
the OCC would be renovated (RCL) to carry more wastewater. This alternative
requires construction and operation of a new RCL pump station and pipeline.

2.0 ASSUMPTIONS

The costs developed in this appendix are the costs for new facilities necessary to
implement the alternative considered without regard to the source of financing
(United States or Mexico). For example, facilities to be built in Mexico will have
construction and O&M costs associated with the utilization of Mexican labor.

All preliminary cost estimates are shown in United States dollars. Costs obtained
from, or developed in, Mexican pesos have been converted to United States dollars
at the rate of 1 dollar = 11.35 pesos.

The preliminary capital cost estimates are investment cost estimates, and include
construction cost, as well as costs for engineering, administration, and land. The
preliminary capital cost estimates do not include contingency for site-related
construction unknowns nor for the limitations in costing of alternatives at such an
early stage of development. Capital costs do not include existing infrastructures that
do not require significant modification or expansion. In general, O&M costs have
been included for new or significantly expanded infrastructures. O&M costs have
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been included for the existing SBIWTP, since the operating scenarios for the
SBIWTP vary for the different alternatives.

The present value calculation is based on a 20-year period of analysis, an inflation
rate of 2 percent, and a discount rate of 6 percent. The useful life of structures is
estimated to be greater than the 20-year analysis period, and the useful life of
equipment is estimated to be 20 years. It is also assumed that the expenditure for
structures and equipment is made in year zero, and no subsequent outlays for
structures or equipment are made.

The preliminary annual cost for O&M is assumed to remain constant (in 2004 dollars)
for the 20-year analysis period. It is assumed there is no salvage value at the end of
the 20-year analysis period. Costs for National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit compliance and ocean monitoring have been isolated from
the general O&M cost, and are shown separately. The level of the O&M effort was
assumed to remain constant with 2 percent annual inflation.

The cost for land (lease or purchase) is accounted for in the preliminary cost
estimates for the land intensive components such as treatment works. Easement
acquisition costs are not specifically included for pipeline components.

The costs for construction of components in the United States consider use of local
labor pool and material prices (Los Angeles area), and likewise, the costs for
construction of components in Mexico consider the use of the local labor pool and
material prices (Tijuana area). The average hourly labor costs were identified in
References 1 and 5 and were updated to November 2004 as follows: United States
labor at $29.36 per hour (U.S. dollars) and Mexican labor at $4.96 per hour (U.S.
dollars). The costs are a blend of categories and include fringes.

Cost information for the alternatives was taken mainly from previous studies related
to regional wastewater management. Many of the components included in the SEIS
alternatives have been considered in previous studies. Where possible, capital and
O&M cost estimates for entire assemblies, such as treatment plants or lift stations
were taken and incorporated into the present estimates. In other places, it was only
possible to take cost estimates for portions of scenarios addressed in the previous
studies. In many cases it was necessary to scale the costs up or down to reflect
differences in capacity used for the original study and this Draft SEIS. Information
provided directly from the USIBWC also was an important source regarding O&M
costs for the SBIWTP and costs related to discharge to City of San Diego treatment
plants. When costs were unavailable for similar components in the previous studies,
preliminary estimates of cost were generated based on EPA cost estimation data and
equations and/or Parsons professional judgment and experience with similar
installations.

Some of the Draft SEIS alternatives are more fully developed than others. Final
design and NEPA documentation have been completed for Alternative 5 Options A
and B-1. Therefore, each alternative may take a different path to completion (i.e.,
possibly resulting in a different project delivery method). The uncertainties inherent
in the level of project development and project delivery methods may have an impact
on final costs.
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Draft Supplemental EIS
Clean Water Act Compliance at the South Bay IWTP

A summary of capital costs, annual O&M costs and present value is provided on
Table F-1. A comparison of these costs is shown on Figure F-1. Costs shown
herein are preliminary draft estimates provided for information only. Tables F-2
through F-17 provide a detailed breakdown of preliminary component costs for each
alternative.

DISCLAIMER: These preliminary estimates are intended solely to provide a
comparison of estimated relative costs associated with alternatives considered in the
Draft SEIS. These preliminary estimated costs are draft estimates and do not
purport to precisely forecast exact monetary values for the alternatives under
consideration in the Draft SEIS. The alternatives being considered involve significant
and complex construction projects in the United States and/or Mexico and
projections as well as projected future annual O&M costs over a 20-year period. The
actual capital and projected annual O&M costs associated with the individual
alternatives will depend upon numerous factors that may influence costs, including
design and engineering expenses, equipment, materials, labor and personnel costs,
market conditions, construction materials availability or lack thereof, subcontracts,
overhead, taxes, insurance, location, future energy, water and other utility costs,
future maintenance and repair costs, financing costs, currency exchange rates, land
acquisition costs, permitting and regulatory requirements and other variables,
contingencies and factors. Construction, operation and maintenance of any facilities
will be contingent upon the availability of necessary funding.

Table F-1. Summary of Capital Cost, Annual O&M Cost, and Present Value

Flow (mgd) Capital Annual Present
Advanced Remaining | Cost O&M Cost Value
Alternative Primary* | Secondary Flows ($M) ($M) ($M)
1A 50.0 - 34 $0.0 $9.4 $128.6
1B 50.0 - 34 $37.1 $8.9 $158.9
2 | 500 34 | $45.7 $10.3 $186.8
3 45.0 5 34 $82.8 $15.3 $292.7
4A Discharge Option | 25.0 59 -- $137.4 $14.8 $340.0**
4A Discharge Option Il | 25.0 59 = | $179.8 $19.6 $448.5*
4B Discharge Option | 25.0 59 - $172.4 $12.3 $340.9**
4B Discharge Option I 25.0 59 -- $214.7 $17.2 $449.5**
4C Discharge Option | 25.0 59 -- $133.8 $14.8 $336.1**
4C Discharge Option |l 25.0 59 = $177.9 $19.6 $446.5**
5A 25.0 25 34 $63.9 $125 $235.0
5B-1 25.0 25 34 $124.5 $15.5 $336.0
5B-2 | 250 25 34 | $131.5 $15.5 $343.6
6A 25.0 59 - $122.9 $15.7 $337.1
6B 25.0 59 -- $183.6 $18.6 $438.1
7 25.0 59 $45.7 $5.9 $126.6
* Includes 25 mgd treated at San Antonio de Los Buenos WTP in Mexico.
** Present value costs do not include total annual outlays (refer to cash flow summaries for actual
costs).
[
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Appendix F

Cost Estimates for Alternatives
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Draft Supplemental EIS
Clean Water Act Compliance at the South Bay IWTP

The primary references used for generation of the preliminary cost estimates include
the following:

Reference 1. Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the International
Boundary and Water Commission South Bay International Wastewater
Treatment Plant Long Term Treatment Options, CH2M Hill, January 1998 (Draft)
and March 1999 (Final).

Reference 2. 1999 Drinking Water Infrastructure Needs Survey, EPA, 1999.

Reference 3. Bajagua Wastewater Treatment and Water Reclamation Project,
Bajagua Project LLC, September 2001.

Reference 4. CESPT Potable Water and Wastewater Master Plan for Tijuana and
Playas de Rosario, Volume |, CDM, February 2003.

Reference 5. Identification and Evaluation of Disposal Alternatives for the Treated
Wastewater Effluents of Tijuana Wastewater Effluents of Tijuana Municipality,
Baja California Mexico, CSI Ingenieros, June 2004.

Reference 6. Engineering News-Record (ENR) index for Los Angeles area, McGraw
Hill Construction available at http://enr.construction.com.
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Appendix F
Cost Estimates for Alternatives

Table F-2. Alternative 1 Option A

Alternative 1: No Action (Operation of SBIWTP as Advanced Primary Facility)

Alternative 1A: SBIWTP would continue to provide advanced primary treatment for average
flows of 25mgd and peak flow of 50mgd until secondary treatment facilities
are constructed.

Year: 2023
Average Flows (mgd) : Total=84 ; SBIWTP=25 ; SABWTP=25 ; SBOO=25; PCL=50"; RCL=0; Pt. Band.=50 ; River=9

SBIWTP Primary Treatment Facility

Capital Cost of SBIWTP Primary Treatment Facility? (2004 $US) $0
Annual O&M SBIWTP Primary Treatment Facility® ($US/Year) $5,000,000
NPDES Permit and Oceanographic Monitoring ($US/Year) $600,000

Tijuana Pump Station

Annual O&M Tijuana Pump Station* ($US/year) $3,800,000
Total Capital Cost ($US) = $0
Total Annual O&M ($US) = $9,400,000

1. Maximum flows the PCL has been able to carry have been significantly less than the 50 mgd design capacity.

2. No capital costs are included for the SBIWTP and SBOO since they are existing and significant modification is not required.
3. Annual O&M cost for SBIWTP as reported by IBWC.

4. Additional O&M cost has been added to account for PCL carrying 25 mgd more than in the other considered alternatives.

Cash Flow Summary (Alt 1A)

Inflation Rate = 2%
Discount Rate = 6 %
Structure and Total Annual
Year Equipment Operating Costs Outlays Present Value

0 $0 $0 $0
1 $9,400,000 $9,588,000 $9,045,283
2 $9,400,000 $9,779,760 $8,703,952
3 $9,400,000 $9,975,355 $8,375,501
4 $9,400,000 $10,174,862 $8,059,444
5 $9,400,000 $10,378,360 $7,755,314
6 $9,400,000 $10,585,927 $7,462,661
7 $9,400,000 $10,797,645 $7,181,051
8 $9,400,000 $11,013,598 $6,910,068
9 $9,400,000 $11,233,870 $6,649,310
10 $9,400,000 $11,458,548 $6,398,393
11 $9,400,000 $11,687,718 $6,156,944
12 $9,400,000 $11,921,473 $5,924,607
13 $9,400,000 $12,159,902 $5,701,037
14 $9,400,000 $12,403,100 $5,485,903
15 $9,400,000 $12,651,162 $5,278,888
16 $9,400,000 $12,904,186 $5,079,685
17 $9,400,000 $13,162,269 $4,887,999
18 $9,400,000 $13,425,515 $4,703,546
19 $9,400,000 $13,694,025 $4,526,053
20 $9,400,000 $13,967,906 $4,355,259

Total ($US) $0 $188,000,000 $232,963,182 $128,640,896
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Draft Supplemental EIS
Clean Water Act Compliance at the South Bay IWTP

Table F-3. Alternative 1 Option B

Alternative 1B: SBIWTP would continue to provide advanced primary treatment for average
flows of 25 mgd and peak flows of 50mgd until secondary treatment facilities
are constructed
Improve/rebuild RCL to avoid dry-weather flows to the Tijuana River

Year: 2023
Average Flows (mgd) : Total=84 ; SBIWTP=25 ; SABWTP=25 ; SBO0O=25 ; PCL=25 ; RCL=34 ; Pt. Band.=59 ; River=0

