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CHAPTER 1 — EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1 BACKGROUND

The Poggi Canyon Sewer Basin is located in eastern Chula Vista and extends from west of 1-805
to the western portions of the EastLake Development. The Basin includes a significant portion of
the Otay Ranch general planning area situated north of the Wolf Canyon and Salt Creek Basins
and south of the Telegraph Canyon Basin. Approximately 70% of the basin is built out. Figure 1
shows the general location of the basin.

In 1997, Wilson Engineering prepared the Poggi Canyon Basin Gravity Sewer Basin Plan for the
City of Chula Vista (aftached as Appendix F). The 1997 Basin Plan detailed the trunk sewer
improvements needed to increase the capacity of the frunk line and to facilitate buildout of the
Poggi Canyon Basin. Based on the findings of the Basin Plan, Council adopted Ordinance No.
2716 (Appendix A) establishing the Poggi Canyon Sewer Basin Development Impact Fee (DIF) to
finance the construction of trunk sewer improvements from Main Street, northeasterly to Olympic
Parkway and easterly to SR 125 (Poggi Canyon Sewer Interceptor). All improvements that were
included in the original study have been constructed.

1.2 PURPOSE

The purpose of this report is to update the Development Impact Fee (DIF) established in 1997
pursuant to the provisions of California Government Code §§66000 et seq.

The Update of the DIF is recommended for the following reasons:
e Toreflect the final construction cost of the Poggi Canyon Sewer Interceptor;

e To add the upstream reach of trunk sewer main between SR 125 and EastLake Parkway
to the DIF program (Poggi Canyon Interceptor Extension (Reach 2);

e To update the Poggi Canyon Basin Equivalent Dwelling Units (EDUs) based on updated
development projections and proposed diversions;

e To identify additional Poggi Canyon Interceptor improvements that may be needed to
accommodate additional EDUs to the basin; and

e To adjust the fee based on the evaluation of the actual cost of facilities, future
improvement costs, available revenues and number of remaining dwelling units.

1.3 RECOMMENDED DIF RATE

The DIF rate is calculated based on the remaining cost of construction of the recommended
improvements less the available funds and allocated to the remaining number of Equivalent
Dwelling Units (EDUs) within the Poggi Canyon Sewer Basin benefiting from the facilities (Area of
Benefit). Spreading the costs on an EDU basis allows for assigning the share of costs in an
equitable manner to all land uses within the Area of Benefit.

Based on final construction costs for the Poggi Canyon Sewer Interceptor, including the reach
from SR 125 to EastLake Parkway (not included in the 1997 Basin Plan) and future needs for build-
out of the basin, the revenues remaining to be collected from future building permits equal
$1,325,388. Based on updated cost information, additional improvements and fees previously
collected (excluding potential refunds for overpayment of fees) and an increase in participating

City of Chula Vista Poggi Basin Gravity Sewer
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CHAPTER 1 — EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

EDUs, the DIF rate is recommended to be lowered to $265 per EDU. The estimated revised rate is
shown in Table 1-1.

TABLE 1-1
DIF CALCULATION

Remaining Costs

Construction pending $916,300
Potential Refunds due 1,329,771
Reimburse Trunk Sewer for Interest 470,556
Reimburse Trunk Sewer Capital Reserve Fund' 1,094,707
Future Admin. expenditures 120,000
Subtotal $3,931,334

Less estimated fund balance (2,361,786)
Less future payments/contributions? (244,160)
TOTAL $1,325,388

Estimated EDUs remaining 5,010
DIF rate per EDU $265

1 For Poggi Canyon Interceptor Extension - Reach 2 costs.

2 Future payments/contributions related to Sunbow, parks and/or school projects.
The fee is proposed to be decreased based on the following changes:

e Construction cost savings due to the sewer being constructed concurrently with the
roadway improvements;

e Inferest earnings on the fund balance; and
e Increase in the number of participating EDUs based on updated development strategies.
The reduction in fees is partially offset by the need for additional improvements to serve the

additional EDUs projected to be included in the basin based on updated development
proposals.

Poggi Basin Gravity Sewer City of Chula Vista
Development Impact Fee April 2009
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CHAPTER 1 — EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.4 MITIGATION FEE ACT

As a result of widespread imposition of public facilities fees, the State Legislature passed the
Mitigation Fee Act, starting with Assembly Bill 1600 in 1988. The Act, contained in California
Government Code Sections 66000 et seq., establishes ground rules for the imposition and
ongoing administration of impact fee programs. The Act became law in January 1989 and
requires local governments to document the following when adopting an impact fee:

1) ldentify the purpose of the fee;
2) ldentify the use of fee revenues;

3) Determine a reasonable relationship between the fee's use and the type of
development paying the fee;

4) Determine a reasonable relationship between the need for the fee and the type of
development paying the fee; and

5) Determine a reasonabile relationship between the amount of the fee and the cost of the
facility attributable to development paying the fee.

In general, the fee cannot be more than the cost of the public facility needed to
accommodate the development paying the fee, and fee revenues can only be used for their
intended purposes. The Act also has specific accounting and reporting requirements annually
and every five years for the use of fee revenues.

During the 2006 legislative session, the legislature passed and the Governor signed a measure
that further defines the restrictions that a fee shall not include the costs attributable to “existing
deficiencies.”

City of Chula Vista Poggi Basin Gravity Sewer
April 2009 Development Impact Fee
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CHAPTER 2 — INTRODUCTION

2.1 INTRODUCTION

Wastewater generated within the Poggi Canyon basin is conveyed to the City of San Diego’s
Metropolitan Wastewater Department (Metro) sewerage system via the Poggi Canyon
Interceptor, which generally follows Olympic Parkway to Brandywine Avenue and then extends
southwesterly through open space easements and local roads connecting to the Salt Creek
Interceptor in Main Street just west of Melrose Avenue. Flow from the Poggi Canyon and Salt
Creek Sewer Basins confinue westward in the Salt Creek Interceptor to a new metered
connection to the South Metro Interceptor west of Interstate 5.

Design criteria, including minimum pipe diameters and slopes, for the Poggi Canyon Interceptor
was provided in the Poggi Canyon Basin Gravity Sewer Basin Plan (Wilson Engineering, 1997)
(Basin Plan). The planning basis for that study included land use information from Tentative Maps
for Otay Ranch Villages 1 and 5, the Otay Ranch SPA 1 Plan, the site utilization plan for Sunbow I
and the General Development Plans for Otay Ranch and EastLake. The Basin Plan estimated
the total number of projected equivalent dwelling units (EDUs) within the Basin at buildout and
identified the sewer improvements required to serve future development. The Basin Plan utilized
two different design criteria to size the facilities. Sizing of new or replacement sewer was based
on 280 gallons per day (gpd) per EDU while analysis of the hydraulic capacity of existing sewer
facilities was based on a generation rate of 265 gpd per EDU as specified in the City's current
Subdivision Manual. The analysis in this study is based on a sewage generation rate of 265 gpd
per single-family home.

This study updates the number of equivalent dwelling units (EDUs) within the Poggi Canyon
Sewer Basin based on information provided in the City's Major Project Development Status
report dated July 2, 2007, City's Permit Plus database, Chula Vista Geographic Information
System (GIS), Tentative Maps, Technical Sewer Studies and Final Maps.

The 1997 Basin Plan provided a basis for the establishment of a Poggi Canyon Gravity Sewer DIF
to fund construction of the Poggi Canyon Interceptor. The Interceptor was completed in three
general phases:

1) Construction of a new sewer in easements behind Oleander and Melrose Avenues and
in Otay Valley Road and Palm Avenue from the Sunbow Il Development westward fo a
connection to the Date-Faivre Trunk Sewer near Otay River Valley. The sewer was
subsequently connected to the Salt Creek Sewer in Main Street, just west of Melrose
Drive;

2) Construction of a new sewer in Olympic Parkway from Brandywine Avenue easterly to SR
125; and

3) Improvement of the existing sewer beneath 1-805 (Reach 205) just east of Talus Street.

A fourth phase from SR 125 to EastLake Parkway (not included in the 1997 Basin Plan) completed
by EastLake Company is recommended o be added to the DIF program. The construction was
pre-funded by the Trunk Sewer Capital Reserve Fund pursuant to an agreement between
Eastlake Company and the City. In addition, a portion of the sewer in Olympic Parkway, west of
Brandywine was upsized to 21-inch diameter pipe in conjunction with a road-widening project
that relocated a segment of the sewer. This latter improvement was not funded by Poggi
Canyon Basin Sewer Impact Fees.

City of Chula Vista Poggi Basin Gravity Sewer
April 2009 Development Impact Fee
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CHAPTER 2 — INTRODUCTION

This report identifies reaches of sewer within Sunbow Il and downstream of the Sunbow Il project
that may require upsizing to accommodate the flows based on updated land use information.

The 1997 Basin Plan calculated a Development Impact Fee (DIF) based on the total estimated
cost of construction of the recommended improvements spread over the total number of future
EDUs within the Poggi Canyon Sewer Basin (with the City funding reaches 201 through 204 and
reaches 206 through 207 for existing EDUs). In 1997, by Ordinance No. 2716, the fee was
established at $400 per EDU based on the recommendations of the 1997 Basin Plan. Table 2-1
presents the DIF calculation for the existing fee of $400 per EDU.

TABLE 2-1
1997 PROGRAM COST AND FEE

Basin EDUs 13,505
Less existing EDUs in western area of basin'? (1,795)
Less existing EDUs within Eastlake Greens'? (794)
Participating EDUs 10,917
Total Project Cost $6,132,984

City Contribution

Reach 201 $378,000
Reach 202 -
Reach 203? 600,000
Reach 204 -
Reach 206 196,000
Reach 207 56,000
Subtotal $1,230,000
Other (soft costs, contingency, administration) 526,440
Total City Contribution $1,756,440
Total DIF Cost $4,376,544
Participating EDUs 10,917
Cost per EDU in 1997 $401
Notes

1 1997 Existing EDUs near 1-805 =1,794.5 and 1997 Existing EDUs in Eastlake = 793.8
(based on 1 EDU = 280 gpd).

2 City funded existing EDUs share of improvements to Poggi Canyon sewer.

3 The City's contribution for reaches 202, 203 and 204 was limited to $600,000.

Poggi Basin Gravity Sewer City of Chula Vista
Development Impact Fee April 2009
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CHAPTER 3 — BASIN DESCRIPTION

3.1 BASIN AREA

The Poggi Canyon Sewer Basin extends southwesterly from the EastLake Greens subdivision to
the just north of the Otay River Valley, west of Interstate 805. The basin lies between the
Telegraph Canyon Sewer Basin to the north and the Wolf Canyon and Salt Creek Sewer Basins to
the south. The westernmost portion of the basin, generally to the west of Brandywine Avenue,
includes residential development that existed prior to establishment of the fee program. To the
east of Brandywine Avenue, the basin encompasses existing and planned development within
the Sunbow II Sectional Planning Area, the Otay Ranch General Development Plan, and the
EastLake GDP. Figure 2 shows the sewer basin and development boundaries.

Several major project developments, south of Olympic Parkway, are naturally tributary to one of
three sewer basins, Poggi Canyon, Wolf Canyon and Salt Creek. Although both the Poggi
Canyon and Salt Creek frunk sewers have been constructed, Rock Mountain Road Sewer, which
is required to serve the projects within the Wolf Canyon Basin, has not been constructed.
Consequently, some of the projects that are tributary to that basin (i.e. Village 7 and the Eastern
Urban Center — EUC) have designed portions of their projects to sewer to either Poggi Canyon
Basin or Salt Creek Basin on a temporary or permanent basis. Figure 2 identifies these areas.

As a development condition to permanently divert flows into the Poggi Canyon Sewer Basin, the
developer should be required to pay the Poggi Development Impact Fee for any diverted EDUs.
One concemn to be addressed when diverting flows is the capacity of the sewer accepting
additional flows. This is addressed in Chapter 4.