SBIWTP Primary Treatment Facility

Capital Cost' (2004 US$) $0
0O&M SBIWTP Primary Treatment Facility (US$/Year) $5,000,000
NPDES Permit and Oceanographic Monitoring ($US/Year) $600,000
RCL Improvement Cost
3500 HP Pump Station (34 mgd)*(2004 US$) $9,504,147|
Pipelines construction? (Dia=1.4m) (2004 US$) $23,650,660
Engineering, supervision and project administration, 12% (2004 US$) $3,978,577|
Pump Station O&M? (US$/year) $3,057,715
Pipelines O&M at 1% of construction cost (US$/year) $236,507
Total Capital Cost ($US) = $37,133,384
Total Annual O&M ($US) = $8,894,221

1. No capital costs are included for the SBIWTP and SBOO since they are existing and significant modification is not required.
2. Cost based on Reference 5 Appendix IIIB, Table I1I-B-3 with adjustment to account for difference in diameter.
3. Cost based on cost equations from Reference 4 Appendix R Section 6.
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Appendix F
Cost Estimates for Alternatives

T
Table F-3. Alternative 1 Option B (Cont’d)

Cash Flow Summary (Alt 1B)

Inflation Rate = 2%
Discount Rate = 6 %
Structure and Total Annual
Year Equipment Operating Costs Outlays Present Value

0 $37,133,384 $37,133,384 $37,133,384
1 $8,894,221 $9,072,106 $8,558,590
2 $8,894,221 $9,253,548 $8,235,625
3 $8,894,221 $9,438,619 $7,924,846
4 $8,894,221 $9,627,391 $7,625,796
5 $8,894,221 $9,819,939 $7,338,030
6 $8,894,221 $10,016,338 $7,061,123
7 $8,894,221 $10,216,665 $6,794,666
8 $8,894,221 $10,420,998 $6,538,263
9 $8,894,221 $10,629,418 $6,291,536
10 $8,894,221 $10,842,006 $6,054,120
11 $8,894,221 $11,058,846 $5,825,662
12 $8,894,221 $11,280,023 $5,605,826
13 $8,894,221 $11,505,624 $5,394,285
14 $8,894,221 $11,735,736 $5,190,727
15 $8,894,221 $11,970,451 $4,994,851
16 $8,894,221 $12,209,860 $4,806,366
17 $8,894,221 $12,454,057 $4,624,994
18 $8,894,221 $12,703,138 $4,450,466
19 $8,894,221 $12,957,201 $4,282,524
20 $8,894,221 $13,216,345 $4,120,919

Total ($US) $37,133,384 $177,884,428 $257,561,694 $158,852,598
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Draft Supplemental EIS
Clean Water Act Compliance at the South Bay IWTP
Table F-4. Alternative 2

Alternative 2: Operate SBITWP as Advanced Primary Facility with Treated Flows

Conveyed to Mexico

Year: 2023
Average Flows (mgd): Total=84 ; SBIWTP=25 ; SABWTP=25 ; SBOO=0 ;PCL=25 ; RCL= 59 ; Pt. Band.=84

SBIWTP Primary Treatment Facility
Capital Cost (2004 USS) $0
O&M Cost™ (SUS/Year) $5,000,000)
RCL Improvement Cost
5900 HP Pump Station (59 mgd $14.807.284
|RCL pipelines construction’ (Dia=1.8m) $25,959,991
Engineering, supervision and project administration, 12% $4,892.073
Pump Station O8N (SUS/Year) $5.055,273
Pipelines O&M at 1% of construction cost (US$/year) $259,600]
Total Capital Cost ($US) = 545,659,348
Total Annual O&M (SUS) = $10,314,873

1. Cost based on Reference 5 Appendix 1B, ?able I-B-3 with adjustment to account for difference in diameter.
2. Cost based on cost equationss from Reference 4 Appendix R Section 6.

3. O&M cost reduced to reflect no need for ocean monitoring program.

4. Does not consider agreements for sharing the use of the cutfall with the City of San Diego.

Cash Flow Summary (Alt 2A) ($US)

Inflation Rate = 2 %
Discount Rate = 6 %
Structure and Operating Total Annual
Year Egquipment Costs Cutlays Present Value

0 $45,659, 348 545,659,348 545,659,348
1 510,314,873 $10,521,170 $9,925,632
2 $10,314,873 $10,731,593 $9,551,080
3 $10,314,873 510,946,225 $9,190,662
4 $10,314,873 $11,165,150 38,843,844
5 $10,314,873 511,388,453 $8,510,114]
6 $10,314,873 $11,616,222 $8,188,978
7 $10,314,873 $11.848 546 $7,879,960
8 $10,314,873 512,085,517 $7,582,603
2] $10,314,873 $12,327,227 $7,296,467|
10 $10,314,873 $12,573,772 $7,021,129
" $10,314,873 512,825,247 36,756,180
12 $10,314,873 513,081,752 $6,501,230
13 $10,314,873 $13,343,387 $6,255,901
14 $10,314,873 $13,610,255 36,019,829
15 $10,314,873 513,882 460 35,792 666
16 $10,314,873 514,160,110 35,574,074
17 $10,314,873 514,443 312 $5,363,732
18 $10,314,873 $14,732178 $5,161,327|
19 $10,314,873 515,026,822 $4,966,560
20 $10,314,873 $15,327,358 4,779,143

Total ($US) $45,659,348 $206,297,450 $301,296,106 $186,820,460
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Appendix F
Cost Estimates for Alternatives

Table F-5. Alternative 3

Alternative 3: Operate SBIWTP with City of San Diego Connections

Year: 2023
Average Flows (mgd) : Total=84 ; SBIWTP=25 ; SABWTP=25 ; SBOO=0" ; SBWRP=5 ;
PLWTP= 9 ; PCL=25 ; RCL=45 ; Pt. Band.=70

SBIWTP Primary Treatment Facility
Capital Cost $0
Annual O&M® ($US/Year) $5,000,000
NPDES Permit and Oceanographic Monitoring ($US/Year) $600,000
Capital Cost

Cost of 2004
4600 HP Pump Station (45 mgd)* $11,986,507
RCL Pipelines construction 8 (Dia=1.6m) $24,805,326
Engineering, supervision and project administration, (12%) 3 $4,415,020
New 3200 feet of 30-in pipeline to convey treated or
screened effluent from SBIWTP to SBWRP® $680,906
New 3500 feet of 8-in return primary and secondary waste
sludge pipeline from SBWRP to SBIWTP® $192,395
Interconnection for 30-in pipeline $300,000
Interconnection for 8-in pipeline $250,000
Interconnection to South Bay interceptor $200,000
Capacity fee to City of San Diego7 $40,000,000
Total Connection Cost (2004 $US) $82,830,153

T
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Draft Supplemental EIS
Clean Water Act Compliance at the South Bay IWTP

[
Table F-5. Alternative 3 (Cont’d)
O&M and Annual fees

Pump Station O&M* $3,978,062
O&M for two new lines (1% of construction cost) $256,786
Advanced Primary at PLWTP® (9mgd) $3,000,000
Secondary Train at SBWRP® (5mgd) $2,500,000
Total Capital Cost ($US) = $82,830,153
Total Annual O&M ($US) = $15,334,848
1. SBOO receives up to 5 mgd from the project flows indirectly via SBWRP.
2. Costs adjusted to the ENR Construction Cost Index for Los Angeles for Nov. 2004 of 8183.74.
3. Cost based on Reference 5 Appendix 1IB, Table IlI-B-3 with adjustment to account for difference in diameter.
4. Cost based on cost equations from Reference 4 Appendix R Section 6.
5. Cost estimation based on Reference 2 Appendix A-12.
6. Cost calculated based on contract fee rates for emergency discharge to PLWTP.
7. USIBWC and the City of San Diego have previously signed on a yearly basis a Memorandum of Understanding

(MOU) that includes user rates for the USIBWC's short-term use, in the event of an emergency, of the City's
existing connection from the SBIWTP to the PLWTP. This is a preliminary estimate that assumes a new agreement
would need to be negotiated to provide for daily use of the City's facilities, and that the new agreement would
include lower user rates but would also include an annual capacity fee.

8. Does not consider agreements for sharing the use of the outfall with the City of San Diego.

Cash Flow Summary (Alt 3)

Inflation Rate = 2%
Discount Rate = 6 %
Structure and Total Annual
Year Equipment  Operating Costs Outlays Present Value

0 $82,830,153 $82,830,153 $82,830,153
1 $15,334,848 $15,641,545 $14,756,174
2 $15,334,848 $15,954,376 $14,199,338
3 $15,334,848 $16,273,463 $13,663,514
4 $15,334,848 $16,598,932 $13,147,909
5 $15,334,848 $16,930,911 $12,651,762
6 $15,334,848 $17,269,529 $12,174,337
7 $15,334,848 $17,614,920 $11,714,928
8 $15,334,848 $17,967,218 $11,272,855
9 $15,334,848 $18,326,563 $10,847,464
10 $15,334,848 $18,693,094 $10,438,126
11 $15,334,848 $19,066,956 $10,044,234
12 $15,334,848 $19,448,295 $9,665,207
13 $15,334,848 $19,837,261 $9,300,482
14 $15,334,848 $20,234,006 $8,949,520
15 $15,334,848 $20,638,686 $8,611,803
16 $15,334,848 $21,051,460 $8,286,829
17 $15,334,848 $21,472,489 $7,974,118
18 $15,334,848 $21,901,939 $7,673,208
19 $15,334,848 $22,339,978 $7,383,653
20 $15,334,848 $22,786,777 $7,105,025

Total ($US) $82,830,153 $306,696,957 $462,878,552 $292,690,640
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Appendix F
Cost Estimates for Alternatives

Table F-6. Alternative 4 Option A Discharge Option |

Alternative 4A Discharge Option | : Public Law 106-457 (Secondary Treatment Facility in Mexico)

Discharge Option | (Sec. eff. Discharged through SBOO)

Year: 2023

Average Flows (mgd) : Total=84 ; SBIWTP=25 ; SABWTP=25 ; Public Law=59 ; SBOO=59 ; PCL=25 ; RCL=0 ;

Pt. Band.=25

SBIWTP Primary Treatment Facility

Capital Cost (2004 $US) $0
Annual O&M ($US/Year) $5,000,000
NPDES Permit and Oceanographic Monitoring ($US/Year) $600,000

Project Cost

59 MGD Facility

2004 US$"*
Public Law 106-457 Treatment Plant + Influent Pump Station + Influent Conveyance $107,540,000
Effluent Conveyance $15,182,435
Engr/Legal/Admin (12%) $14,726,692

Total Project Costs

$137,449,127

Annual Operating Cost

Pump Station/ Pipelines (US$/year)

$2,600,000

Treatment Plant (US$/year)?

$6,600,000

Total Capital Cost ($US) =

$137,449,127

Total Annual O&M ($US) =

$14,800,000

1. Construction costs adjusted to the ENR Construction Cost Index for Los Angeles for Nov. 2004 of 8183.74

2. Operating costs include lease of land for the 20-year period.

3. Cost scaled using a ratio of costs for equivalent plants sized for each of the design flows. The cost for each plant used to

determine the ratio was calculated using EPA published cost curves for wastewater treatment unit processes.
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Draft Supplemental EIS
Clean Water Act Compliance at the South Bay IWTP
I

Table F-6. Alternative 4 Option A Discharge Option | (Cont’d)

Cash Flow Summary (Alt 4A Discharge Option I)

Inflation Rate = 2%
Discount Rate = 6 %
Structure and Operating Total Annual
Year Equipment Costs Outlays Present Value

0 $137,449,127 $137,449,127  $137,449,127

1 $14,800,000 $15,096,000 $14,241,509

2 $14,800,000 $15,397,920 $13,704,094

3 $14,800,000 $15,705,878 $13,186,958

4 $14,800,000 $16,019,996 $12,689,337

5 $14,800,000 $16,340,396 $12,210,494

6 $14,800,000 $16,667,204 $11,749,721

7 $14,800,000 $17,000,548 $11,306,335

8 $14,800,000 $17,340,559 $10,879,681

9 $14,800,000 $17,687,370 $10,469,127

10 $14,800,000 $18,041,117 $10,074,066

11 $14,800,000 $18,401,940 $9,693,912

12 $14,800,000 $18,769,979 $9,328,104

13 $14,800,000 $19,145,378 $8,976,100

14 $14,800,000 $19,528,286 $8,637,380

15 $14,800,000 $19,918,851 $8,311,441

16 $14,800,000 $20,317,228 $7,997,801

17 $14,800,000 $20,723,573 $7,695,998

18 $14,800,000 $21,138,044 $7,405,583

19 $14,800,000 $21,560,805 $7,126,127

20 $14,800,000 $21,992,021 $6,857,216

Total ($US) $137,449,127  $296,000,000  $504,242,222  $339,990,113
Annual payments of equal present value. ($US) $29,641,888
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Appendix F
Cost Estimates for Alternatives

Table F-7. Alternative 4 Option A Discharge Option I

Alternative 4A Discharge Option Il : Public Law 106-457 (Secondary Treatment Facility in Mexico)

Discharge Option Il (Discharge sec. eff. at Punta Bandera)

Year: 2023

Average Flows (mgd): Total=84 ; SBIWTP=25 ; SABWTP=25 ; Public Law=59 ; SBOO=0 ; PCL=25 ;

RCL=59 ; Pt. Band.=84

SBIWTP Primary Treatment Facility

Capital Cost

$0

Annual O&M>7 ($US/Year)

$5,000,000

Project Cost

59 MGD Facility

2004 US$'®
Public Law 106-457 Treatment Plant + Influent Pump Station + Influent Conveyance $107,540,000
Engr/Legal/Admin (12%) $12,904,800
Total Project Costs ($US) $120,444,800
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Draft Supplemental EIS
Clean Water Act Compliance at the South Bay IWTP
I

Table F-7. Alternative 4 Option A Discharge Option Il (Cont’d)

Pump Station and Pipeline transport treated secondary eff. to Punta Bandera (RCL)

2004 US$
5900 HP Pump Station (59 mgd)* $14,807,284
RCL pipelines construction (Dia=1.8m) + interconnection to Public Law Treatment Plant®® $38,193,849
Engineering, supervision and project administration, 12%?2 $6,360,136)

Annual Operating Cost

US$/year
Pump Station RCL O&M* $5,055,273
RCL pipeline O&M (1% of construction cost) $381,938]
Pump Station to Public Law Treatment Plant $2,600,000
Public Law Treatment Plant® $6,600,000,
Total Operating Cost $14,637,211
Total Capital Cost ($US) = $179,806,069
Total Annual O&M ($US) = $19,637,211

. Construction costs adjusted to the ENR Construction Cost Index for Los Angeles for Nov. 2004 of 8183.74.

. Cost based on Reference 5 Appendix I11B, Table IlI-B-3 with adjustment to account for difference in diameter.
. Cost was extracted from Reference 5 Appendix IlIB, Table 1lI-B-3 pipe section 1,2,6,and 7.

. Cost based on cost equations from Reference 4 Appendix R Section 6.

. O&M cost reduced to reflect no need for ocean monitoring program.

. Operating cost includes leasing of land for 20-year period.

. Does not consider agreements for sharing the use of the outfall with the City of San Diego.

0 N o g b~ ODN -

. Cost scaled using a ratio of costs for equivalent plants sized for each of the design flows. The cost for each plant used to

determine the ratio was calculated using EPA published cost curves for wastewater treatment unit processes.
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Appendix F
Cost Estimates for Alternatives
T

Table F-7. Alternative 4 Option A Discharge Option Il (Cont’d)

Cash Flow Summary (Alt 4A Discharge Option Il)

Inflation Rate = 2%
Discount Rate = 6 %
Structure and Operating Total Annual
Year Equipment Costs Outlays Present Value
0 $179,806,069 $179,806,069 $179,806,069
1 $19,637,211 $20,029,955 $18,896,184
2 $19,637,211 $20,430,554 $18,183,121
3 $19,637,211 $20,839,166 $17,496,965
4 $19,637,211 $21,255,949 $16,836,702
5 $19,637,211 $21,681,068 $16,201,355
6 $19,637,211 $22,114,689 $15,589,983
7 $19,637,211 $22,556,983 $15,001,682
8 $19,637,211 $23,008,123 $14,435,581
9 $19,637,211 $23,468,285 $13,890,842
10 $19,637,211 $23,937,651 $13,366,659
11 $19,637,211 $24,416,404 $12,862,257
12 $19,637,211 $24,904,732 $12,376,889
13 $19,637,211 $25,402,826 $11,909,836
14 $19,637,211 $25,910,883 $11,460,409
15 $19,637,211 $26,429,101 $11,027,940
16 $19,637,211 $26,957,683 $10,611,792
17 $19,637,211 $27,496,836 $10,211,347
18 $19,637,211 $28,046,773 $9,826,013
19 $19,637,211 $28,607,709 $9,455,220
20 $19,637,211 $29,179,863 $9,098,419
Total ($US) $179,806,069 $392,744,222 $666,481,300 $448,545,264
Annual payments of equal present value. ($US) $39,106,221
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B

Table F-8. Alternative 4 Option B Discharge Option |
Alternative 4B Discharge Option I: Public Law Facility (Secondary Treatment in Mexico Only)
Discharge Option I (Sec. eff. Discharged through SBOO)

Year: 2023
Average Flows (mgd) : Total=84 ; SBIWTP=0 ; SABWTP=25 ; Public Law=59 ; SBOO=59 ;

PCL=25 ; RCL=0 ; Pt. Band.=25 mgd

SBIWTP Primary Treatment Facility

O&M (Mothballing and security services of plant) $600,000

NPDES Permit and Oceanographic Monitoring ($US/Year) $600,000

Public Law Project Cost

59 MGD Facility
escalated to

2004 price1'3
Public Law 106-457 Treatment Plant + Influent Pump Station + Influent Conveyance $138,729,650
Effluent Conveyance $15,182,435
Engr/Legal/Admin (12%) $18,469,450
Total Project Costs ($US) $172,381,535
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Cost Estimates for Alternatives
T

Table F-8. Alternative 4 Option B Discharge Option | (Cont’d)

Public Law Annual Operating Cost (US$/year)
Pump Station/ Pipelines to Public Law Treatment Plant $2,600,000
Public Law Treatment Plant® $8,514,000
Total Capital Cost ($US) = $172,381,535|
Total Annual O&M ($US) = $12,314,000

1. Construction costs adjusted to the ENR Construction Cost Index for Los Angeles for Nov. 2004 of 8183.74.
2. Operating cost of complete primary and secondary plant includes leasing of land for 20-year period.
3. Cost scaled using a ratio of costs for equivalent plants sized for each of the design flows. The cost for each plant used to

determine the ratio was calculated using EPA published cost curves for wastewater treatment unit processes.

Cash Flow Summary (Alt 4B Discharge Option I)

Inflation Rate = 2%
Discount Rate = 6 %
Structure and Operating Total Annual
Year Equipment Costs Outlays Present Value

0 $172,381,535 $172,381,535 $172,381,535

1 $12,314,000 $12,560,280 $11,849,321

2 $12,314,000 $12,811,486 $11,402,177

3 $12,314,000 $13,067,715 $10,971,906

4 $12,314,000 $13,329,070 $10,557,872

5 $12,314,000 $13,595,651 $10,159,461

6 $12,314,000 $13,867,564 $9,776,085

7 $12,314,000 $14,144,915 $9,407,177

8 $12,314,000 $14,427,814 $9,052,189

9 $12,314,000 $14,716,370 $8,710,597

10 $12,314,000 $15,010,697 $8,381,895

11 $12,314,000 $15,310,911 $8,065,597

12 $12,314,000 $15,617,129 $7,761,235

13 $12,314,000 $15,929,472 $7,468,358

14 $12,314,000 $16,248,061 $7,186,533

15 $12,314,000 $16,573,023 $6,915,343

16 $12,314,000 $16,904,483 $6,654,387

17 $12,314,000 $17,242,573 $6,403,278

18 $12,314,000 $17,587,424 $6,161,645

19 $12,314,000 $17,939,173 $5,929,130

20 $12,314,000  $18,297,956 $5,705,389
Total ($US) $172,381,535 $246,280,000 $477,563,303 $340,901,109
Annual payments of equal present value. ($US) $29,721,313

T
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Clean Water Act Compliance at the South Bay IWTP
B

Table F-9. Alternative 4 Option B Discharge Option I
Alternative 4B Discharge Option Il (Discharge sec. eff. at Punta Bandera)

Year: 2023
Average Flows (mgd) : Total=84 ; SBIWTP=0 ; SABWTP=25 ; Public Law=59 ; SBOO=0 ;

PCL=25 ; RCL=59 ; Pt. Band.=84

SBIWTP Primary Treatment Facility

O&M (Mothballing and security services)7 $600,000

Public Law Project Cost

59 MGD Facility
escalated to

2004 price1'8
Public Law 106-457 Treatment Plant + Influent Pump Station + Influent Conveyance $138,729,650
Engr/Legal/Admin (12%) $16,647,558
Total Project Costs ($US) $155,377,208

|
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Table F-9. Alternative 4 Option B Discharge Option Il (Cont’d)

Pump Station and Pipeline transport treated secondary eff. to Punta Band.
Cost of 2004
5900 HP Pump Station (59 mgd)° $14,807,284
RCL pipelines construction (Dia=1.8m) + interconnection to Public Law Treatment Plant®* $38,193,849
Engineering, supervision and project administration, 12%"° $6,360,136
Annual Operating Cost (US$/year)
Pump Station RCL O&M° $5,055,273
RCL pipeline O&M (1% of construction cost) $381,938
Pump Station/Pipelines to public law treatment plant1 $2,600,000
Treatment Plant" °® $8,514,000
Total Capital Cost ($US) = $214,738,477
Total Annual O&M ($US) = $17,151,211

1. Cost based on Bajagua Proposal of Public Law Facility
. Construction costs adjusted to the ENR Construction Cost Index for Los Angeles for Nov. 2004 of 8183.74.
. Cost based on Reference 5 Appendix I1IB, Table 11I-B-3 with adjustment to account for difference in diameter.