3.2 SEWERAGE FACILITIES

Major facilities that serve the Poggi Canyon Basin include the Poggi Canyon Interceptor
identified in the 1997 Basin Plan and the reach of sewer from SR 125 to EastLake Parkway (Poggi
Canyon Interceptor Extension - Reach 2) as shown in Figure 2.

The 1997 Basin Plan included all of the reaches of the Poggi Canyon Interceptor (from the
connection to the Date-Faivre Trunk Sewer eastward to SR-125.) Funding for construction of
these reaches was included in the current Poggi Canyon Gravity sewer DIF. The Poggi Canyon
Interceptor Extension - Reach 2, east of SR 125, was not addressed in the 1997 Basin Plan other
than to indicate that there were design constraints for providing gravity sewer and eliminating
the pump station. EastLake Company (EastLake) has completed the construction of the Poggi
Canyon Interceptor Extension — Reach 2 under an agreement with the City. The agreement
allowed pre-funding of that project with funds from the Trunk Sewer Capital Reserve Fund. The
City has completed the audit for the project and reimbursed EastLake for the costs incurred.

POGGI CANYON INTERCEPTOR

The Poggi Canyon Interceptor is an 18-inch to 21-inch diameter frunk sewer (except for under I-
805 which is a 27-inch diameter reach) that conveys all wastewater generated within the Poggi
Canyon Basin. Construction of the Interceptor from a connection to the Date-Faivre Trunk Sewer
to SR-125 was completed in 2002. The enftire length of the Interceptor, except the reach under |-
805 (Reach 205), was constructed by private developers and financed through the existing
Poggi Canyon Gravity Sewer DIF either through cash reimbursement or credit of future DIF
payments. The construction of approximately 660 feet of 27-inch reach of the Interceptor under
[-805 (Reach 205) was completed in 2005 by City contract and funded from DIF funds.

City of Chula Vista Poggi Basin Gravity Sewer
April 2009 Development Impact Fee
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CHAPTER 3 — BASIN DESCRIPTION

With completion of the Salt Creek Sewer in 2005, the city connected the Poggi Canyon Sewer
interceptor to the Salt Creek Sewer in Main Street.

EastLake Company completed construction of the Poggi Canyon Interceptor Extension — Reach
2 in 2005. In March of 2008, the City reimbursed EastLake Company for construction of this
improvement pursuant to an agreement between EastLake Company and the City.

POGGI CANYON INTERCEPTOR EXTENSION

Portions of EastLake Greens, including the high school, are within the Poggi Canyon Sewer Basin
but initially used a pump station to pump its sewer flows to Telegraph Canyon Basin. Pumped
flows were necessary to accommodate the EastLake Greens development ahead of the
construction of the Poggi Canyon Interceptor in Olympic Parkway. Based on approved
development plans for EastLake Parkway and the EastLake Land Swap subdivision, and
selection of a preferred alignment after thorough study, the Poggi Canyon Interceptor was
extended from SR 125 to serve the eastern portions of the basin. The final design included deep
reaches of sewer in the Land Swap Subdivision and a portion of EastLake Parkway that range
from 20 to 60 feet deep. These reaches were constructed as dual, concrete-encased sewers
with access provided by cast-in-place reinforced concrete vaults. Slide gates were provided in
the vaults to control flow between the dual sewers to facilitate maintenance of the deep
reaches. This deep sewer enabled the City to provide gravity sewer to portions of EastLake,
consistent with Council Policy No. 570-03, a policy that discourages approval of permanent
sewer pump stations in lieu of viable gravity alternatives. After substantial negotiation, the final
segment, located within the County Water Authority easement was completed in 2008. The City
has since decommissioned the pump station and the previously diverted flows are now flowing
by gravity to Poggi Canyon Basin. These flows were considered in the 1997 Basin Plan.

The Poggi Canyon Interceptor Extension consists of two reaches, Reaches 1 and 2. Reach 1
extends the sewer from the Land Swap commercial parcels, northerly in EastLake Parkway to the
pump station. Reach 1, excluding the decommissioning of the pump station, will be funded
utilizing CFD 06-1 bond proceeds as previously approved by Council. Reach 1 is not
recommended to be a DIF eligible improvement. Reach 2 is serving the southern portion of the
Land Swap subdivision and begins at the Poggi Canyon Interceptor just east of SR-125,
extending northeastward through the EastLake Land Swap Commercial parcels to EastLake
Parkway. Pursuant to a Reimbursement Agreement approved by Council in April 2004
(aftached as Appendix B), the City reimbursed EastLake Company for its eligible costs for
constructing Reach 2 from Trunk Sewer Capital Reserve Funds. As Reach 2 is serving the same
function as the Poggi Canyon Interceptor identified in the 1997 Basin Plan, it is now
recommended that Reach 2 be included in the 2009 Update as an eligible DIF facility and be
funded with Poggi Canyon Sewer Basin DIF funds instead of Trunk Sewer Capital Reserve Funds.
This recommendation is based on:

e Poggi Canyon Interceptor Extension — Reach 2 is a trunk sewer and is an extension of the
sewer that was included in the 1997 Basin Plan (Reach 221). Construction of Reach 2 has
been completed.

e EastLake Land Swap parcels were required to participate in the DIF program. Reach 2
serves these parcels.

e Upon build out of the basin, there will be sufficient funds to reimburse the Trunk Sewer
Capital Reserve Fund $1,094,707.  After sefting aside $1.3 milion for potential
overpayments, reimbursing the Trunk Sewer Capital Reserve Fund $470,556 for interest

Poggi Basin Gravity Sewer City of Chula Vista
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CHAPTER 3 — BASIN DESCRIPTION

earned, and setting aside $120,000 for future administrative costs for the program (see
Table 5-4), there is an estimated $441,000 (of the $1,094,707) currently available to
reimburse the Trunk Sewer Capital Reserve Fund. The requirement to construct the future
improvements should be placed as a condition to development whereby the developer
receives credit for construction of Poggi tfrunk sewer improvements in-ieu of paying the
impact fee.

e Inclusion of Reach 2 and its costs in the DIF program will not increase the fee.
CONNECTION FROM REACH 2 TO SR 125

In addition to Reach 2 as identified in the EastLake/City agreement, a short reach of sewer
connecting the sewer in Olympic Pkwy at SR 125 to Reach 2 was constructed by EastLake
Company and financed via CFD 06l. By now identifying this segment of sewer as a DIF project,
the CFD shall be reimbursed the cost of construction for that segment.

EASTLAKE PARKWAY PUMP STATION

The EastLake Parkway Pump Station is located adjacent to EastLake Parkway just north of the
San Diego County Water Authority easement. The station was constructed in 1990 to temporarily
pump flows generated in the EastLake Greens subdivision, which is located in the eastern
portion of the Poggi Canyon Basin, to the Telegraph Canyon Trunk Sewer. Upon completion of
the remaining reach of the Poggi Canyon Trunk Sewer (i.e. the portion under the San Diego
County Water Authority Aqueduct), the City decommissioned the pump station, directing flows
to the Poggi Canyon Interceptor via the Poggi Canyon Extension. The cost to decommission the
EastLake Parkway pump station will be borne by the City, with funds from Sewer Service
Revenues consistent with Council Policy 570-03.

Figure 2 shows the location of the improvements.
FUTURE FACILITY IMPROVEMENTS

Based on updated land use information and potential diversion of flows, both interim and
permanent, several constructed segments of Poggi Canyon Interceptor may need to be
replaced with larger diameter pipe or parallel reaches constructed. See discussion in Chapters
4 and 5.

3.3 EDU PROJECTIONS

For financial analysis, the land uses for each property are converted to Equivalent Dwelling Units
(EDUs), where one EDU represents the estimated sewage generation rate of a single-family
residence. EDUs for various land uses are established by comparing the sewage generation rate
for a given land use to that of a single-family residence. Table 3-1 summarizes the sewage
generation rates and EDU equivalency factors for various land uses. The EDU conversion factors
are based on a single family dwelling unit sewage generation rate of 265 gallons per day, as
established in the City's Subdivision Manual.

City of Chula Vista Poggi Basin Gravity Sewer
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CHAPTER 3 — BASIN DESCRIPTION

TABLE 3-1
EDU CONVERSION FACTORS
BASED ON THE 265 GPD/EDU

Land Use Sewage Flow Rate EDU Factor

Residential - SFD 265 gpd/DU 1.00/DU

Residential - MFD 199 gpd/DU 0.75/DU

Commercial/Industrial 2,500 gpd/acre 9.43/acre

Multi-Story Commercial 0.072gpd/sf 0.272/1,000 sf

High School 20 gpd/student 0.08/student
Junior High School 20 gpd/student 0.08/student
Elementary 15 gpd/student 0.06/student

Park 500 gpd/acre 1.89/acre

CPF 2,500 gpd/acre 9.43/acre

gpd: gallon per day

DU: dwelling unit

CPF:  community-purpose facility
SFD: single-family dwelling
MEFD: multi-family dwelling

Multi-Story Commercial:  Based on EUC Technical Sewer Study for high-rise non-residential land uses assuming a
floor area ratio of 0.8 (2,500 gpd per acre + (0.8 x 43,560 sf/acre) = 0.072 gpd/sf).

The above EDU conversion factors for non-residential land uses are slightly different than shown
in the 1997 Basin Plan because that study was based on 280 gpd per EDU, not 265 gpd per EDU.

LAND USE PROJECTIONS

Land use and population projections for ultimate buildout of the basin were estimated from City
permits and GIS data, SPA plans, Tentative Maps, and available improvement plans. Existing
(oermitted) parcel information was obtained from City records and development projections
provided by Basin developers where necessary. Table 3-2 shows development projections on an
EDU basis.

The industrial parcels for Sunbow Il, the community purpose facility parcel in Otay Ranch Village
5, portions of Otay Ranch Villages 6 and 12 (Freeway Commercial), Otay Ranch Villages 2 and
7, the Eastern Urban Center (EUC) and EastLake Land Swap project have remaining EDUs fo
develop within the basin. Table 3-2 provides a summary, by project, of the remaining EDUs. For
additional project detail refer to Appendix G for maps and land use information.

Poggi Basin Gravity Sewer City of Chula Vista
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CHAPTER 3 — BASIN DESCRIPTION

TABLE 3-2
EDU BALANCE FOR FEE

Existing or Permitted/ - AT T(.)t.al
Development Area o Constructed Additional approygd plus Remamu:ng to
additional be Permitted
Existing Development ' 875 875 - 875 -
Existing Development 2 963 963 B 963 -
Sunbow II? 1,944 1,428 B 1,944 516
Miscellaneous* 366 45 B 366 321
Village 1 West 520 520 B 520 -
Village 2 2,780 242 B 2,780 2,538
OR Village 1 1,164 1,164 B 1,164 -
OR Village 5° 580 538 B 580 -
MM Village 1/5 323 323 B 323 -
OR/MM Village 6 2,321 2,166 B 2,321 155
Village 7° 833 354 B 833 479
Village 12 (FC) 1,137 648 B 1,137 489
EL Landswap 2,208 2,125 B 2,208 83
EUC’ 189 - 240 429 429
Total 16,203 11,391 240 16,443 5,010

Notes:
1 Basin west of I-805

2 This area was called "Sunbow 1" in the Village 7 Conceptual Sewer Study and the Overview of Sewer Service for Village 2, 3 & 4,
but is actually the area east of I-805 and west of Sunbow I1.

Remaining EDUs is for the industrial site.

Includes Medical parcels north of Sunbow Il (109 EDUs) and OWD parcel in Village 5 (257 EDUS).

OR Village 5 CPF site (42 EDUs) is assumed to be in CFD 99-1 and to use credit in lieu of paying fee at time of building permit.
Village 7 interim EDUs are not shown as paying DIF.

EUC is based on the preferred alternative of 529 EDUs at 215 gpd/EDU converted to 265 gpd/EDU basis or 429 EDUs.