. Cost was extracted from Reference 5 Appendix 1B, Table IlI-B-3 pipe section 1,2,6,and 7.

2
3
4
5. Cost based on cost equations from Reference 4 Appendix R Section 6.
6. Operating costs include lease of land for the 20-year period.

7. Does not consider agreements for sharing the use of the outfall with the City of San Diego.

8. Cost scaled using a ratio of costs for equivalent plants sized for each of the design flows. The cost for each plant used to

determine the ratio was calculated using EPA published cost curves for wastewater treatment unit processes.
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Table F-9. Alternative 4 Option B Discharge Option Il (Cont’d)

Cash Flow Summary (Alt 4B Discharge Option Il)

Inflation Rate = 2%
Discount Rate = 6 %
Structure and Operating Total Annual
Year Equipment Costs Outlays Present Value

0 $214,738,477 $214,738,477 $214,738,477

1 $17,151,211  $17,494,235 $16,503,996

2 $17,151,211  $17,844,120 $15,881,203

3 $17,151,211  $18,201,002 $15,281,913

4 $17,151,211  $18,565,022 $14,705,237

5 $17,151,211  $18,936,323 $14,150,322

6 $17,151,211  $19,315,049 $13,616,348

7 $17,151,211  $19,701,350 $13,102,523

8 $17,151,211  $20,095,377 $12,608,088

9 $17,151,211  $20,497,285 $12,132,311

10 $17,151,211  $20,907,231 $11,674,488

11 $17,151,211  $21,325,375 $11,233,942

12 $17,151,211  $21,751,883 $10,810,019

13 $17,151,211  $22,186,920 $10,402,094

14 $17,151,211  $22,630,659 $10,009,562

15 $17,151,211  $23,083,272 $9,631,843

16 $17,151,211  $23,544,937 $9,268,377

17 $17,151,211  $24,015,836 $8,918,627

18 $17,151,211  $24,496,153 $8,582,075

19 $17,151,211  $24,986,076 $8,258,223

20 $17,151,211  $25,485,797 $7,946,592

Total ($US) $214,738,477 $343,024,222 $639,802,381 $449,456,261
Annual payments of equal present value. ($US) $39,185,646
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Table F-10. Alternative 4 Option C Discharge Option |

Alternative 4C Discharge Option I: Bajagua LLC Proposal - Operation of SBIWTP as Advanced
Primary Facility, Secondary Treatment in Mexico

Discharge Option | (Sec. eff. Discharged through SBOO)

Year: 2023

Average Flows (mgd): Total=84 ; SBIWTP=25 ; SABWTP=25 ; Public Law=59 ; SBOO=59 ; PCL=25; RCL=0;

Pt. Band.=25
SBIWTP Primary Treatment Facility
Capital Cost $0
Annual O&M ($US/Year) $5,000,000
NPDES Permit and Oceanographic Monitoring ($US/Year) $600,000
Project Cost'
Scaled to 59 59 MGD
50 MGD Facility] MGD Facility Facility
(Year 2000 (Year 2000 | escalated to
price) price) 2004 price2
Preliminary Expenses $12,100,000] $13,558,775( $15,699,047
Bajagua Treatment Plant $32,360,000 $36,261,320| $41,985,220
Influent Pump Station $3,795,000 $4,252,525 $4,923,792
Influent Conveyance $11,350,000 $12,718,355| $14,725,966
Effluent Conveyance $11,700,000 $13,110,551| $15,180,070
Engr/Legal/Admin $8,500,000 $9,524,760 $11,028,256
Subtotal Direct Costs $79,805,000 $89,426,286| $103,542,351
Interest During Construction $3,611,000 $4,046,342 $4,685,063
Bank Fees $900,000 $1,008,504 $1,167,698
Working Capital $500,000 $560,280 $648,721
Debt Service Reserve $3,900,000 $4,370,184 $5,060,023
Subtotal Indirect Costs $8,911,000 $9,985,310[ $11,561,505
Contingency $2,500,000 $2,801,400 $3,243,605
Permits and Fees $2,500,000 $2,801,400 $3,243,605
Developer Fee at 10% $9,372,000 $10,501,888| $12,159,625
Total Project Costs ($US) $103,088,000] $115,516,283| $133,750,690

F-26 APP-F.DOC 12/16/04



Draft Supplemental EIS
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I

Table F-10. Alternative 4 Option C Discharge Option | (Cont’d)

Annual Operating Cost’'
Scaled to 59
50 MGD (Year [ MGD (Year [Costescalated
Pump Station/ Pipelines : Bajagua WWTP 2000 price) 2000 price) to 2004%*
Electric Power $741,000 $830,335 $961,404
Operation $61,000 $68,354 $79,144
Maintenance $286,000 $320,480 $371,068
Scaled to 59
50 MGD (Year [ MGD (Year [Costescalated
Bajagua Wastewater Treatment Plant 2000 price) 2000 price) to 20042
Electric Power $3,002,000 $3,363,921 $3,894,921
Operation $340,000 $380,990 $441,130
Maintenance $1,337,000 $1,498,189 $1,734,680
Land Lease $1,312,000 $1,470,175 $1,702,244
Total Operating Cost® $7,079,000 $7,932,444 $9,184,591
Total Capital Cost ($US) = $133,750,690|
Total Annual O&M ($US) = $14,784,591

1. Cost based on Reference 3.

2. Construction costs adjusted to the ENR Construction Cost Index for Los Angeles for Nov. 2004 of 8183.74

3. Operating costs include lease of land for the 20-year period.

4. Cost scaled using a ratio of costs for equivalent plants sized for each of the design flows. The cost for each plant used to

determine the ratio was calculated using EPA published cost curves for wastewater treatment unit processes.

Cash Flow Summary (Alt 4C Discharge Option )

Inflation Rate = 2%
Discount Rate = 6 %
Structure and Operating Total Annual

Year Equipment Costs Outlays Present Value

0 $133,750,690 $133,750,690 $133,750,690

1 $14,784,591 $15,080,283  $14,226,682

2 $14,784,591 $15,381,889  $13,689,826

3 $14,784,591 $15,689,526  $13,173,229

4 $14,784,591 $16,003,317  $12,676,126

5 $14,784,591 $16,323,383  $12,197,782

6 $14,784,591 $16,649,851  $11,737,488

7 $14,784,591 $16,982,848  $11,294,564

8 $14,784,591 $17,322,505 $10,868,354

9 $14,784,591 $17,668,955  $10,458,227

10 $14,784,591 $18,022,334  $10,063,577

11 $14,784,591 $18,382,781 $9,683,820

12 $14,784,591 $18,750,436 $9,318,392

13 $14,784,591 $19,125,445 $8,966,755

14 $14,784,591 $19,507,954 $8,628,387

15 $14,784,591 $19,898,113 $8,302,787

16 $14,784,591 $20,296,075 $7,989,475

17 $14,784,591 $20,701,997 $7,687,985

18 $14,784,591 $21,116,037 $7,397,872

19 $14,784,591 $21,538,358 $7,118,707

20 $14,784,591 $21,969,125 $6,850,077

Total ($US) $133,750,690  $295,691,824  $500,161,904 $336,080,804

Annual payments of equal present value. ($US) $29,301,057
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Table F-11. Alternative 4 Option C Discharge Option I

Alternative 4C Discharge Option Il (Discharge sec. eff. at Punta Bandera)

Year: 2023

Average Flows (mgd): Total=84 ; SBIWTP=25 ; SABWTP=25 ; Public Law=59 ; SBOO=0 ; PCL=25 ; RCL=59 ;

Punta Bandera=84

SBIWTP Primary Treatment Facility

F-28

Capital Cost $0
Annual O&M°®® $5,000,000
Project Cost

Scaled to 59 59 MGD
50 MGD Facility] MGD Facility Facility
(Year 2000 (Year 2000 escalated to
price) price) 2004 price1’9
Preliminary Expenses $12,100,000 $13,558,775| $15,699,047
Bajagua Treatment Plant $32,360,000 $36,261,320] $41,985,220
Influent Pump Station $3,795,000 $4,252 525 $4,923,792
Influent Conveyance $11,350,000 $12,718,355| $14,725,966
Engr/Legal/Admin $8,500,000 $9,524,760| $11,028,256
Subtotal Direct Costs $68,105,000 $76,315,735| $88,362,280
Interest During Construction $3,611,000 $4,046,342 $4,685,063
Bank Fees $900,000 $1,008,504 $1,167,698
Working Capital $500,000 $560,280 $648,721
Debt Service Reserve $3,900,000 $4,370,184 $5,060,023
Subtotal Indirect Costs $8,911,000 $9,985,310| $11,561,505
Contingency $2,500,000 $2,801,400 $3,243,605
Permits and Fees $2,500,000 $2,801,400 $3,243,605
Developer Fee at 10% $9,372,000 $10,501,888( $12,159,625
Total Project Costs ($US) $91,388,000] $102,405,732| $118,570,620
T
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Draft Supplemental EIS
Clean Water Act Compliance at the South Bay IWTP

Table F-11. Alternative 4 Option C Discharge Option Il (Contd)

Pump Station and Pipeline transport treated secondary eff. to Punta Band.

2004 US$
5900 HP Pump Station (59 mgd)5 $14,807,284
RCL pipelines construction (Dia=1.8m) + interconnection to Public Law Treatment Plant>* $38,193,849|
Engineering, supervision and project administration, 12%° $6,360,136
Annual Operating Cost
2004 US$
Pump Station RCL O&M° $5,055,273
RCL pipeline O&M (1% of construction cost) $381,938|
Scaled to 59
50 MGD (Year | MGD (Year |Costescalated
Pump Station/ Pipelines' to Bajagua WWTP 2000 price) 2000 price) | to 2004 US$'
Electric Power $741,000 $830,335 $961,404
Operation $61,000 $68,354 $79,144
Maintenance $286,000 $320,480 $371,068
Scaled to 59
50 MGD (Year | MGD (Year |Costescalated
Bajagua Wastewater Treatment Plant"’ 2000 price) 2000 price) to 2004 US$?
Electric Power $3,002,000 $3,363,921 $3,894,921
Operation $340,000 $380,990 $441,130
Maintenance $1,337,000 $1,498,189 $1,734,680
Land Lease $1,312,000 $1,470,175 $1,702,244
Total Operating Cost ($US) $7,079,000 $7,932,444 $9,184,591

Total Capital Cost ($US) =

$177,931,889|

Total Annual O&M ($US) =

$19,sz1,aoz|

1. Cost based on Reference 3.

. Cost based on cost equations from Reference 4 Appendix R Section 6.
. O&M cost reduced to reflect no need for ocean monitoring program.

. Operating cost includes leasing 204 acres for 20-year period.

© 0o N O o A W N

. Cost was extracted from Reference 5 Appendix IlIB, Table I1I-B-3 pipe section 1,2,6,and 7.

. Does not consider agreements for sharing the use of the outfall with the City of San Diego.

. Construction costs adjusted to the ENR Construction Cost Index for Los Angeles for Nov. 2004 of 8183.74.

. Cost based on Reference 5 Appendix I1IB, Table IlI-B-3 with adjustment to account for difference in diameter.

determine the ratio was calculated using EPA published cost curves for wastewater treatment unit processes.

APP-F.DOC 12/16/04
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Appendix F
Cost Estimates for Alternatives

Table F-11. Alternative 4 Option C Discharge Option Il (Contd)

Cash Flow Summary (Alt 4C Discharge Option Il)

Inflation Rate = 2%
Discount Rate = 6 %
Structure and Operating Total Annual

Year Equipment Costs Outlays Present Value

0 $177,931,889 $177,931,889 $177,931,889

1 $19,621,802 $20,014,238  $18,881,357

2 $19,621,802 $20,414,523  $18,168,853

3 $19,621,802 $20,822,814  $17,483,236

4 $19,621,802 $21,239,270  $16,823,491

5 $19,621,802 $21,664,055 $16,188,642

6 $19,621,802 $22,097,336  $15,577,750

7 $19,621,802 $22,539,283  $14,989,911

8 $19,621,802 $22,990,069  $14,424,254

9 $19,621,802 $23,449,870  $13,879,942

10 $19,621,802 $23,918,867  $13,356,171

11 $19,621,802 $24,397,245  $12,852,164

12 $19,621,802 $24,885,190 $12,367,177

13 $19,621,802 $25,382,894  $11,900,491

14 $19,621,802 $25,890,551  $11,451,416

15 $19,621,802 $26,408,362  $11,019,287

16 $19,621,802 $26,936,530 $10,603,465

17 $19,621,802 $27,475,260  $10,203,334

18 $19,621,802 $28,024,765 $9,818,303

19 $19,621,802 $28,585,261 $9,447,801

20 $19,621,802 $29,156,966 $9,091,280

Total ($US) $177,931,889  $392,436,046  $664,225,239 $446,460,212

Annual payments of equal present value. ($US) $38,924,437
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Table F-12. Alternative 5 Option A

Alternative 5 Option A: Completely Mixed Aeration (CMA) Ponds at SBIWTP

Year: 2023

Average Flows (mgd) : Total=84 ; SBIWTP=25 ; SABWTP=25 ; SBOO=25 ; Punta Bandera=59 ; PCL=25 ; RCL=34

SBIWTP Primary Treatment Facility

Capital Cost’ $0
Annual O&M? ($US/Year) $4,242,223
NPDES Permit and Oceanographic Monitoring (§US/Year) $600,000
1. No capital costs are included for the SBIWTP and SBOO since they are existing and significant modification is not required.

2. The O&M cost has been reduced to account for doing primary treatment instead of advanced primary treatment, see Reference 1.

RCL Improvement Cost

3500 HP Pump Station (34 mgd)'(2004 US$) $9,504,147
Pipelines construction? (Dia=1.4m) (2004 US$) $23,650,660
Engineering, supervision and project administration, 12% (2004 US$) $3,978,577|
Pump Station O&M' (US$/year) $3,057,715]
Pipelines O&M at 1% of capital cost (US$/year) $236,507|

1. Cost based on cost equations from Reference 4 Appendix R Section 6.
2. Cost based on Reference 5 Appendix I1IB, Table I11-B-3 with adjustment to account for difference in diameter.

Capital Cost of 25 MGD Modified CMA Pond System"?’ (Secondary Treatment)

Engineering Legal & Total Capital Cost
Iltem Structure® Equipment4 Subtotal Admin. 25% Total Capital Cost escalated to 2004 US$®
Ponds $11,081,000 $3,171,000 $14,252,000 $3,563,000 $17,815,000 $21,986,628
Distribution Structures $121,000 $74,000 $195,000 $49,000 $244,000 $301,136
Pump Stations $139,000 $127,000 $266,000 $66,000 $332,000 $409,742
Control Building® $323,000 $2,284,000 $2,607,000 $652,000 $3,259,000 $4,022,140
TOTALS ($US) $11,664,000 $5,656,000 $17,320,000 $4,330,000 $21,650,000 $26,719,646

Notes:

. Construction costs from Reference 1 adjusted to the ENR Construction Cost Index for Los Angeles for August 1997 of 6631.
Construction costs include "Contractors Operations Costs", taxes, and contractor's profits. "Contractors Operation costs" include
bonds, permits, insurance, mobilization, staffing, running the project, coordination, temporary facilities, etc

Structure includes grading, concrete, site civil and mechanical such as piping

Equipment includes metals, finishes, wood and plastics, equipment, instrumentation and control | &C and electrical.

Control Building includes emergency generator standby power

Total capital cost adjusted to the ENR Construction Cost Index for Los Angeles for November 2004 of 8183.74

Costs for land included for pond system.

N =

NoOoksw

Annual Operating Costs for Secondary Train"?*

Secondary Total O&M Cost
Alternative Treatment * Equalization Basin  Solids Treatment®®  Total Operating Cost | escalated to 2004 Us$’
Alternative 5A $1,521,000 $0 $2,020,000 $3,541,000 $4,370,174

Notes:

. All operating costs from Reference 1 are relative to August 1997.

The cost of power is estimated at $0.10/kWh

Labor is estimated at an average rate of $61,060 per year including salary burden for 2080 annual hours of work.

Includes all costs of secondary treatment including thickening of waste activated sludge and the annualized cost of sludge removal from ponds.
Includes the cost of sludge thickening, dewatering, and treatment using lime stabilization, but does not include the cost of thickening of waste activated
sludge or the cost of sludge removal from ponds.

Does not include the cost of sludge disposal in Mexico

Total capital cost adjusted to the ENR Construction Cost Index for Los Angeles for November 2004 of 8183.74

N

e

No

Cost escalated to 2004
Us$

Total Capital Cost ($US) =

$63,853,029.46

Total Annual O&M ($US) =

$12,506,618.77]
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Table F-12. Alternative 5 Option A (Cont’d)

Cash Flow Summary (Alt 5A)

Inflation Rate = 2%
Discount Rate = 6 %
Structure and
Year Equipment Operating Costs Total Annual Outlays Present Value
0 $63,853,029 $63,853,029 $63,853,029
1 $12,506,619 $12,756,751 $12,034,671
2 $12,506,619 $13,011,886 $11,580,532,
3 $12,506,619 $13,272,124 $11,143,531
4 $12,506,619 $13,537,566 $10,723,021
5 $12,506,619 $13,808,318 $10,318,378,
6 $12,506,619 $14,084,484 $9,929,005
7 $12,506,619 $14,366,174 $9,554,326
8 $12,506,619 $14,653,497 $9,193,785
9 $12,506,619 $14,946,567 $8,846,850
10 $12,506,619 $15,245,498 $8,513,007
11 $12,506,619 $15,550,408 $8,191,761
12 $12,506,619 $15,861,417 $7,882,638
13 $12,506,619 $16,178,645 $7,585,180
14 $12,506,619 $16,502,218 $7,298,947
15 $12,506,619 $16,832,262 $7,023,515
16 $12,506,619 $17,168,907 $6,758,477
17 $12,506,619 $17,512,286 $6,503,440
18 $12,506,619 $17,862,531 $6,258,027
19 $12,506,619 $18,219,782 $6,021,875
20 $12,506,619 $18,584,178 $5,794,634
Total ($US) $63,853,029 $250,132,375 $373,808,530 $235,008,630
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Clean Water Act Compliance at the South Bay IWTP

Table F-13. Alternative 5 Option B-1

Alternative 5B-1: Activated Sludge Secondary Treatment at SBIWTP (with Equalization Tank)

Year: 2023

Average Flows (mgd) : Total=84 ; SBIWTP=25 ; SABWTP=25 ; SBO0O=25 ; Punta Bandera=59 ; PCL=25 ; RCL=34

SBIWTP Primary Treatment Facility

Capital Cost' $0|
Annual O&M? $5,000,000
NPDES Permit and Oceanographic Monitoring (2004 $US) $600,000
1. No capital costs are included for the SBIWTP and SBOO since they are existing and significant modification is not required.

2. Do not reduce O&M cost since advanced primary treatment will continue per Reference 1.

RCL Improvement Cost

3500 HP Pump Station (34 mgd)'(2004 US$) $9,504,147|
Pipelines construction? (Dia=1.4m) (2004 US$) $23,650,660
Engineering, supervision and project administration, 12% (2004 US$) $3,978,577]
Pump Station O&M' (US$/year) $3,057,715)
Pipelines O&M at 1% of capital cost (US$/year) $236,507]

1. Cost based on cost equations from Reference 4 Appendix R Section 6.
2. Cost based on Reference 5 Appendix I1IB, Table I1I-B-3 with adjustment to account for difference in diameter.

Capital Cost of 25-mgd Peak Flow Activated Sludge Facilities'*® (Secondary Treatment)

Engineering Legal & Total Capital Cost

Item Structure® Equipment” Subtotal Admin. 25% Total Capital Cost escalated to 2004 US$’
Activated Sludges5 $17,559,000 $9,046,000 $26,605,000 $6,651,000 $33,256,000 $41,043,351
Secondary Sedimentation $9,905,000 $6,071,000 $15,975,000 $3,994,000 $19,969,000 $24,645,016
Dissolved Air Flotation $1,075,000 $879,000 $1,954,000 $488,000 $2,442,000 $3,013,828
Sludge Storage $1,245,000 $438,000 $1,684,000 $421,000 $2,105,000 $2,597,915
Standby Power $222,000 $787,000 $1,009,000 $252,000 $1,261,000 $1,556,281
Support Facilities® $4,857,000 $994,000 $5,851,000 $1,463,000 $7,314,000 $9,026,674
Equalization Facilities $3,125,000 $439,000 $3,564,000 $891,000 $4,455,000 $5,498,200
TOTALS ($US) $37,988,000 $18,654,000 $56,642,000 $14,160,000 $70,802,000 $87,381,264
Notes:

. Construction costs from Reference 1 adjusted to the ENR Construction Cost Index for Los Angeles for August 1997 of 6631.
Construction costs include "Contractors Operations Costs", taxes, and contractor's profits. "Contractors Operation costs" include
bonds, permits, insurance, mobilization, staffing, running the project, coordination, temporary facilities, etc

Structure includes grading, concrete, site civil and mechanical such as piping

Equipment includes metals, finishes, wood and plastics, equipment, instrumentation and control | &C and electrical.

Activated sludge includes activated sludge tanks with anoxic selectors and a blower facility with 4 blowers.