N O L AW

The Total Remaining EDUs reflects permits that have not been issued as of July 1, 2007.
3.4  DIVerTED FLOW EDUs

As mentioned previously, the Eastern Urban Center development proposes to permanently
divert sewage flows from Salt Creek/Wolf Canyon Basins to the Poggi Canyon Basin based on
the most current grading proposal. As a condition of development for this project, the
developer should be required to pay into the Poggi Sewer DIF and the DIF program would be

City of Chula Vista Poggi Basin Gravity Sewer
April 2009 Development Impact Fee
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CHAPTER 3 — BASIN DESCRIPTION

updated to reflect the costs related to the additional improvements needed to serve the basin
at build-out based on these additional flows. Table 3-2 identifies the proposed tributary EDUs,
including the diverted EDUs. Based on the development plans for the Eastern Urban Center,
there will be 240 “diverted” EDUs, or a total of 429 EDUs from EUC!. The developer of Otay
Ranch Village 7 proposes to divert 464 EDUs to Poggi Basin on a temporary basis, until such tfime
as the extension of the Rock Mountain Trunk Sewer (Wolf Canyon basin) is constructed
connecting to the Salt Creek Interceptor.

1 The PBS&J Study for EUC, dated January 2008, shows a maximum of 580 EDUs to Poggi Sewer
Basin; the preferred alternative limits this to 529 EDUs based on 215 gpd per EDU. The EDU figures
for EUC in Table 3-2 are adjusted to the DIF basis of 265 gpd per EDU. For actual diverted areas
refer to PBS&J Study for EUC.

Poggi Basin Gravity Sewer City of Chula Vista
Development Impact Fee April 2009
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CHAPTER 4 — FUTURE FACILITIES

4.1 DESIGN CRITERIA

The design criteria used for the sizing of the proposed improvements for the Poggi Canyon Sewer
Basin are in accordance with the City's Subdivision Manual. New sewers shall be designed so
that the estimated flow depth does not exceed 75% of the pipe diameter (for pipes sizes of 12-
inch in diameter or greater). While this is the criteria for new construction, the trigger for
construction of replacement or parallel sewer pipe is when the depth of flow exceeds 85%. This
latter criterion has been used in recent City sewer basin studies as well as to identify projects for
the Capital Improvement Program. The design criteria used for determining the size of new
facilities is shown in Table 4.1.

TABLE 4-1
GRAVITY SEWER DESIGN CRITERIA

Manning’s n .012
Pipe Diameters greater than 12” d/D = .75 new construction
Peaking Factor CVD-SWO0T1

Sewage generation factors are critical for the appropriate sizing of ultimate sewer facilities.
Table 4-2 summarizes the sewage generation factors used in this report for different land uses
within the Poggi Canyon basin.

TABLE 4-2
SEWAGE GENERATION FACTORS

Land Use Average Daily Flow

Single-Family and Condominium Detached 265 gpd/dwelling unit
Single-Family Attached 199 gpd/dwelling unit
Multi-Family 199 gpd/dwelling unit
Commercial/Industrial 2,500 gpd/acre
Medical 2,500 gpd/acre
Multi-Story Commercial 0.072 gpd/sf
Elementary School 15 gpd/student
Junior High School 20 gpd/student
High School 20 gpd/student
Community Purpose Facility 2,500 gpd/acre
Parks 500 gpd/acre

Multi-Story Commercial based on Eastern Urban Center flows outlined in the report titled “Eastern Urban
Center Technical Sewer Study, January 2008, Update 3.” It reflects a generation rate of 2,500 gpd/acre
converted to 0.072 gpd/sf.

Elementary school capacity estimated at 800 students.
Junior High school capacity estimated at 1,400 students.

High school capacity estimated at 2,400 students, except for Otay Ranch High School with a current
enrollment of 3,000 students.

City of Chula Vista Poggi Basin Gravity Sewer
April 2009 Development Impact Fee



CHAPTER 4 — FUTURE FACILITIES

4.2 FACILITIES FOR FUTURE DEVELOPMENT

In 1997, the City had its consultant, Wilson Engineering, prepare the Poggi Canyon Basin Gravity
Sewer Basin Plan that identified the trunk sewer improvements that would be needed to
accommodate build-out of the Poggi sewer basin. That study provided the basis for the inifial
impact fee program. The City has since prepared a more comprehensive plan, the Wastewater
Master Plan (May 2005). The plan provides a detailed model of the sewage flows in Poggi basin
demonstrating adequate capacity of the Poggi basin sewer system based on calibrated flow
data (and assuming the improvements identified in the 1997 Basin Plan are constructed)2.
Recent technical sewer studies indicate that Reach P270 is the first critical reach to analyze for
capacity constraints and that upgrading this reach from an 18-inch diameter pipe to a 21-inch
diameter pipe may be needed. The City presently monitors this reach of pipe through its on-
going Infrastructure Flow Monitoring Program which involves the installation of portable flow
meters at various critical locations citywide ensuring that the City has current and adequate
information on the impacts of existing and new development on the City's wastewater
collection system.

There is a need to re-evaluate the adequacy of other reaches of the Poggi trunk sewer based
on current development proposals reflected in the following approved documents:

e Overview of Sewer Service for Otay Ranch Village 2, 3 and a portion of 4 (Dexter Wilson
Engineering, February 2006);

e Vilage 2 Substantial Conformance Tentative Map (Hunsaker and Associates, dated
February 12, 2007) reflecting updated land use information;

e FEastern Urban Center Technical Sewer Study (PBS&J, January 2008, Update #3);

e Village 7 Conceptual Sewer Study (PBS&J, April 14, 2004).
Table 4.3 identifies the development project and estimated EDUs based on Table 4.2 and on
final map and/or approved tentative map information and the above-listed documents. The

EDUs were then used to estimate whether the Poggi trunk sewer system could accommodate
the ultimate, build-out flows.

2 Refer to Chula Vista Wastewater Master Plan (May 2005), page 4-34.

Poggi Basin Gravity Sewer City of Chula Vista
Development Impact Fee April 2009
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CHAPTER 4 — FUTURE FACILITIES

TABLE 4-3
EDUS FOR CAPACITY ANALYSIS

Remaining

Development Area Co;(r:?tlte d CZ?\I;T:Lt::i:é’ Additional Total Pe:;ibttee d/

Constructed
Existing Development '? 875 875 875 -
Existing Development * 963 963 963 -
Sunbow II* 1,944 1,428 1,944 516
Medical Center area® 109 45 109 64
OR Village 1 West* 520 520 520 -
OR Village 2%° 2,780 242 2,780 2,538
OR Village 1* 1,164 1,164 1,164 -
OR Village 5* 580 538 580 42
OWD parcel® 257 - 257 257
MM OR Villages 1/5* 323 323 323 -
OR/MM Village 6* 2,321 2,166 2,321 155
OR Village 7* 833 354 833 479
OR Village 7 Interim 210 464 464 254
OR Village 12 (FO* 1,137 648 1,137 489
EL Greens and landswap* 2,208 2,125 2,208 83
EUC*® 189 - 281 470 470
Subtotal 16,203 11,601 745 16,948 5,347
Less Interim EDUs (464) (254)
Total 16,484 5,093

1 Basin west of I-805. Based on 1997 Basin Plan (pg A21 and B22) at 265 gpd per EDU.

2 Basin east of I-805. This area was called "Sunbow 1" in the Village 7 Conceptual Sewer Study and the Overview of Sewer Service
for Village 2, 3 & 4, but is actually the area east of I-805 and west of Sunbow II. EDUs based on units identified in 1997 Basin Plan
(pg A21 and B22) at 265 gpd per EDU.

Refer to 1997 Basin Plan for City contribution of 1,765 EDUs for Existing Development and for 794 EDUs for Eastlake Greens.
Figures based on Appendix and 1 EDU = 265 gpd.
OR Village 2 units based on TM Substantial Conformance.

EUC based on maximum of 580 EDUs shown in Table 5 of EUC Technical Sewer Study PBS&/J, 1/2008, converted to 265 gpd/EDU
basis or 470 EDUs.

7 Based on Major Project Development Status dated July 2, 2007.

N L1 AN W

The following reaches of Poggi Canyon Trunk Sewer Interceptor were considered in varying
detail (node locations are shown on Figures 2 and 3):

e Reaches from Main Street to south of Olympic Parkway (between nodes P102 and P240);

e Reaches in Olympic Parkway beginning at Brandywine Classics and west of Brandywine
Avenue (between nodes P240 and P270); and

City of Chula Vista Poggi Basin Gravity Sewer
April 2009 Development Impact Fee
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CHAPTER 4 — FUTURE FACILITIES

e Reachesin Olympic Parkway east of Brandywine Avenue (upstream of node P270).

Using Manning’s equation to determine depth of flows, the flow in two reaches of pipe may
exceed 85% of the pipe diameter (or d/D of .85) at build-out of the basin. The following reaches
should be monitored to determine the need for replacement and/or for construction of parallel
sewer lines. Refer to Figure 3 for improvement location.

e Reachesin Olympic Parkway at Brandywine between nodes P253R3 and P2704; and

e Reaches in Olympic Parkway within Sunbow east of Brandywine Avenue between nodes
P270 and P3055.

Table 4-4 shows the project flows and corresponding capacity measured as the percentage of
d/D for the reach of sewer between Nodes P253R and P270. The design capacity of the pipe at
0.5% slope and 85% full pipe flow, is 12,175 EDUs. To accommodate the flows reflected in Table
4-4, the reach will need to be improved before permits are issued for an additional 2,457 EDUs.

TABLE 4-4
CAPACITY ANALYSIS NODES P253R 10 P270

Project Flows  Project Flows

Nodes Pipe Size Project EDUs (mgd) (cfs) d/D percent
Maximum P253R-P270 18" Diameter 15,110 6.65 10.3 E;(ggeo/‘js
Permanent P253R-P270 18" Diameter 14,646 6.44 10.0 E;(ggeo/‘js
Committed P253R-P270 18" Diameter 14,365 6.32 9.8 E?ggeo/‘js
Permitted/Built  P253R-P270 18" Diameter 9,763 4.29 6.6 69%

See Table 4-3 and Appendix I for EDU summary at specific nodes.

Permanent based on Maximum EDUs less 464 interim Village 7 EDUs.

Committed based on Maximum EDUs less 464 interim Village 7 EDUs and less 281 EUC EDUs yet to be approved.
Remaining capacity at d/D of .85 is approximately 2,457 EDUs (12,175 EDUs less 9,718 EDUs).

Analysis is based on 1 EDU = 265 gpd.

For DIF purposes, capacity based on n=0.012, peak factor of 1.66 and slope of 0.5%. Slopes range between 0.5% and 1.8%.

Table 4-5 shows the project flows and corresponding capacity measured as the percentage of
d/D for the reach of sewer between Nodes P270 and P305. The design capacity of the pipe at
0.5% slope and 85% full pipe flow is 12,175 EDUs and at 0.6% slope and 85% full pipe flow is 13,339.
To accommodate the flows reflected in Table 4-5, the reach will need to be improved before
permits are issued for 3,588 EDUs.

3 Manhole 3, Station 35+95.63 per drawing 00110-04.
4 Manhole 33A, Station 223+71.50 per drawing 97-344.
5 Manhole 6, Station 65+75.00 per drawing 99-385.

Poggi Basin Gravity Sewer City of Chula Vista
Development Impact Fee April 2009
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TABLE 4-5
CAPACITY ANALYSIS NODES P270 10 P305

. Project Project d/D percent at
. . Project
Nodes Pipe Size Flows Flows
EDUs
(mgd) (cfs) Slope 0.5%  Slope 0.6%

Maximum P270-P305 18" Diameter 13,869  6.10 9.4 E;(ggeo/ds 94%
Permanent P270-P305 18" Diameter 13,406  5.90 9.1 Engeo/ds 88%
Committed P270- P305 18" Diameter 13,125  5.77 8.9 Efggeo/ds 83%
Permitted/Built ~ P270- P305 18" Diameter 8,587 3.78 5.8 63% 59%

See Table 4-3 and Appendix I for EDU summary at specific nodes.

Permanent based on Maximum EDUs less 464 interim Village 7 EDUs.

Committed based on Maximum EDUs less 464 interim Village 7 EDUs and less 391 EUC EDUs yet to be approved.
Remaining capacity at d/D of .85 is approximately 3,588 EDUs (12,175 EDUs less 8,587 EDUs).

Analysis is based on 1 EDU = 265 gpd.

For DIF purposes, capacity calculated based on n=0.012, peak factor = 1.66 and slope = 0.5%. Slopes range between 0.5% and
2.98%.

Several other reaches, where flow is between 75% and 85% of full pipe flow, should be
monitored as well. The status of each reach is summarized in Table 4-6. Node numbers are
keyed to Figures 2 and 3. Calculations are included in Appendix I.

TABLE 4-6
CAPACITY SUMMARY OF POGGI CANYON INTERCEPTOR

Nodes Pipe Size d/D Recommendation

P102-P140 21" Diameter 75%-85% Monitor

P140-P175R 21" Diameter 75% or less NA

P175R-P195 27" Diameter 75% or less NA

P195-P230 21" Diameter 75% or less NA

P230-P240 21" Diameter 75%-85% Monitor

P240-P253R 21" Diameter 75%-85% Monitor

P253R-P270 18” Diameter Exceeds 85% Upgrade, monitor for timing of improvements

P270-P305 18” Diameter Exceeds 85% Upgrade, monitor for timing of improvements

P305-P310 18" Diameter 75% or less NA

P310-P345 18" Diameter 75% or less NA

P345-P365 18" Diameter 75%-85% Monitor

P365-P405 18" Diameter 75% or less NA

P405-P410 18" Diameter 75%-85% NA — Permanent EDU flow is less than 75%.
Upstream of P410 18" Diameter 75% or less NA

Only the 18” diameter trunk sewer was analyzed upstream of P410.

City of Chula Vista Poggi Basin Gravity Sewer
April 2009 Development Impact Fee
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CHAPTER 4 — FUTURE FACILITIES

Improvements that are recommended for inclusion in this update to the DIF program are based
on the City’s criteria to upgrade reaches of sewer with depths of flow exceeding 85%. The
improvements are discussed below.

IMPROVEMENT 1 — BETWEEN NODES P253R AND P270

The existing sewer in Olympic Parkway downstream of Brandywine Avenue is an 18" diameter
pipe as shown on drawings 97-344 and 00110. A new 21-inch diameter pipe for this reach at %
full would accommodate approximately 16,254 EDUs. Comparing to the Maximum Project EDUs
of 15,110 shown in Table 4-4, the 21-inch diameter pipe would accommodate the maximum,
permanent and committed flows projected within the basin. The cost to increase the size of the
sewer pipe in this reach is proposed to be added to the DIF program. The cost estimate assumes
replacement of the sewer between nodes P253R and P270.

It is recommended that additional sewer modeling and monitoring be undertaken to determine
if refinements to the study data would demonstrate adequate capacity for the existing 18-inch
pipe. The most critical reach of pipe is between nodes P265 and P270.

IMPROVEMENT 2 — BETWEEN NODES 270 AND 305

The existing sewer in Olympic Parkway upstream of Brandywine Avenue is an 18" diameter pipe
as shown on drawings 99-386 through 99-373. A new 21-inch diameter pipe for a portion of this
reach at % full would accommodate 16,254 EDUs. Comparing to the Maximum Project EDUs of
13,869 shown in Tables 4-5, the 21-inch diameter pipe would accommodate the maximum,
permanent and committed flows projected within the basin. The cost estimate assumes
replacement of the sewer between nodes P270 and P305.

It is recommended that additional sewer modeling and monitoring be undertaken to determine
if refinements to the study data would demonstrate adequate capacity for the existing 18-inch
pice. The most critical reaches of pipe are between nodes P270 and P275 (0.5% slope)and
between nodes P295 and P305 (0.6% slope).

Poggi Basin Gravity Sewer City of Chula Vista
Development Impact Fee April 2009
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CHAPTER 5 — DIF ANALYSIS

5.1 PROGRAM COSTS
5.1.1 CURRENT DIF PROGRAM

The 1997 Basin Plan established the projects that are eligible for DIF funding. These projects
include construction of approximately 29,200 feet of sewer main (Reaches 201 through 221) that
constitute the Poggi Canyon Interceptor. The 2009 Update to the DIF program adds Poggi
Canyon Interceptor Extension - Reach 2 (the reach of sewer across the EastLake land swap
commercial parcels) to the program and identifies additional improvements needed to serve
forecast development in Poggi basin. The entire Interceptor as identified in the 1997 Basin Plan
and extension, except Reach 205 and a portion of Extension - Reach 1, has been constructed
by developers. (Figure 2 identifies the reaches.) Chapter 4 discusses additional improvements
that may be needed to serve build-out of the basin if the City allows the Eastern Urban Center
and Village 7 to divert project flows to Poggi. Table 5-1 identifies the estimated cost for the
additional improvements and Table 5-2 provides construction costs for all projects.

5.1.2 PROJECT COSTS AND OUTSTANDING CREDITS

All known necessary improvements identified as regional sewer facilities in the 1997 Basin Plan
within the Poggi Canyon Basin have been completed, including Reach 205. Non-regional sewer
improvements recently constructed within the Poggi Canyon Sewer Basin include a remaining
portion of the Poggi Canyon Interceptor Extension - Reach 1, within the San Diego County Water
Authority Right of Way, and the decommissioning of the EastLake Parkway Pump Station. The
construction of the remaining portion of the Poggi Canyon Interceptor Extension - Reach 1 is
eligible to be financed utilizing CFD 06-1 bond proceeds (not DIF eligible) and the
decommissioning of the EastLake Parkway Pump Station will be funded utilizing Sewer Service
Revenue Funds in accordance with City of Chula Vista Policy No. 570-03.

Based on the provisions of Sections 15 and 16, of Ordinance No. 2716, a developer who agrees,
or is required as a condition of approval of a development permit, to construct a segment of the
facilities would be entitled to receive a reimbursement or credit at the City’s option.

Poggi Canyon Interceptor Reach 201-207

Reaches 201 through 204 and 206 through 207 were constructed by Ayres Land Company in
2001 and the developer was fully reimbursed for these costs. The final construction cost
amounted to $1,046,032.

Poggi Canyon Interceptor Reach 208-213

Ayres Land Company constructed reaches 208 to 213, which are eligible for DIF credits. Based
on the information provided by the developer, it was determined that the credit for Ayres Land
Company for constructing Reaches 208 to 213 amounted to $136,205. All of this credit has been
applied to Sunbow Il building permits. (Note that the City upsized a portion of this reach of
sewer in connection with CIP STM 344, Drawing 00-110, but apparently was not funded from
Poggi Sewer DIF funds.)

City of Chula Vista Poggi Basin Gravity Sewer
April 2009 Development Impact Fee
5-1



CHAPTER 5 — DIF ANALYSIS

Poggi Canyon Interceptor Reach 205

The City constructed reach 205 in 2005 and the final construction cost for the project amounted
to $1,041,283. In addition, $393,635 was expended for staff time for a total project cost of
$1,434,918. The Poggi Canyon Sewer Basin DIF funded Reach 205.

Poggi Canyon Interceptor Reach 214-217

Reaches 214 to 217 were constructed by the Otay Ranch Company and costs reimbursed from
CFD 99-1 funds. Based on the construction cost audit, the cost for these reaches is $638,748.

Poggi Canyon Interceptor Reach 218-219

Reaches 218 to 219 were constructed by the McMillin Companies and costs reimbursed from
CFD 97-3 funds. Based on the construction cost audit, the cost for these reaches is $412,938.

Poggi Canyon Interceptor Reach 219-221

Reaches 219 to 221 were constructed by the Otay Ranch Company and costs reimbursed from
CFD 99-1 funds. Based on the construction cost audit, the cost for these reaches is $283,190.

Poggi Canyon Interceptor Extension

The Extension — Reach 2 (across the EastLake Land Swap commercial parcels) was constructed
by EastLake Company. Based on the construction cost audit, the cost for this reach is
$1,094,707. Reimbursement to EastLake Company from the Trunk Sewer Capital Reserve Fund
was made in March 2008 pursuant fo an agreement between EastLake Company and the City.
It is recommended that the DIF reimburse the Trunk Sewer Capital Reserve Fund for pre-funding
of the improvements.

In addition, a short segment of sewer in Olympic Parkway from SR 125 to the Interceptor
Extension — Reach 2 was constructed by EastLake Company and financed via CFD 06l. Based
on the bid for this segment, the cost of this reach is $24,000. Reimbursement of these costs has
been paid from the CFD to EastLake Company. With the inclusion of this reach as a DIF eligible
improvement, the City shall reimburse the CFD from the DIF funds for this cost.

Capacity Enhancement Improvements

Based on currently approved land uses, the 18-inch diameter sewer pipe in Olympic Parkway
east and west of Brandywine Avenue, will exceed the pipe capacity of 85% full pipe flow. The
costs to upsize the reaches to 21-inch diameter sewer pipes are included in the update to the
DIF program.

Table 5-1 summarizes the future cost of improvements and Table 5.2 summarizes the overall costs
of the program.

Poggi Basin Gravity Sewer City of Chula Vista
Development Impact Fee April 2009
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TABLE 5-1
FUTURE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Node Improvement Location Length Costs
P253R-P270 Upsize 18" to 21" Olympic Pkwy west of Brandywine Ave 680 $434,500
P270-P305 Upsize 18" to 21" Olympic Pkwy east of Brandwine Ave 754 $481,800
Total $916,300

Unit cost of $639 based on unit cost of $365 per linear foot for 18” to 24” diameter pipe plus 15% for design and inspection, 25%

contingency and 35 % premium for job size.

TABLE 5-2
PROGRAM COSTS

Poggi Canyon Interceptor Developer Cost
Constructed Project Costs
Reaches 201-204, 206-207' Ayres/City $1,046,032
Reach 205 City/DIF 1,434,918
Reaches 208-213? Ayres 136,205
Reach 214 to 217 Otay Ranch Co. 638,748
Reach 218 to 219 McMillin 412,938
Reach 219 to 221 Otay Ranch Co. 283,190
Poggi Extension in Olympic Pkwy? Eastlake 24,000
Poggi Extension? Eastlake 1,094,707
Subtotal $5,070,738
Future Construction Costs
P253R-P270 Olympic Parkway west of Brandywine Ave. $434,500
P270 - P305 Olympic Parkway east of Brandywine Ave. $481,800
Subtotal $916,300
Miscellaneous Cost
Updates/staff administration® $306,200
Project Total $6,293,238
Less City contribution (Reaches 201-204, 206-207)° $(1,046,032)
DIF Total $5,247,206

1 Ayres payments dated 12/16/98, 1/25/00, 12/18/00, and 3/8/01 = $1,042,520. The $1,046,032 is based on $1,756,440 transfer in
from Trunk Sewer Capital Reserve Fund less $710,408 transferred back.

2 Final audit completed for $111,632. Audit is pending for CO 99 for $12,756.

$124,388.

Includes 9.5% estimated soft costs on total of

3 This segment is from SR 125 to Station 246 + 35 as shown on Dwg 02024-04. The costs are based on the change order information
and were initially funded by CFD 061. Reimbursement to CFD 061 is due.

4 Eastlake reimbursed from Trunk Sewer Capital Reserve Fund in March 2008. Portion (in Olympic Parkway from SR 125 to the land
swap) funded in CFD 06! in the amount of $24,000. Portion in Eastlake Parkway is not DIF eligible and is eligible to be funded

via CFD 06l.

Administration costs include future costs of $120,000.

Represents cost of reaches 201-204 and 206-207. In 1997, it was estimated to be $1,756,440.