Support facilities include extension of yard piping, power and site work related to the construction of the proposed facilities

Total capital cost adjusted to the ENR Construction Cost Index for Los Angeles for November 2004 of 8183.74

Cost for land not included since plant would be constructed on land already owned and part of the SBIWTP site.

N

PN O AW

Annual Operating Costs for Secondary Train"**

Secondary Total O&M Cost escalated
Alternative Treatment* Equalization Basin  Solids Treatment®®  Total Operating Cost to 2004 US$”
Alternative 5B-1 $2,466,000 $33,000 $2,817,000 $5,316,000 $6,560,815|

Notes:

Al operating costs from Reference 1 are relative to August 1997.

The cost of power is estimated at $0.10/kWh

Labor is estimated at an average rate of $61,060 per year including salary burden for 2080 annual hours of work.

Includes all costs of secondary treatment including thickening of waste activated sludge and the annualized cost of sludge removal from ponds.
Includes the cost of sludge thickening, dewatering, and treatment using lime stabilization, but does not include the cost of thickening of waste activated
sludge or the cost of sludge removal from ponds.

Does not include the cost of sludge disposal in Mexico

Total capital cost adjusted to the ENR Construction Cost Index for Los Angeles for November 2004 of 8183.74

QRN
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T

Table F-13. Alternative 5 Option B-1 (Cont’d)

Cost escalated to 2004 US|

Total Capital Cost ($US) = $124,514,647

Total Annual O&M ($US) = $15,455,036

Cash Flow Summary (Alt 5B-2)

Inflation Rate = 2%
Discount Rate = 6 %
Structure and
Year Equipment Operating Costs Total Annual Outlays Present Value
0 $124,514,647 $124,514,647 $124,514,647
1 $15,455,036 $15,764,137 $14,871,827
2 $15,455,036 $16,079,419 $14,310,626
3 $15,455,036 $16,401,008 $13,770,602
4 $15,455,036 $16,729,028 $13,250,957
5 $15,455,036 $17,063,609 $12,750,921
6 $15,455,036 $17,404,881 $12,269,754
7 $15,455,036 $17,752,978 $11,806,745|
8 $15,455,036 $18,108,038 $11,361,207
9 $15,455,036 $18,470,199 $10,932,482
10 $15,455,036 $18,839,603 $10,519,936
11 $15,455,036 $19,216,395 $10,122,957
12 $15,455,036 $19,600,723 $9,740,959
13 $15,455,036 $19,992,737 $9,373,375
14 $15,455,036 $20,392,592 $9,019,663
15 $15,455,036 $20,800,444 $8,679,298
16 $15,455,036 $21,216,453 $8,351,778
17 $15,455,036 $21,640,782 $8,036,616
18 $15,455,036 $22,073,597 $7,733,348
19 $15,455,036 $22,515,069 $7,441,523
20 $15,455,036 $22,965,371 $7,160,711
Total ($US) $124,514,647 $309,100,721 $507,541,708 $336,019,933
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I
Table F-14. Alternative 5 Option B-2

Alternative 5B-2: Activated Sludge Secondary Treatment at SBIWTP (with Expanded Secondary Train)

Year: 2023

Average Flows (mgd) : Total=84 ; SBIWTP=25 ; SABWTP=25 ; SBOO=25 ; Punta Bandera=59 ; PCL=25 ; RCL=34

SBIWTP Primary Treatment Facility

Capital Cost’ $0
Annual O&M? $5,000,000
NPDES Permit and Oceanographic Monitoring (2004 $US) $600,000
1. No capital costs are included for the SBIWTP and SBOO since they are existing and significant modification is not required.

2. Do not reduce O&M cost since advanced primary treatment will continue per Reference 1.

RCL Improvement Cost

3500 HP Pump Station (34 mgd)'(2004 US$) $9,504,147|
Pipelines construction? (Dia=1.4m) (2004 US$) $23,650,660
Engineering, supervision and project administration, 12% (2004 US$) $3,978,577|
Pump Station 0&M' (US$/year) $3,057,715
Pipelines O&M at 1% of capital cost (US$/year) $236,507|

1. Cost based on cost equations from Reference 4 Appendix R Section 6.
2. Cost based on Reference 5 Appendix 1B, Table 11I-B-3 with adjustment to account for difference in diameter.

1,2,8

Capital Cost of 25-mgd Peak Flow Activated Sludge Facilities "“” (Secondary Treatment)

Engineering Legal & Total Capital Cost

Item Structure® Equipment* Subtotal Admin. 25% Total Capital Cost escalated to 2004 US$’
Activated Sludges® $17,991,000 $9,269,000 $27,260,000 $6,815,000 $34,075,000 $42,054,131
Secondary Sedimentation $13,430,000 $8,231,000 $21,661,000 $5,415,000 $27,076,000 $33,416,218
Dissolved Air Flotation $1,075,000 $879,000 $1,954,000 $488,000 $2,442,000 $3,013,828
Sludge Storage $1,246,000 $438,000 $1,684,000 $421,000 $2,105,000 $2,597,915
Standby Power $296,000 $1,050,000 $1,346,000 $337,000 $1,683,000 $2,077,098
Support Facilities® $5,540,000 $1,135,000 $6,675,000 $1,669,000 $8,344,000 $10,297,863
Additional Land - - - - $550,000 $678,790
Hazardous Waste

Remediaton - - -- - $226,000 $278,921
TOTALS (3US) $39,578,000 $21,002,000 $60,580,000 $15,145,000 $76,501,000 $94,414,763

Notes:

. Construction costs from Reference 1 adjusted to the ENR Construction Cost Index for Los Angeles for August 1997 of 6631.
Construction costs include "Contractors Operations Costs", taxes, and contractor's profits. "Contractors Operation costs" include
bonds, permits, insurance, mobilization, staffing, running the project, coordination, temporary facilities, etc

. Structure includes grading, concrete, site civil and mechanical such as piping

. Equipment includes metals, finishes, wood and plastics, equipment, instrumentation and control | &C and electrical.

Activated sludge includes activated sludge tanks with anoxic selectors and a blower facility with 4 blowers.

Support facilities include extension of yard piping, power and site work related to the construction of the proposed facilities

Total capital cost adjusted to the ENR Construction Cost Index for Los Angeles for November 2004 of 8183.74

Cost for land not included since plant would be constructed on land already owned and part of the SBIWTP site.
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Appendix F
Cost Estimates for Alternatives

Table F-14. Alternative 5 Option B-2 (Cont’d)

Annual Operating Costs for Secondary Train"%*

Secondary Total O&M Cost escalated
Alternative Treatment® Equalization Basin  Solids Treatment®®  Total Operating Cost to 2004 US$’
Alternative 5B-2 $2,529,000 $0 $2,817,000 $5,346,000 $6,597,840

Notes:
. All operating costs from Reference 1 are relative to August 1997.
The cost of power is estimated at $0.10/kWh

N

ok wh

sludge or the cost of sludge removal from ponds.
Does not include the cost of sludge disposal in Mexico

No

Labor is estimated at an average rate of $61,060 per year including salary burden for 2080 annual hours of work.
Includes all costs of secondary treatment including thickening of waste activated sludge and the annualized cost of sludge removal from ponds.
Includes the cost of sludge thickening, dewatering, and treatment using lime stabilization, but does not include the cost of thickening of waste activated

Total capital cost adjusted to the ENR Construction Cost Index for Los Angeles for November 2004 of 8183.74

Cost escalated to 2004 US$

Total Capital Cost ($US) =

$131,548,147

Total Annual O&M ($US) =

$15,492,061

Cash Flow Summary (Alt 5B-2)
Inflation Rate = 2%

Discount Rate = 6 %

Structure and
Year Equipment Operating Costs Total Annual Outlays Present Value
0 $131,548,147 $131,548,147 $131,548,147
1 $15,492,061 $15,801,902 $14,907,455|
2 $15,492,061 $16,117,940 $14,344,909
3 $15,492,061 $16,440,299 $13,803,592
4 $15,492,061 $16,769,105 $13,282,702
5 $15,492,061 $17,104,487 $12,781,468
6 $15,492,061 $17,446,577 $12,299,148
7 $15,492,061 $17,795,508 $11,835,029
8 $15,492,061 $18,151,419 $11,388,425]
9 $15,492,061 $18,514,447 $10,958,673
10 $15,492,061 $18,884,736 $10,545,138
11 $15,492,061 $19,262,431 $10,147,208
12 $15,492,061 $19,647,679 $9,764,295
13 $15,492,061 $20,040,633 $9,395,831
14 $15,492,061 $20,441,445 $9,041,271
15 $15,492,061 $20,850,274 $8,700,091
16 $15,492,061 $21,267,280 $8,371,786
17 $15,492,061 $21,692,625 $8,055,869
18 $15,492,061 $22,126,478 $7,751,874
19 $15,492,061 $22,569,007 $7,459,351
20 $15,492,061 $23,020,388 $7,177,866
Total ($US) $131,548,147 $309,841,219 $515,492,807 $343,560,126)
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Table F-15. Alternative 6 Option A

Alternative 6A: Secondary Treatment in the United States and in Mexico

Year: 2023

Average Flows (mgd) : Total=84 ; SBIWTP=25 ; SABWTP=25 ; Public Law=34 ; SBOO=59 ; PCL=25 ; Punta Bandera=25

US Facilities (CMA Pond)
SBIWTP Primary Treatment Facility

Capital Cost' (2004 $US) $0
Annual O&M? ($US/Year) $4,242,223
NPDES Permit and Oceanographic Monitoring ($US/Year) $600,000

1. No capital costs are included for the SBIWTP and SBOO since they are existing and significant modification is not required.

2. The O&M cost has been reduced to account for doing primary treatment instead of advanced primary treatment, see Reference 1.

Capital Cost of 25 MGD Modified CMA Pond System™?’ (Secondary Treatment in US)

Engineering Legal Total Capital Cost
ltem Structure® Equipment4 Subtotal & Admin. 25% Total Capital Cost escalated to 2004 US$®
Ponds $11,081,000  $3,171,000 $14,252,000 $3,563,000 $17,815,000 $21,986,628,
Distribution Structures $121,000 $74,000 $195,000 $49,000 $244,000 $301,136
Pump Stations $139,000 $127,000 $266,000 $66,000 $332,000 $409,742
Control Building® $323,000  $2,284,000 $2,607,000 $652,000 $3,259,000 $4,022,140
TOTALS ($US) $11,664,000 _ $5,656,000 $17,320,000 $4,330,000 $21,650,000 $26,719,646

Notes:

. Construction costs from Reference 1 adjusted to the ENR Construction Cost Index for Los Angeles for August 1997 of 6631.
Construction costs include "Contractors Operations Costs", taxes, and contractor's profits. "Contractors Operation costs" include
bonds, permits, insurance, mobilization, staffing, running the project, coordination, temporary facilities, etc

Structure includes grading, concrete, site civil and mechanical such as piping

Equipment includes metals, finishes, wood and plastics, equipment, instrumentation and control | &C and electrical.