City of Chula Vista
April 2009
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CHAPTER 5 — DIF ANALYSIS

5.1.3 OTHER DIF OBLIGATIONS

As identified in the 1997 Basin Plan, the City was to contribute to the cost of construction for
Reaches 201 through 204 and Reaches 206 through 207 because these reaches, located west of
Oleander Avenue, would serve existing development as well as future development within the
basin and required upsizing at the time the DIF was established. Trunk Sewer Capital Reserve
Funds, from revenue generated from development connection charges, were used to pay for
these reaches. By Resolution No. 18823, Council appropriated and fransferred $1,756,440 to the
Poggi Canyon Sewer Fund to finance this portion of the Poggi Canyon trunk sewer. The final
construction cost for Reaches 201 through 204 and Reaches 206 through 207, paid to Ayers Land
Company, amounted to $1,042,520.76 (not including $3,511 assumed reimbursed to City for its
related costs). The balance of $710,408 was transferred back to the Trunk Sewer Capital Reserve
Fund. However, interest earnings from the $1,756,440 still remain in the DIF fund. Based on
information provided by the City's Finance Department, through June 30, 2008, $470,556 shall be
transferred from the DIF program to the Trunk Sewer Capital Reserve Fund. This transfer is
reflected in the updated fee rate. The documentation for payments to Ayres is included in
Appendix E.

In several Otay Ranch neighborhoods, both Otay Ranch Company and McMillin Company
constructed the improvements as well as the builder/developer paying the fee. As such, refunds
estimated in the amount of $1,329,771 should be made to account for this overpayment of fees.
Table 5-4 reflects the amounts. Appendix D contains a summary of the building permit data
regarding payments. Costs associated with preparation and administration of the DIF, are
included in the Poggi Basin DIF.

5.1.4 AVAILABLE REVENUES

Through June 30, 2008 the City has collected $2,988,700 in DIF fees for the construction of the
required facilities. In addition, the fund has earned an additional $937,171 in interest both on the
fees collected and the transfers made to the Fund from the Trunk Sewer Capital Reserve Fund.
Table 5-3 shows the amount collected since the inception of the Poggi Canyon Sewer Basin DIF.

TABLE 5-3
REVENUES AND ESTIMATED FUND BALANCE

Year Beginning Actual Inte!'est Revenue ACtlfal Transfers FYE Fund
Fund Balance Revenues Earnings Subtotal Expenditures In/(Out) Balance
1998 - - - - - - -
1999 $- $3,200 $128,370 $131,570 $583,901 $1,756,440 $1,304,109
2000 1,304,109 18,800 75,141 93,941 115,895 1,282,155
2001 1,282,155 503,953 84,511 588,464 389,573 1,155 1,482,201
2002 1,482,201 515,142 136,667 651,809 98,286 (18,697) 2,017,027
2003 2,017,027 298,886 102,926 401,812 139,640 14,570 2,293,769
2004 2,293,769 709,879 29,553 739,432 135,955 37,747 2,934,993
2005 2,934,993 266,430 86,011 352,441 159,377 (201,638) 2,926,419
2006 2,926,419 436,715 76,486 513,201 941,103 201,638 2,700,155
2007 2,700,154 235,695 64,589 300,284 41,334 (710,408) 2,284,696
2008 2,284,696 0 117,143 117,143 39,828 0 2,361,786
TOTAL $2,988,700 $937,171 $3,925,871 $2,644,892  $1,080,807
Poggi Basin Gravity Sewer City of Chula Vista
Development Impact Fee April 2009
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CHAPTER 5 =DIF ANALYSIS

Revenues of $48,986 (approximately 122 EDUs at $400/EDU) are not included in the 2008 data
because the permit data is only to July 1, 2007.

REMAINING PROGRAM COSTS

Table 5-4 presents the remaining costs to the program. Approximately $1.6 million is required to
complete the funding of the program.

TABLE 5-4
REMAINING PROGRAM COSTS

Notes

Potential Refunds due’ $443,967 ORC Village 1
197,200 ORC Village 5
204,000 ORC Village 1 West
19,738 CFD 99-1
157,408 McMillin Villages 1/5
283,858 To CFD 97-3
24,000 To CFD 06l

Subtotal $1,329,771
Poggi Extension - Reach 2 $1,094,707  Trunk Sewer Capital Reserve Fund
Future interest payment to Trunk Sewer Fund? 470,556 Trunk Sewer Capital Reserve Fund
Future construction costs 916,300
Future costs (administration) $120,000
Total $3,931,334
Revenues available $2,361,786
Revenues needed $1,569,548

1 See Appendix C for summary of refunds.
Estimated through June 30, 2008. Actual amount will depend on date of repayment.

Funds available to reimburse Trunk Sewer Capital Reserve Fund for Poggi Extension - Reach 2: $2,361,786 - $1,329,771 -
$470,556-$120,000=$441,459 of the $1,094,707.

The above table includes costs of improvements not previously identified as being needed to
serve the forecast build-out of the basin. See Chapter 4 for a discussion of the capacity
enhancements.

5.2 REeVISED DIF RATE

Based on Table 5-4, approximately $1,329,771 needs to be reimbursed to specific developments
and CFDs as well as $1,565,263 to the Trunk Sewer Capital Reserve Fund.

The fee per EDU may be calculated by dividing the total remaining program costs by the
estimated number of future EDUs in the Basin. Table 5-5 presents this calculation. The revised
Development Impact Fee is $265 per EDU.

City of Chula Vista Poggi Basin Gravity Sewer
April 2009 Development Impact Fee
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TABLE 5-5
DIF CALCULATION

Remaining Costs

Construction pending $916,300
Potential Refunds due 1,329,771
Reimburse Trunk Sewer for Interest 470,556
Reimburse Trunk Sewer Capital Reserve Fund' 1,094,707
Future Admin. expenditures 120,000

Subtotal $3,931,334
Less estimated fund balance (2,361,786)
Less future payments/contributions? (244,160)

TOTAL $1,325,388
Estimated EDUs remaining 5,010
DIF rate per EDU $265

1 For Poggi Canyon Interceptor Extension - Reach 2 costs.

2 Future payments/contributions related to Sunbow, Medical Center, and/or school projects.

The fee is recommended to be reduced to $265 per EDU. This is mainly due to the following
reqasons:

e Construction cost savings due to the sewer being constructed concurrently with the
roadway improvements;

e Inferest earnings on the fund balance; and

e Increase in the number of participating EDUs based on updated development strategies.
These reductions are partially offset by the addition of improvements to the program to
accommodate the additional EDUs due to intensification of land uses and potential diversion of
flows.
Table 5-6 provides a summary of the proposed and current Development Impact Fee

calculated on a per EDU basis for the various land uses within the Poggi Canyon Basin based on
Table 5-5.

Poggi Basin Gravity Sewer City of Chula Vista
Development Impact Fee April 2009
5-6



CHAPTER 5 =DIF ANALYSIS

TABLE 5-6
DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE PER LAND USE CATEGORY

Land Use Proposed Proposed Fee Current Fee
EDU Factor
Single-Family Residential 1 EDU/DU $265/DU $400/DU
Multi-Family Residential 0.75 EDU/DU $199/DU $300/DU
Commercial/Industrial/Medical 9.43 EDU/acre $2,500/acre $3,572/acre
Community Purpose Facility 9.43 EDU/acre $2,500/acre $3,572/acre
Multi-Story Commercial 0.272EDU/ksf $72.08/ksf na
Hotel 0.33 EDU/room $88/room na
Parks/Recreation 1.89 EDU/acre $500/acre $716/acre
High School 181.13 EDU/site $48,000/site $68,544/site
Junior High School 105.66 EDU/site $28,000/site $39,984/site
Elementary School 45.28 EDU/site $12,000/site $17,152/site

1 Single-Family Residential includes detached condominium projects.

2 High-rise office based on 0.072gpd/sf.as identified in the EUC Technical Sewer Study, (January
2008, Update #3).

3 Refer to Table 4.2 for sewage generation rates.

The EDU rates for high schools is based on 2,400 students per high school multiplied by 20 gpd
per student, for junior high/middle schools it is based on 1,400 students per school multiplied by
20 gpd per student and for elementary schools it is based on 800 students multiplied by 15 gpd
per student.

City of Chula Vista Poggi Basin Gravity Sewer
April 2009 Development Impact Fee
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For comparison purposes, Table 5-7 outlines the 1997 Costs and the Updated 2009 Costs.

TABLE 5-7
COMPARISON OF COSTS 1997 10 2009

1997 2009

Basin EDUs 13,505 16,443
Less existing EDUs in western area of basin (1,795) (1,828)

Less existing EDUs within Eastlake Greens (794) (794)
Participating EDUs 10,917 13,821
Total Project Cost $6,132,984  $6,293,238
City Contribution ($1,756,440) ($1,046,032)
Total DIF Cost $4,376,544 $5,247,206
Fees needed to complete program’ $4,376,544  $1,325,388
Remaining EDUs 10,917 5010
Cost per EDU $401 $265

" Does not reflect an estimated $244,160 as identified in Appendix J for 2009 program.

Poggi Basin Gravity Sewer City of Chula Vista
Development Impact Fee April 2009
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CHAPTER 6 — CONCLUSIONS

6.1 RECOMMENDATIONS

To provide adequate funding for construction of facilities through the Poggi Canyon Gravity
Sewer DIF, the following measures are recommended:

1) Update the costs based on construction cost information, building permit data, and
credit summaries as identified in this report.

2) Add Poggi Canyon Sewer Interceptor Extension — Reach 2 (through the EastLake land
swap commercial parcels, east of SR 125) to the list of eligible improvements including
the reach in Olympic Pkwy from SR 125 to Reach 2.

3) Add the costs of Improvements 1 and 2 to the program. The City should monitor the
critical sewer reaches to determine when the improvements will be needed.

4) Monitor other critfical reaches of sewer, those where depth of flows are estimated to be
between 75% and 85% of the pipe diameter, as identified in Table 4-6.

5) Based on updated information, reduce the fee to $265/EDU reflecting a) the updated
cost information, b) additional improvements, c) available revenue after reimbursements
are made, and d) updated EDU projections. Note that there is a change per EDU for the
non-residential rates.

6) Transfer interest related to the $1.7 million Trunk Sewer Capital Reserve Fund back to the
Fund. The amount of interest will depend on the date the transfer is made. Based on City
finance records the interest accrued through June 30, 2008 is $470,556.

7) When the City determines sufficient funds are available, transfer funds from the Poggi
Canyon DIF to reimburse the Trunk Sewer Capital Reserve Fund for construction of
improvements associated with Poggi Canyon Sewer Interceptor Extension — Reach 2 in
the amount of $1,094,707.

8) When the City determines sufficient funds are available, appropriate $1,329,771 in Poggi
Canyon Trunk Sewer DIF funds to refund the appropriate developments/CFDs of Otay
Ranch Village 1 West, Otay Ranch Villages 1 and 5, McMillin’s Otay Ranch Villages 1 and
5, and CFD 04l for overpayment of fees as outlined in Chapter 5 and the Appendix. The
provisions for such refund shall be determined by the City Attorney.

6.2 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The future facilities identified in this report are intfended to provide increased sewer capacity to
mitigate the impacts of future development. No facilities will actually be constructed until all
necessary environmental reviews have been conducted. Further studies, including
environmental review, may show superior alternative projects that also satisfy the increased
capacity need.

6.3 ANNUAL ADJUSTMENT FACTOR

It is recommended that the fee be adopted with provisions for an annual adjustment factor. The
recommended index is the Engineering News Record - Construction Cost Index for the Los
Angeles area. To be consistent with other City fee increases, it is recommended that the July to
July index be used, to be effective in October of each year beginning in the year 2009.

City of Chula Vista Poggi Basin Gravity Sewer
April 2009 Development Impact Fee
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In addition, the City should comply with the annual and five-year reporting requirements of
Government Code §§66000 et seq.

6.4 STUDY LIMITATIONS

Note that this study has been prepared specifically for the purpose of updating the Poggi
Canyon Basin Sewer Development Impact Fee. Timing and ultimate needs for additional
facilities should be determined independently by the City in conjunction with its Infrastructure
Flow Monitoring Program.

Poggi Basin Gravity Sewer City of Chula Vista
Development Impact Fee April 2009
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ORDINANCE NO. 2716

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
CHULA VISTA ESTABLISHING THE POGG!I CANYON SEWER
BASIN DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE TO PAY FOR SEWER
IMPROVEMENTS WITHIN THE POGGI CANYON SEWER BASIN
AS A CONDITION OF ISSUANCE OF BUILDING PERMITS

WHEREAS, the City’s General Plan Land Use and Public Facilities Elements require that
adequate public facilities be available to accommodate increased population created by new
development, and

WHEREAS, the City Council has determined that new development within certain areas
within the City of Chula Vista as identified in this ordinance, will create adverse impacts on
certain existing public facilities which must be mitigated by the financing and construction of
those facilities identified in this ordinance, and

WHEREAS, developers of land within the City are required to mitigate the burden
created by their development by the construction or improvement of those facilities needed
to provide service to their respective developments or by the payment of a fee to finance their
portion of the total cost of such facilities; and

WHEREAS, development within the City contributes to the cumulative burden on
various sewer facilities in direct relationship te the amount of population generated by the
development or the gross acreage of the commercial or industrial land in the development; and

WHEREAS, the Poggi Canyon Sewer Basin (“Basin”) is that area of land within the City
of Chula Vista and the County of San Diego from which wastewater will flow by gravity from
Poggi Canyon into the Otay River Valley. This area is shown on the map marked Exhibit "A",
on file in the City Clerk’s Qffice and known as Document No. CO97-189, and included as an
attachment to the Poggi Canyon Gravity Sewer Basin Plan, dated July 31, 1997, on file in the
Office of the City Engineer; and

WHEREAS, Wilson Engineering has prepared the Poggi Canyon Basin Gravity Sewer
Plan ("Plan") dated November 19, 1997; and

WHEREAS, said Plan includes an estimate of ultimate sewer flows anticipated from the
Poggi Canyon Basin, recommends sewer facilities needed to transport these flows, and
establishes a fee payable by persons obtaining building permits for developments within these
basins benefiting from the construction of these facilities; and

WHEREAS, on October 29, 1997 a public meeting was held with the owners and
developers of properties located within the Basin to discuss the Plan and city staff
recommendations for establishing the Poggi Canyon Sewer Basin Development Impact Fee
{"Impact Fee"); and

WHEREAS, the Environmental Review Coordinator conducted an Initial Study, 15-98-
06, of potential environmental impact associated with the proposed "Project” and has
concluded that there would be no significant environmental impacts, and recommends
adoption of the Negative Declaration issued on 15-98-06; and
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WHEREAS, on November 25, 1397 a Public Hearing was held before the City Council
to provide an opportunity for interested persons to be heard on the approval of the Plan and
establishment of the Impact Fee; and

WHEREAS, the City Council determined, based upon the evidence presented at the
Public Hearing, including, but not limited to, the Plan and other information received by the
City Council in the course of its business, that imposition of the Impact Fee on all
developments within the Peggi Canyon Basin in the City of Chula Vista for which building
permits have not yet been issued is necessary in order to protect the public safety and welfare
and to ensure effective implementation of the City’s General Plan; and

WHEREAS, the City Council has determined that the amount of the Impact Fee levied
by this ordinance does not exceed the estimated cost of providing the public facilities
identified by the Plan.

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CHULA VISTA DOES
ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. Environmental Review

That the adoption of the Impact Fee ordinance will have no significant environmental impacts,
and the City Council of the City of Chula Vista hereby adopts the Negative Declaration issued
on 15-98-086.

SECTION 2. Approval of Plan.

The City Council has independently reviewed the proposed Plan and has adopted the same,
by Resolution No. 18824, in the form on file in the Office of the City Engineer.

SECTION 3. "Facilities".

The facilities to be financed by the Impact Fee are fully described in Table 4-5 of the Plan at
page 42, Attached as Exhibit 1, and incorporated herein by this reference, ("Facilities™), all
of which Facilities may be modified by the City Council from time to time by resolution. The
locations at which the Facilities will be constructed are shown on Exhibit "A", Poggi Canyon
Basin Sewer Study Map, on file in the City Clerk’s Office and known as Document No. CO37-
189, which is included in the Plan. The City Council may modify or amend the list of projects
herein considered to be part of the Facilities by written resolution in order to maintain
compliance with the City’s Capital Improvement Program or to reflect changes in land
development and estimated and actual wastewater flow.
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SECTION 4. Territory to Which Fee |Is Applicable.

The area of the City of Chula Vista to which the Impact Fee herein established shall be
applicable is set forth on Exhibit "A" of the Plan, on file in the City Clerk’'s Office and known
as Document No. C097-189 and is generally described herein as the "Territory."”

SECTION 5. Purpose.

The purpose of this ordinance is to establish the Impact Fee in order to provide the necessary
financing to construct the Facilities within the areas shown in Exhibit "A" of the Plan, in
accordance with the City’'s General Plan.

SECTION 6. Establishment of Fee.

The Impact Fee, to be expressed on a per Equivalent Dwelling Unit {"EDU") basis, and payable
prior to the issuance of building permits for development projects within the Territory, is
hereby established to pay for the Facilities.

SECTION 7. Due on Issuance of Building Permit.

The Impact Fee shall be paid in cash upon the issuance of a building permit. Early payment
is not permitted. No building permit shall be issued for development projects within the
Territory unless the developer has paid the Impact Fee imposed by this Ordinance.

SECTION 8. Determination of Equivalent Dwelling Units.

Each single family detached dwelling or single family attached dwelling shall be considered
one EDU for purposes of this Impact Fee. Each unit within a muiti-family dwelling shall be
considered 0.75 EDU. Every other commercial, industrial, non-profit, public or quasi-public,
or other usage shall be charged at a rate calculated in accordance with the method for
estimating EDUs set forth in Exhibit "B", Sewer Benefit Area Fees Based on Land Use
Categories.

SECTION 9. Time to Determine Amount Due; Advance Payment Prohibited.

The Impact Fee for each development shall be calculated at the time of building permit
issuance and shall be the amount as indicated at that time and not when the tentative map
or final map was granted or applied for, or when the building permit plan check was
conducted, or when application was made for the building permit.

SECTION 10. Purpose and Use of Fee.

The purpose of the Impact Fee is to pay for the planning, design, construction and/or financing
{(including the cost of interest and other financing costs as appropriate} of the Facilities, or
reimbursement to the City or, at the discretion of the City if approved in advance in writing,
to other third parties for advancing costs actually incurred for ptanning, designing, construct-
ing, or financing the Facilities. Any use of the Impact Fee shall receive the advance consent
of the City Council and be used in a manner consistent with the purpose of the Impact Fee.
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SECTION 11. Amount of Fee: Amendment to the Master Fee Schedule

The Impact Fee shall be calculated at the rate of $400 per EDU. Chapter XVI, Other Fees,
of the Master Fee Schedule is hereby amended to add Section D, which shali read as follows:

"D. Poggi Canyon Sewer Basin Development Impact Fee.

This section is intended to memorialize the key provisions of Ordinance No.
2716, but said Ordinance governs over the provisions of the Master Fee
Schedule. For example, in the event of a conflict in interpretation between the
Master Fee Schedule and the Ordinance, or in the event that there are
additional rules applicable to the imposition of the Impact Fee, the language of
the Ordinance governs.

a. Territory to which Fee Applicable.

The area of the City of Chula Vista to which the Impact Fee herein established
shall be applicable is set forth in Exhibit "A" of the Poggi Canyon Basin Gravity
Sewer Plan dated July 31, 1997, and is generally described as the Poggi
Canyon Basin.

b. Rate per EDU.

The Impact Fee shall be calculated at the rate of $400 per EDU, which rate
shall be adjusted from time to time by the City Council.

c. EDU Calculation.

Each single family detached dwelling or single family attached dwelling shall be
considered one EDU for purposes of this impact Fee. Each unit within a multi-
family dwelling shall be considered 0.75 EDU. Every other commercial,
industrial, non-profit, public or quasi-public, or other usage shall be charged at
a rate calculated in accordance with the method for estimating EDUs set forth
in Exhibit “B” to Ordinance No. 2716, “Sewer Benefit Area Fees Based on Land
Use Categories”.

d. When Payable.

The Impact Fee shall be paid in cash not later than immediately prior to the
issuance of a building permit.”

The City Council shall review the amount of the Impact Fee annually or from
time to time. The City Council may, at such reviews, adjust the amount of this
impact Fee as necessary to assure construction and operation of the Facilities.
The reasons for which adjustmeants may be made include, but are not limited
to, the following: changes in the costs of the Facilities as may be reflected by
such index as the Council deems appropriate, such as the Engineering-News
Record Construction Cost Index {ENR-CCI); changes in the type, size, location
or cost of the Facilities to be financed by the Impact Fee; changes in land use
in the City’s Genera! Plan; other sound engineering, financing and planning
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information. Adjustments to the above impact Fee may be made by resolution
amending the Master Fee Schedule.

SECTION 12. Authority for Accounting and Expenditures.

The proceeds collected from the imposition of the Impact Fee shall be deposited into a public
facility financing fund ("Poggi Canyon Sewer Basin Benefit Area Fee Fund", or alternatively
herein "Fund") which is hereby created and shall be expended only for the purposes set forth
in this ordinance.

The Director of Finance is authorized to establish various accounts within the Fund for the
Facilities identified in this ordinance and to periodically make expenditures from the Fund for
the purposes set forth herein in accordance with the facilities phasing plan or capital
improvement plan adopted by the City Council.

SECTION 13. Findings.
The City Council hereby finds the following:

A. The establishment of the Impact Fee is necessary to protect the public safety and
welfare and to ensure the effective implementation of the City’s General Plan.

B. The Impact Fee is necessary to ensure that funds will be available for the
construction of the Facilities concurrent with the need for these Facilities and to ensure
certainty in the capital facilities budgeting for growth impacted public facilities.

C. The amount of the fee levied by this ordinance does not exceed the estimated cost
of providing the Facilities for which the fee is collected.

D. New development projects within the Territory will generate a significant amount
of wastewater that current sewer facilities can not service, therefore construction of the
Facilities will be needed to service new development projects.

SECTION 14. Impact Fee Additional to other Fees and Charges.

The Impact Fee established by this section is in addition to the requirements imposed by other
City laws, policies or regulations relating to the construction or the financing of the
construction of public improvements within subdivisions or developments.

SECTION 15. Mandatory Construction of a Portion of the Facilities; Duty to Tender
Reimbursement Offer.

Whenever a developer is required as a condition of approval of a development permit to
construct or cause the construction of the Facilities or a portion thereof, the City may require
the developer to install the Facilities according to design specifications approved by the City
and in the size or capacity necessary to accommodate estimated ultimate flow as indicated
in the Plan and subsequent amendments. If such a requirement is imposed, the City shall
offer, at the City’s option, to reimburse the developer from the Fund either in cash or over
time as Fees are collected, or give a credit against the Impact Fee levied by this Ordinance or
some combination thereof, in the amount of the costs incurred by the developer that exceeds
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their contribution to such Facilities as required by this Ordinance, for the design and
construction of the Facility not to exceed the estimated cost of that particular Facility as
included in the calcutation and updating of the Impact Fee. The City may update the Impact
Fee calculation as City deems appropriate prior to making such offer. This duty to offer to
give credit or reimbursement shall be independent of the developer’s obligation to pay the
Impact Fee.

SECTION 16. Voluntary Construction of a Portion of the Facilities; Duty of City to
Tender Reimbursement Offer.

If a developer is willing and agrees in writing to design and construct a portion of the Facilities
in conjunction with the prosecution of a development project within the Territory, the City
may, as part of a written agreement, reimburse the developer from the Fund either in cash or
over time as Fees are collected, or give a credit against the Impact Fee levied by this
Ordinance or some combination thereof, in the amount of the costs incurred by the developer
that exceeds their contribution to such Facilities as required by this Ordinance, for the design
and construction of the Facility not to exceed the estimated cost of that particular Facility as
included in the calculation and updating of the Impact Fee and in an amount agreed to in
advance of their expenditure in writing by the City. The City may update the Impact Fee
calculation as City deems appropriate prior to making such offer. This duty to extend credits
or offer reimbursement shall be independent of the developer’s obligation to pay the Impact
Fee.