Control Building includes emergency generator standby power

Total capital cost adjusted to the ENR Construction Cost Index for Los Angeles for November 2004 of 8183.74

Costs for land included for pond system.

[NIEN

No O s®

Annual Operating Costs for Secondary Train"?**

Secondary Solids Total O&M Cost
Alternative Treatment*  Equalization Basin Treatment™® Total Operating Cost | escalated to 2004 US$’
O&M for secondary CMA $1,521,000 $0 $2,020,000 $3,541,000 $4,370,174
Notes:
1. All operating from Reference 1 costs are relative to August 1997.
2. The cost of power is estimated at $0.10/kWh
3. Labor is estimated at an average rate of $61,060 per year including salary burden for 2080 annual hours of work.
4. Includes all costs of secondary treatment including thickening of waste activated sludge and the annualized cost of sludge removal from ponds.
5. Includes the cost of sludge thickening, dewatering, and treatment using lime stabilization, but does not include the cost of thickening of waste activated

sludge or the cost of sludge removal from ponds.

6. Does not include the cost of sludge disposal in Mexico

7. Total capital cost adjusted to the ENR Construction Cost Index for Los Angeles for November 2004 of 8183.74

Total Capital Cost ($US) in US = $26,719,645.75
Total Annual O&M ($US) in US = $9,212,397.37
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Table F-15. Alternative 6 Option A (Cont’d)

Mexico Facilities

Project Cost

34 MGD Facility Scaled
down from Alt 4A"?

Public Law Treatment Plant $46,932,581
Influent Pump Station $5,503,991
Influent Conveyance $16,461,212
Effluent Conveyance $16,968,825
Engr/Legal/Admin $10,303,993,
Total Project Costs in Mexico $96,170,602

Annual Operating Cost (US$/year)

Pump Station/ Pipelines to Public Law Treatment Plant (34mgd) $1,842,826
Public Law Treatment Plant 4,600,000
Total Operating Cost 6,442,826
Total Capital Cost ($US) in Mexico = $96,170,602
Total Annual O&M ($US) in Mexico = $6,442,826

1. Construction costs adjusted to the ENR Construction Cost Index for Los Angeles for Nov. 2004 of 8183.74
2. Cost scaled using a ratio of costs for equivalent plants sized for each of the design flows. The cost for each plant used to determine the ratio was calculated

using EPA published cost curves for wastewater treatment unit processes.

Escalated to 2004 US$'

Total Capital Cost of Alternative 6 ($US) $122,890,248|

Total Annual Cost of Alternative 6 ($US) $15,655,223)

1. Construction costs adjusted to the ENR Construction Cost Index for Los Angeles for Nov. 2004 of 8183.74

Cash Flow Summary (Alt 6)

Inflation Rate = 2%
Discount Rate = 6 %
Structure and
Year Equipment Operating Costs  Total Annual Outlays Present Value
0 $122,890,248 $122,890,248 $122,890,248
1 $15,655,223 $15,968,328 $15,064,460
2 $15,655,223 $16,287,694 $14,495,990
3 $15,655,223 $16,613,448 $13,948,972
4 $15,655,223 $16,945,717 $13,422,595
5 $15,655,223 $17,284,632 $12,916,082
6 $15,655,223 $17,630,324 $12,428,683
7 $15,655,223 $17,982,931 $11,959,676
8 $15,655,223 $18,342,589 $11,508,367
9 $15,655,223 $18,709,441 $11,074,089
10 $15,655,223 $19,083,630 $10,656,199
11 $15,655,223 $19,465,303 $10,254,079
12 $15,655,223 $19,854,609 $9,867,132
13 $15,655,223 $20,251,701 $9,494,788
14 $15,655,223 $20,656,735 $9,136,494
15 $15,655,223 $21,069,869 $8,791,720
16 $15,655,223 $21,491,267 $8,459,957
17 $15,655,223 $21,921,092 $8,140,714
18 $15,655,223 $22,359,514 $7,833,517
19 $15,655,223 $22,806,704 $7,5637,913
20 $15,655,223 $23,262,838 $7,253,463
Total ($US) $122,890,248 $313,104,467 $510,878,614 $337,135,138
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Table F-16. Alternative 6 Option B

Alternative 6B: Secondary Treatment in the United States and in Mexico (Based on 25 MGD Peak plus Equalization Tank)

Year: 2023

Average Flows (mgd) : Total=84 ; SBIWTP=25 ; SABWTP=25 ; Public Law=34 ; SBOO=59 ; PCL=25 ; Punta Bandera=25

US Facilities (Activated Sludge)
SBIWTP Primary Treatment Facility

Capital Cost' (2004 $US) $0
Annual &M’ ($US/Year) $5,000,000
NPDES Permit and Oceanographic Monitoring ($US/Year) $600,000
1. No capital costs are included for the SBIWTP and SBOO since they are existing and significant modification is not required.
2. Do not reduce O&M cost since advanced primary treatment will continue per Reference 1.
Capital Cost of 25-mgd Secondary Activated Sludge Facilities in US"*®

Engineering Legal Total Capital Cost
ltem Structure® Equipment4 Subtotal & Admin. 25% Total Capital Cost escalated to 2004 US$’
Activated Sludges5 $17,559,000  $9,046,000 $26,605,000 $6,651,000 $33,256,000 $41,043,351
Secondary Sedimentation $9,905,000  $6,071,000 $15,975,000 $3,994,000 $19,969,000 $24,645,016
Dissolved Air Flotation $1,075,000 $879,000 $1,954,000 $488,000 $2,442,000 $3,013,828
Sludge Storage $1,245,000 $438,000 $1,684,000 $421,000 $2,105,000 $2,597,915
Standby Power $222,000 $787,000 $1,009,000 $252,000 $1,261,000 $1,556,281
Support Facilities® $4,857,000 $994,000 $5,851,000 $1,463,000 $7,314,000 $9,026,674
Equalization Facilities $3,125,000 $439,000 $3,564,000 $891,000 $4,455,000 $5,498,200
TOTALS (3US) $37,988,000 $18,654,000 $56,642,000 $14,160,000 $70,802,000 $87,381,264

Notes:

. Construction costs adjusted to the ENR Construction Cost Index for Los Angeles for August 1997 of 6631.

Construction costs include "Contractors Operations Costs", taxes, and contractor's profits. "Contractors Operation costs" include
bonds, permits, insurance, mobilization, staffing, running the project, coordination, temporary facilities, etc

Structure includes grading, concrete, site civil and mechanical such as piping

Equipment includes metals, finishes, wood and plastics, equipment, instrumentation and control | &C and electrical.

Activated sludge includes activated sludge tanks with anoxic selectors and a blower facility with 4 blowers.

Support facilities include extension of yard piping, power and site work related to the construction of the proposed facilities

Total capital cost adjusted to the ENR Construction Cost Index for Los Angeles for November 2004 of 8183.74

Cost for land not included since plant would be constructed on land already owned and part of the SBIWTP site.

N =

O NO O W

Annual Operating Costs for Secondary Train"%*

Secondary Solids Treatment Total Operating Cost
Treatment®  Equalization Basin 67 Total Operating Cost | escalated to 2004 Us$®
O&M for secondary activated sludge ($US) $2,466,000 $33,000 $2,817,000 $5,316,000 $6,560,815

Notes:

. All operating costs are relative to August 1997.

The cost of power is estimated at $0.10/kWh

Labor is estimated at an average rate of $61,060 per year including salary burden for 2080 annual hours of work.

Not Used

Includes all costs of secondary treatment including thickening of waste activated sludge and the annualized cost of sludge removal from ponds.
Includes the cost of sludge thickening, dewatering, and treatment using lime stabilization, but does not include the cost of thickening of waste activated
sludge or the cost of sludge removal from ponds.

ook wN

7. Does not include the cost of sludge disposal in Mexico

8. Total capital cost adjusted to the ENR Construction Cost Index for Los Angeles for November 2004 of 8183.74

Total Capital Cost ($US) in USA = $87,381,264
Total Annual O&M ($US) in USA = $12,160,815,
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Table F-16. Alternative 6 Option B (Cont’d)

Mexico Facilities

Project Cost

34 MGD Facility Scaled
down from Alt 4A"?

Public Law Treatment Plant $46,932,581
Influent Pump Station $5,503,991
Influent Conveyance $16,461,212
Effluent Conveyance $16,968,825
Engr/Legal/Admin $10,303,993,
Total Project Costs in Mexico $96,170,602

Annual Operating Cost (US$/year)

Pump Station/ Pipelines to Public Law Treatment Plant (34mgd) $1,842,826
Public Law Treatment Plant 4,600,000
Total Operating Cost 6,442,826
Total Capital Cost ($US) in Mexico = $96,170,602
Total Annual O&M ($US) in Mexico = $6,442,826

1. Construction costs adjusted to the ENR Construction Cost Index for Los Angeles for Nov. 2004 of 8183.74
2. Cost scaled using a ratio of costs for equivalent plants sized for each of the design flows. The cost for each plant used to determine the ratio was calculated

using EPA published cost curves for wastewater treatment unit processes.

Escalated to 2004 US$'

Total Capital Cost of Alternative 6 ($US) $183,551,866

Total Annual Cost of Alternative 6 ($US) $18,603,641

1. Construction costs adjusted to the ENR Construction Cost Index for Los Angeles for Nov. 2004 of 8183.74

Cash Flow Summary (Alt 6)

Inflation Rate = 2%
Discount Rate = 6 %
Structure and
Year Equipment Operating Costs  Total Annual Outlays Present Value
0 $183,551,866 $183,551,866 $183,551,866
1 $18,603,641 $18,975,713 $17,901,616
2 $18,603,641 $19,355,228 $17,226,084
3 $18,603,641 $19,742,332 $16,576,043,
4 $18,603,641 $20,137,179 $15,950,532
5 $18,603,641 $20,539,922 $15,348,625
6 $18,603,641 $20,950,721 $14,769,432
7 $18,603,641 $21,369,735 $14,212,095
8 $18,603,641 $21,797,130 $13,675,789
9 $18,603,641 $22,233,073 $13,159,722
10 $18,603,641 $22,677,734 $12,663,128
11 $18,603,641 $23,131,289 $12,185,274
12 $18,603,641 $23,593,915 $11,725,453
13 $18,603,641 $24,065,793 $11,282,983
14 $18,603,641 $24,547,109 $10,857,210,
15 $18,603,641 $25,038,051 $10,447,504
16 $18,603,641 $25,538,812 $10,053,258
17 $18,603,641 $26,049,588 $9,673,890
18 $18,603,641 $26,570,580 $9,308,838
19 $18,603,641 $27,101,992 $8,957,561
20 $18,603,641 $27,644,031 $8,619,540
Total ($US) $183,551,866 $372,072,813 $644,611,793 $438,146,441
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Table F-17. Alternative 7

Alternative 7: SBIWTP Closure/Shutdown

Year: 2023

Average Flows (mgd) : Total=84 ; SBIWTP=0 ; SABWTP=25 ; PCL=25 ; RCL=59 ; SBOO=0 ; Pt. Band.=84

SBIWTP Primary Treatment Facility

O&M (Mothballing and security services of pIant)1 $600,000
1. Does not consider agreements for sharing the use of the outfall with the City of San Diego.