SECTION 17. Procedure for Entitlement to Reimbursement Offer.

The City’s duty to extend a reimbursement offer to a developer pursuant to Section 15 or 16
above shall be conditioned on the developer complying with the terms and conditions of this
section:

a. Written authorization shall be requested by the developer from the City and
issued by the City Council by written resolution before developer may incur any
costs eligible for reimbursement relating to the construction of the Facilities,
excluding any work attributable to a specific subdivision project.

b. The request for authorization shall contain the following information, and such
other information as may from time to time be requested by the City:

{1} Detailed descriptions of the work to be conducted by the developer with
the preliminary cost estimate.

cC. If the Council grants authorization, it shall be by written agreement with the
Developer, and on the following conditions among such other conditions as the
Council may from time to time impose:

{1) Developer shall prepare all plans and specifications and submit same to
the City for approval;

{2) Developer shall secure and dedicate any right-of-way required for the
improvement work;



(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

(11

(12)

(13}

Ordinance 2716
Page 7

Developer shall secure all required permits and environmental clearances
necessary for construction of the improvements;

Developer shall provide performance bonds in a form and amount, and
with a surety satisfactory to the City;

Developer shali pay all City fees and costs.

The City shall be held harmless and indemnified, and upon demand by
the City, defended by the developer for any of the costs and liabilities
associated with the improvements.

The developer shall advance all necessary funds for the improvements,
including design and construction. The City will not be responsible for
any of the costs of constructing the facilities.

The developer shall secure at least three (3) qualified bids for work to
be done. The construction contract shall be granted to the lowest
qualified bidder. Any claims for additional payment for extra work or
charges during construction shall be justified and shall be documented
to the satisfaction of the Director of Public Works.

The developer shall provide a detailed cost estimate which itemizes
those costs of the construction attributable to the improvements. The
estimate is preliminary and subject to final determination by the Director
of Public Works upon completion of the Public Facility Project.

The agreement may provide that upon determination of satisfactory
incremental completion of the public facility project, as approved and
certified by the Director of Public Works, the City may pay the developer
progress payments in an amount not to exceed 75 percent of the
estimated cost of the construction completed to the time of the progress
payment but shall provide in such case for the retention of 26% of such
costs until issuance by the City of a Notice of Completion.

The agreement may provide that any funds owed to the developer as
reimbursements may be applied to the developer’s obligations to pay the
Impact Fee for building permits to be applied for in the future.

When all work has been completed to the satisfaction of the City, the
developer shall submit verification of payments made for the
construction of the project to the City. The Director of Public Works
shall make the final determination on expenditures which are eligible for
reimbursement.

After final determination of expenditures eligible for reimbursement has
been made by the Public Works Director, the parties may agree to offset
the developer’s duty to pay Impact Fees required by this ordinance
against the City’s duty to reimburse the developer.
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(14} If, after offset if any, funds are due the developer under this section, the
City may at its option, reimburse the developer from the Fund either in
cash or over time as Fees are collected, or give a credit against the
Impact Fee levied by this Ordinance or some combination thereof, in the
amount of the costs incurred by the developer that exceeds their
required contribution to such Facilities as required by this Ordinance, for
the design and construction of the Facility not to exceed the estimated
cost of that particular Facility as included in the calculation and updating
of the Impact Fee and in an amount agreed to in advance of their
expenditure in writing by the City.

SECTION 18. Procedure for Fee Modification.

Any developer who, because of the nature or type of uses proposed for a development
project, contends that application of the Impact Fee imposed by this ordinance is
unconstitutional or unrelated to mitigation of the burdens of the development, may apply to
the City Council for a waiver or modification of the Impact Fee or the manner in which it is
calculated. The application shall be made in writing and filed with the City Clerk not later than
ten {10) days after notice is given of the public hearing on the development permit application
for the project, or if no development permit is required, at the time of the filing of the building
permit application. The application shall state in detail the factual basis for the claim of
waiver or modification, and shall provide an engineering and accounting report showing the
overall impact on the DIF and the ability of the City to complete construction of the Facilities
by making the modification requested by the applicant. The City Council shall make
reasonable efforts to consider the application within sixty (60) days after its filing. The
decision of the City Council shall be final. The procedure provided by this section is additional
to any other procedure authorized by law for protection or challenging the Impact Fee imposed
by this ordinance.

SECTION 19. Fee Applicable to Public Agencies.

Development projects by public agencies, including schools, shall not be exempt from the
provisions of the Impact Fee.

SECTION 20. Assessment District.

If any assessment or special taxing district is established to design, construct and pay for any
or all of the Facilities {"Work Alternatively Financed"), the owner or deveioper of a project may
apply to the City Council for reimbursement from the Fund or a credit in an amount equal to
that portion of the cost included in the calculation of the impact Fee attributable to the Work
Alternatively Financed. In this regard, the amount of the reimbursement shall be based on the
costs included in the Basin Pian, as amended from time to time, and therefore, will not include
any portion of the financing costs associated with the formation of the assessment or other
special taxing district.

SECTION 21. Expiration of this Ordinance.

This ordinance shall be of no further force and effect when the City Council determines that
the amount of Impact Fees which have been collected reaches an amount equal to the cost
of the Facilities.
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Time Limit for Judicial Action.

Any judicial action or proceeding to attack, review, set aside, void or annul this ordinance shall
be brought within the time period as established by Government Code Section 66022 after
tne effective date of this ordinance.

SECTION 23.

Other Not Previously Defined Terms.

For the purposes of this ordinance, the following words or phrases shall be construed as
defined in this Section, unless from the context it appears that a different meaning is

intended.

(a)

{b)

{c)

{d)

{e)

SECTION 24.

"Building Permit” means a permit required by and issued pursuant to the
Uniform Building Code as adopted by reference by this City.

"Developer” means the owner or developer of a development.
"Development Permit” means any discretionary permit, entitlement or approval
for a development project issued under any zoning or subdivision ordinance of

the City.

"Development Project” or "Development” means any activity described in
Section 66000 of the State Government Code.

"Single Family Attached Dwelling” means a singte family dwelling attached to
ancther single family dwelling, with each dwelling on its own lot.

Effective Date.

This ordinance shall become effective sixty (60) days after its second reading and adoption.

Presented by

Approved as to form by

M [ 7M (/}f%/%a/ﬁi—)

Public Works Director

ohn P. Lippitt ;J For M. Kaheny
ty Atterney
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EXHIBIT 1

TABLE 4-5

Poggi Canyon Basin Sewer Interceptor Imprevements

Estimate of Construction Cost

Reach No. | Length, ft. . | Size,Inches |  Unit Cost, S/ft. | Total Cost, dollars
201 2,700 21 140 378,000
202 600 21 Lump Sum et
203 1,600 21 Lump Sum 600,000
204 200 21 Lump Sum -
205 800 21 800 640,000
206 1,400 21 140 196,000
207 400 . 21 140 56,000
208 600 21 Existing o
209 280 21 Existing o
210 190 21 Existing 0
211 220 18 Existing 0
212 600 18 130 78,000
213 500 18 130 65,000
214 2,200 18 115 253,000
215 1,900 i8 115 218,500
216 800 18 115 92,000
217 2,000 18 115 230,000
218 2,100 18 115 241,500
219 6,000 18 115 690,000
220 2,700 15 100 270,000
221 2,700 15 100 270,000
Subtotal - | S S C, 4,278,000
15% Engineening, Inspection, Surveying 641,700
25% Contingency 1,069,500
TOTAL = T 59892000
2% City Administration 119,784
Poggi Canyon Besin Plan Revision 6 Revisions @ $4,000 esch 24,000
GRANDTOTAL '~ - = ‘ : 6,132,984 -

! Reaches 202 through 204 are capped at $600,000.
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Sewer Benefit Area Fees Based on Land Use Categories

Land Use

Residential - SFD

Sewage Flow Rate

280 gpd/DU

EDU Factor

1.00EDU/Unit

Residential - Multi-Family

210 gpd/DU

0.75EDU/Unit

Commercial

2,500 gpd/acre

8.93 EDU/Acre

High School *

20 gpd/student

0714 EDU/student

Junior High School

*

20 gpd/student

0714 EDU/student

Elementary School

*

15 gpd/student

.0536 EDU/student

Park

500 gpd/acre

1.79/acre

CPF

2,500 gpd/acre

8.93/acre

CPF - Community Purpose Facilities

*If the number of students is not available, use 1000gpd/acre

—— e a + _ma

or 3.6 EDU/ acre
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PASSED, APPROVED, and ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Chula Vista,
California, this 9th day of December, 1997, by the following vote:

AYES: Councilmembers: Moot, Padilla, Rindone, Salas, and Horton
NAYS: Councilmembers: None
ABSENT: Councilmembers: None

ABSTAIN: Councilmembers: None

Shirley HoZon, Mayor

ATTEST:

4

Beverly A Authelet, City Clerk

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO ) ss.
CITY OF CHULA VISTA )

|, Beverly A. Authelet, City Clerk of the City of Chula Vista, California, do hereby certify that
the foregoing Ordinance No. 2716 had its first reading at a regular meeting held on the 25th
day of November, 1997 and its second reading and adoption at a regular meeting of said City
Council held on the 9th day of December, 1827,

Executed this 9th day of December, 1997.

Soud  Dtae

Beverly A./Authelet, City Clerk
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Poggi Canyon Trunk Sewer Extension
Reimbursement Agreement

This Poggi Canyon Trunk Sewer Extension Reimbursement Agreement (“Agreement™) is made
as of _(_Jps. f 2 7 , 20 o7/, by and between The EastLake Company, LLC (“EastLake™) and
the City 6f Chula Vista, a California municipal corporation (“City”} to facilitate the design and
construction of required improvements to the Poggi Canyon Trunk Sewer.

RECITALS

Whereas, EastLake has petitioned the city to consider authorizing The EastLake Company to
design and construct the improvements required by the Poggi Canyon Trunk Sewer (herein after referred
to as “Poggi Canyon Trunk Sewer Extension™) and be reimbursed for the project; and

Whereas, the construction of said improvements involves the installation of approximately 3,100
lineal feet of PVC sewer lines within the Poggi Trunk Sewer system as shown in City of Chula Vista
drawings entitled “Improvement Plans for EastLake Parkway” numbered 02046-01 through 02046-27 and

“Improvement Plans for Olympic Parkway” numbered 02024-01 through 02024-41 (“improvements™);
and

Whereas, as part of the approval for the Eastlake Land Swap and thorough consideration of
several alternatives, Eastlake Company was required to construct the deep gravity sewer from the existing

pump station adjacent to Eastlake Parkway and provide a connection to the existing sewer in Olympic
Parkway at a cost of approximately $2.4 million; and

Whereas, the Poggi Canyon Trunk sewer Extension was constructed along Eastlake Parkway, and
across the Eastlake commercial land swap parcel; and

Whereas, the reach of sewer within Eastlake Parkway “Eastlake Parkway portion”, estimated at
$1.2 million, is an eligible facility to be funded by Community Facilities District 061 (Eastlake — Woods,
Vista and Land Swap), (CFD 061), while the other reach of sewer from Eastlake Parkway across the land
swap parcel to Olympic Parkway, “Poggi Trunk portion” also estimated at $1.2 Million is proposed to
come from the Trunk Sewer Capital Reserve Fund; and

Whereas, it is the intention of the City with this Agreement to lay out the terms under which
EastLake shall be reimbursed for the costs incurred in the design and construction of the required

Improvements for Poggi Canyon Trunk Sewer utilizing funds from the Trunk Sewer Capital Reserve
Funds.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS MUTUALLY AGREED between the respective parties as follows:

Section 1. Recitals. That the above recitals are all true and correct.

Section 2. Construction of Improvements. EastLake covenants and agrees that all
Improvements will be constructed by EastLake in a good and workmanlike manner by well-trained
adequately supervised workers and in strict compliance with all government and quasi-governmental
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rules, regulations, laws, building codes and all requirements of Eastlake’s insurers and lenders, and free
of any design flaws and defects.