RCL Improvement Cost

5900 HP Pump Station (59 mgd)2 $14,807,284
RCL pipelines construction’ (Dia=1.8m) $25,959,991
Engineering, supervision and project administration, 12% $4,892,073
Pump Station O&M? $5,055,273
Pipelines O&M at 1% of capital cost (US$/year) $259,600
Total Capital Cost ($US) = $45,659,348|
Total Annual O&M ($US) = $5,914,873

1. Construction costs adjusted to the ENR Construction Cost Index for Los Angeles for Nov. 2004 of 8183.74

Cash Flow Summary (Alt 7)

Inflation Rate = 2%
Discount Rate = 6 %
Structure
and Total Annual
Year Equipment Operating Costs Outlays Present Value
0 $45,659,348 $45,659,348 $45,659,348
1 $5,914,873 $6,033,170 $5,691,670
2 $5,914,873 $6,153,833 $5,476,890
3 $5,914,873 $6,276,910 $5,270,215
4 $5,914,873 $6,402,448 $5,071,339
5 $5,914,873 $6,530,497 $4,879,967
6 $5,914,873 $6,661,107 $4,695,818
7 $5,914,873 $6,794,329 $4,518,617
8 $5,914,873 $6,930,216 $4,348,103
9 $5,914,873 $7,068,820 $4,184,024
10 $5,914,873 $7,210,197 $4,026,136
11 $5,914,873 $7,354,401 $3,874,206
12 $5,914,873 $7,501,489 $3,728,010
13 $5,914,873 $7,651,518 $3,587,330
14 $5,914,873 $7,804,549 $3,451,959
15 $5,914,873 $7,960,640 $3,321,697
16 $5,914,873 $8,119,852 $3,196,350
17 $5,914,873 $8,282,249 $3,075,733
18 $5,914,873 $8,447,894 $2,959,667
19 $5,914,873 $8,616,852 $2,847,982
20 $5,914,873 $8,789,189 $2,740,511
Total ($US) $45,659,348 $118,297,450 $192,249,510 $126,605,572
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FILED

DEC - 5 2004

CLERK, U.S. DISTRICT COURT
o ?OUTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

DEPUTY

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, Ex Case No. 01-CV-0270-BTM(JFS)
Rel. THE REGIONAL WATER QUALITY ' :
CONTROL BOARD, SAN DIEGO REGION, ORDER SETTING COMPLIANCE
SCHEDULE

Plaintiff,

V.

ARTURO DURAN, an individual in his capacity
as Commissioner of the INTERNATIONAL
BOUNDARY AND WATER COMMISSION,
UNITED STATES SECTION, et al.,

Defendants.

On December 5, 2003, this Court granted Plaintiff California Regional Water Quality Cbntrol
Board, San Diego Region’s (“Regional Board”) Motion For Summary Judgment re: liability of
Defendant International Boundary and Water Commission, United States Section (“USIBWC”) in
the above referenced action. The Court found Plaintiffhad established liability against the USIBWC
under the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (“Clean Water Act”), and the California Porter-
Cologne Water Quality Control Act (“Porter-Cologne Act”) based upon USIBWC’s ongoing
discharges from the International Wastewater Treatment Plant (“IWTP”) through the South Bay
Ocean Outfall. The Court found that USIBWC’s discharges violate, and will continue to violate,
effluent limitations based on secondary treatment requirements, and for acute and chronic toxicity,

contained in waste discharge requirements for the IWTP , Order No. 96-50, as amended [National

ORDER SETTING COMPLIANCE SCHEDULE _ ~ Case No. 01-CV-0270BTM(JFS)
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Pollutant Dischérge Elimination System Permit No. CA 0108928[ (“Order No. 96-50") issued by
the Regional Board.

The parties have submitted a statement of stipulated facts that includes a statement that
presently, advanced primary treatment of sewage from Mexico at the IWTP provides substantial
mitigation of the previous uncontrolled discharges of raw, untreated sewage to waters of the United
States. Any action by the Court at this time that would require USIBWC to discontinue the existing
level of advanced primary treatment at the IWTP would be detrimental to public health, water
quality, and the environment despite the fact that USIBWC will continue to violate effluent limits
based on secondary treatment and effluent limits for toxicity uﬁtil USIBWC provides secondary
treatment or takes alternative measures to avoid violation of Order No. 96-50. Therefore, this Coin‘t
finds that it is in the interest of the public health, water quality, and environment of the state of
California to establish a schedule by which USIBWC can come into compliance with the effluent
limitations contained in Order No. 96-50. | |

Accordingly, it is ORDERED that:

1.  Plaintiff is entitled to an injunction under both federal and state law compelling
USIBWC to comply with the effluent standards and limitations based on secondary treatment and
relating to acute and chronic téxicity contained in Order No. 96-50.

2. USIBWC shall achieve full compliance with all effluent standards and limitations
contained in Order Nb. 96-50not later than September 30, 2008. USIBWC shall achieve compliance
by providing secondary treatment of its efﬂuént, or otherwise meeting the requirements contained
in Order No. 96-50. |

3. USIBWC shall publish the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(“SEIS”) for Clean Water Act Compliance for the IWTP not later than December 31, 2004, and shall
publish the Final SEIS not later than August 1, 2005.

4, USIBWC shall issue a Record of Decision not later than October 1, 2005 defining
the project(s), and identifying one or more feasible alternative projects, that USIBWC shall
implement to achieve compliance with the effluent standards and limitations in Order No. 96-50.

1
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5. USIBWC shall, on or before October 15,2005, generate a “Critical Path Schedule”
for its project(s) utilizing Critical Path Management Method (“CPMM”) soﬁware to define, track,
and report the design and construction phases of the project(s) selected in the Record of Decision
to achieve compliance. The Critical Path Schedule for the project(s) shall include a listing and
description of design and construction tasks that are required to construct, operate and manage the
selected project(s) to completion on a day-to-day basis. Each task shall be described and assigned
a duration in days, an early start and late sfaft date, an early finish and late finish date, and shall be
depicted in a graphic logic network representation to clearly show the tasks’ relationships to the
overall pfoj ect and the Critical Path Schedule for completion of the project. A sufficient number of
tasks shall be included in the listing to ensure that the éulrent status of the overall project(s) shall be
clearly depicted on a daily basis, so that interested persons can determine whether the project is
ahead of, or behind, schedule, and the reasons for any deviations from the Critical Path Schedule.
The Critical Path Schedule shall be kept up to date at least daily to ensure that it reflects the
projected early and late start and finish dates for all tasks and for the project(s) accurately.
(a) The Critical Path Schedule shall include the following deadlines:
1. Award contract(s) for design and construction of facilities and notice
to proceed with construction of facilities not later than December 19, 2005.
il. Initiate design phase, if necessary, not later than December 19, 2005.
- i Commence construction phase of project(s) not later than September
15, 2006.
iv. Complete construction phase of project(s) not later than Aﬁgust 24,
2008. |
V. Achieve full compliance with applicable effluent standards and
limitations not later than September 30, 2008. _
6. USIBWC shall submit the Critical Path Schedule to the Court for purposes of
reviewing the schedule’s reasonableness.
7. If thé Critical Path Schedule developed by USIBWC reveals that USIBWC can

accomplish the tasks set forth in paragraph 5 above materially sooner than the deadlines delineated,
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the Regional Board may ask the Couﬁ to exercise its discretion to impose earlier deadlines.

8. As soon as the Critical Path Schedule is established and until the selected project(s)
is/are completed, USIBWC shall provide to the Regional Board and the Court internet-web-based
real-time access to the Criticﬁl Path Schedule and all CPMM information developed or relied upon
by USIBWC.

9. USIBWC shall rely on the CPMM to direct and manage the project(s) needed to
achieve compliance with Order 96-50 and shall utilize expeditious project management principles
to promote completion of the project(s) and compliance with Order No. 96-50 in the shortest
possible time. The tasks and dates contained in the Critical Path Schedule shall serve as an integral
means for ensuring compliance with the deadlines set forth in paragraph 5 above, or with any
modifications thereafter imposed by the Court.

10. If USIBWC fails to meet dates contained in the Critical Path Schedule, USIBWC
shall promptly make adjustments to return the project(s) to schedule. If USIBWC fails to mect the
dates contained in the Critical Path Schedule that might cause USIBWC to miss any of the deadlines
set forth in paragraph 5 above, or with.any modifications imposed by the Court, USIBWC shall,
within 10 days, meet and confer wi;h the Regional Board regarding adjustments to the schedule of
work to meet the deadlines in paragraph 5 above. USIBWC and the Regional Board shall
immediately notify the Court of any scheduled meet aﬁd confer as described above and thereafier
shall notify the Court of the outcome of the meet and confer. If, after meeting and conferring with
the Regional Board as described above, the Regional Board determines that USIBWC will fail to
meet, or if USIBWC fails to meet, any of the deadlines set forth in paragraph 5 above, or any
modifications imposed by the Court, the Regional Board can seék relief from the Court, including
but not limited to, coercive penalties. USIBWC can assert any aﬁd all defenses.

11.  USIBWC has consistently achieved removal of not less than 75 peréent of TSS from
the wastewater treated at the IWTP using advanced primary treatment. USIBWC shall remove not
less than 75 percent of TSS at any time as required by applicable effluent limitations. USIBWC shall
continue to manage the advanced primary treatment process at IWTP to optifnize TSS removal above

75 percent while working to complete the project(s) needed for USIBWC to achieve compliance with
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Order No. 96-50. Within 60 days from the entry of the Court’s order, USIBWC shall commence an
optimization study utilizing an independent third party to determine how additional TSS can be
removed from the effluent from the IWTP. If the optimization study reveals that additional TSS can
be removed from the effluent, USIBWC and the Regional Board shall meet and confer regarding
methods for achieving additional TSS removal. If the parties cannot agree, the Regional Board can
request any appropriate relief from the Court. |

12.  Plaintiff is a substantially prevailing party in this lawsuit and USIBWC shall pay
Plaintiff reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs.

13.  The claim for cbercive penalties is by stipulation of the parties withdrawn without
prejudice and may be raised as set forth in paragraph 10.

14.  This Order shall be a final judgment for equitable relief for all of Plaintiff’s claims.

The Court retains jurisdiction to enforce the terms of this Order.

IT IS SO ORDERED. 7 Ay Lk Ao l) il Yo ok\f: -
v4

Date: | A "04\. 207 ‘/
/ The Héfiorable Barry T. Moskow
' United States District Judge

(2-b-0¢/
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