Section 3. Inspection_and Acceptance of the Improvements. The construction activities
relating to the Improvements will be inspected and subject to acceptance by City.

Section 4. Code Compliance. EastLake hereby agrees to comply with all provisions of
Chula Vista Ordinance No. 2716.

Section 5. Payments to EastlL.ake. Payments shall be made to EastLake, for the poggi trunk
portion, upon submittal of the appropriate project documentation and completion of the audit by the City.
Eastlake shall not be reimbursed prior to the end of the fiscal year on June 30, 2004 Within 60 days of
EastLake’s request after June 30, 2004,. City will make good faith effort to reimburse EastLake upon
submittal of all pertinent documents/information necessary to facilitate such request for payment and
demonstrate compliance with the terms of this agreement. Furthermore, Eastlake shall not receive

reimbursement from the Trunk Sewer Fund if Eastlake has or will receive compensation for the
applicable costs of the improvement from any other source.

Section 6. Indemnification by Fastlake. EastLake shall defend, indemnify and hold
harmless City, its officers, directors, employees and agents, from and against any and all claims, losses,
liabilities, damages, including court costs and reasonable attorneys fees, by reason of, or resulting from,
or arising out of the design, engineering and construction of the Improvements. Nothing in this Section 6
shall limit in any manner City’s rights against any of the architects, engineers, contractors or other

consultants employed by EastLake or EastLake's predecessors in interest which has performed work in
connection with construction or financing of the Improvements.

Section 7. Conflict with Other Agreements. Nothing contained herein shall be constructed
as releasing EastLake from any condition of development or requirement imposed by any other agreement

with City. In the event of a conflicting provision, such other agreement shall prevail unless such
conflicting provision is specifically waived or modified in writing by City.

Section 8. General Standard of Reasonableness. Any provision of this Agreement which
requires the consent, approval, discretion or acceptance of any party hereto or any of their respective
employees, officers or agents shall be deemed to require that such consent, approval or acceptance not be
unreasonably withheld or delayed, unless such provision expressly incorporates a different standard.

Section 9. Entire Agreement; Amendment. This Agreement contains the entire agreement
between the parties relating to the transaction contemplated hereby and all prior or contemporaneous
agreements, understandings, representations and statements, oral or written, are merged herein. No
amendment, modification, waiver or discharge of this Agreement will be valid unless the same is in
writing and signed by the parties to this Agreement.

Section 10. Notices. All notices, demands or requests provided for or permitted to be given
pursuant to this Agreement must be in writing. All notices, demands or requests to be sent to any party
shall be deemed to have been properly given or served if personally served or deposited in the United
States mail, addressed to such party, postage prepaid, registered or certified, with return receipt requested,
at the addresses identified herein as the places of business for each of the designated parties.
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City:

City of Chula Vista

276 Fourth Avenue
Chula Vista, CA 91910
Attn: City Engineer

Property Owner:

The EastLake Company

900 lane Avenue, Suite 100
Chula Vista, CA 91914

Attn: Guy Asaro, Vice President

A party may change its address by giving notice in writing to the other party. Thereafier, notices,
demands and requests shall be addressed and transmitted to the new address.

Section 11. Successors and Assigns. All terms of this Agreement will be binding upon and
inure to the benefit of the parties and their respective administrators or executors, successors and assigns.

Section 12. Governing Law. This Agreement shall be governed by and construed in
accordance with the laws of the State of California. Any action arising under or relating to this
Agreement shall be brought only in the Federal or State courts located in San Diego County, State of
California, and if applicable, the City of Chula Vista, or as close thereto as possible. Venue for this
Agreement, and performance hereunder, shall be the City of Chula Vista.

Section 13. Capacities of Parties. Each signatory and party hereto hereby warrants and
represents to the other party that it has legal authority and capacity and direction from its principal to

enter into this Agreement, and that all resolutions or other actions have been taken so as to enable it to
enter into this Agreement.

Section 14. Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed in any number of counterparts,
each of which will be deemed to be an original, but all of which together will constitute one instrument.

[NEXT PAGE IS SIGNATURE PAGE]
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SIGNATURE PAGE TO
POGGI CANYON TURNK SEWER EXTENSION
REIMBURSEMENT AGREEMENT

CITY OF CHULA VISTA

S

THE EASTLAKE COMPANY, LLC

A

Stephen C. Padilla
Mayor, City of Chula Vista

Attest:

Susan Bigelow, Cit¥’Clerk

Approved as to form:

J?%w,m Colurg—

Ahg/Moodre, City Attorney
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COUNCIL AGENDA STATEMENT

Item 5

Meeting Date 4/27/04

ITEM TITLE: Resolution approving a Reimbursement Agreement with the
Eastlake Company for construction of a portion of the Poggi Canyon
Trunk Sewer Extension and appropriating funds therefor

Resolution approving a Second Amendment to the
Acquisition/Financing Agreement for Community Facilities District 06-1

SUBMITTED BY: Director of General Services/City Engineer 5&’

REVIEWED BY:  City Manager @ (4/5ths Vote: Yes X  No )

As part of the Eastlake Land Swap project development, the Eastlake Company constructed the
Poggi Canyon Trunk Sewer Extension, a $2.4 million deep gravity sewer extending from the
Eastlake Parkway Pump Station to the Poggi Canyon Trunk Sewer at Olympic Parkway. The
proposed resolutions will enable the City to reimburse the Eastlake Company for the cost of the
sewer from CFD proceeds and City funds; and make certain other changes to the CFD 06-1
Acquisition/Financing Agreement, some of which relate to the Poggi Canyon Trunk Sewer
Extension.

RECOMMENDATION: That Council adopt the resolutions.
BOARDS/COMMISSION: Not applicable.
DISCUSSION:

At the request of the City, the Eastlake Company analyzed several alternatives to determine the
best method for providing a gravity sewer line for the southerty portion of the Eastlake Greens
project (currently being pumped up to the Telegraph Canyon Sewer Trunk). Based on limitations
imposed by existing improvements and topography, the best alternative required construction of
the Poggi Canyon Trunk Sewer Extension, a deep gravity sewer line ranging in depth from 20’ to
60’. The sewer line follows Eastlake Parkway south (Reach 1), and then crosses the commercial
land swap parcel (Reach 2) where it connects to the Poggi Canyon Trunk Sewer at Olympic
Parkway (see Attachment 1). Afier thorough consideration of the alternatives, Eastlake
Company proceeded with and completed construction of the Poggi Canyon Trunk Sewer
Extension.

Reimbursement Agreement
Reach 2, costing approximately $1.2 million, shall be considered first. This reach extends from

Eastlake Parkway, approximately 1600 feet westerly to the existing sewer located in Olympic
Parkway. The City was interested in having this trunk line constructed because it is a required

5/
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regional facility and its construction would allow the Eastlake Parkway Pump Station to be
decommissioned. The decommissioning is necessary for the following reasons:

1. Lack of safety features: The Eastlake Parkway Pump Station was originally constructed
as a temporary pump station in conjunction with the Eastlake Greens development,
without provistons for various safety features that are now typically incorporated into
permanent pump stations (e.g., an external storage basin providing at least 6 hours
storage for spill control, dual force mains for re-routing flows, and other necessary
redundant features). The station would have needed a prohibitively expensive retrofitting
to convert it to a permanent pump station.

2. Siting criteria: The Eastlake Parkway Pump Station is unsuitably located adjacent to an
Elementary school and other residential facilities.

3. Long term cost of maintenance; The City has been obligated to maintain the pump
station at a cost to the Sewer Service Revenue Fund of approximately $25,000/year. With
the wastewater now being conveyed by means of gravity down to the Poggi Canyon
sewer trunk line, there 1s no further need to pump wastewater up to the Telegraph Canyon
sewer trunk line.

For constructing Reach 2 of the Poggi Canyon Trunk Sewer Extension, staff recommends that
the Eastlake Company be reimbursed for their costs subject to conditions set forth in a
Reimbursement Agreement (Exhibit A). Moreover, since the construction of this major trunk
line is consistent with the purpose for establishing the Trunk Sewer Capital Reserve Fund, staff
recommends that those funds be used to reimburse the Eastlake Company. Revenue collected in
this fund is used to build new trunk sewer systems and to enlarge the capacity of the wastewater
collection and treatment system (see Attachment 2). It is appropriate to fund the proposed
reimbursement from the Trunk Sewer Capital Reserve Fund since the City had a vested interest
in constructing this segment of the Poggi Canyon Trunk Sewer Extension.

The Reimbursement Agreement will enable the City to reimburse the Eastlake Company for
costs not to exceed $1,200,000 subject to certain conditions. This amount does not include an
additional estimated $10,000 in future City staff costs to ensure compliance with the
reimbursement agreement, and $20,000 in City staff time already incurred for design activities
related to this project. The reimbursement will be made no sooner than July 1, 2004 to ensure
that sufficient Trunk Sewer Capital Reserve funds are available.

Second Amendment to the Acquisition/Financing Agreement

The Eastlake Company has requested that the City consider amending the Acquisition/Financing
Agreement for CFD 06-1 to incorporate procedural changes regarding the payment process, to
identify Poggi Canyon Trunk Sewer Extension Reach 1 Improvements as distinct and separate
from Eastlake Parkway roadway Improvements, to make each traffic signal Improvement a
distinct and separate one, and to update cost estimates to reflect current information
(Attachments 3 and 4). The procedural changes are consistent with other recent
Acquisition/Financing Agreements approved by Council.

5.0



Page 3, Item
Meeting Date 4/27/04

The construction costs for Reach 1, which are eligible for CFD 06-1 financing, are substantially
higher than estimated in the original Acquisition/Financing Agreement. The revised estimate is
approximately $1.2 million. Bond counsel therefore recommends that Council approve a Second
Amendment to the Acquisition/Financing Agreement to reflect the higher costs.

Approval of the second resolution approves the form of the Second Amendment to the
Acquisition/Financing Agreement. Some of the changes relate to the Poggi Canyon Sewer Trunk
Fxtension and some do not. The amendment will accomplish the following:

1. Allow the Developer to request the Base Increment payment for any authorized
improvement without setting the final Purchase Price. The Base Increment will equal
75% of the eligible audited costs to construct the improvement. Prior to requesting the
Base Increment, the improvement and all its components must still be substantially
completed.

2. Defer determination of the final Purchase Price of the Improvement to the time at which
the final payment is approved.

3. Increase the cost estimate for the Poggi Canyon Trunk Sewer Extension Reach 1 and
identify it as a separate Improvement from the Eastlake Parkway roadway Improvement,
and allow for a separate reimbursement.

4. Identify each traffic signal as a separate and distinct Improvement as illustrated in the
revised Exhibit A of the amended Acquisition/Financing Agreement. Additional traffic
signals have been included in the updated list.

5. Update the Cost Estimates for those Improvements identified in Exhibit A.

FISCAL IMPACT: There is no impact to the General Fund. Council approval of the resolution
approving the Reimbursement Agreement with the Eastlake Company appropriates $1,230,000
from the Trunk Sewer Capital Reserve Fund to a new CIP for Reach 2 of the Poggi Canyon
Trunk Sewer Extension. The revised costs of approximately $1,200,000 for Reach 1 will be
funded from CFD 06-I bond proceeds. All costs related to creating the second amendment to the
Acquisition/Financing Agreement for CFD 06-1 will be borne by the developer.

Attachments:
1. Plat of sewer reaches 1 and 2
2. Chula Vista Municipal Code 3.14.010C
3. Summary of Changes to the Second Amendment to the Acquisition/Financing Agreement
4. CFD 06-1 Acquisition/Financing Agreement and 1 Amendment
Exhibits:
A. Reimbursement Agreement
B. Proposed 2" Amendment

JAEngineeAGENDACFD 06-1 AF Agreement AM 2 Council Report-revised].ch.doc

4/22/2004 9:59:07 AM
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3.12.010

ATTACHMENT _ &

Chapter 3.12

GAS TAX STREET IMPROVEMENT FUND*

Sections:

3.12.010  Created. ‘

3.12.020  Moneys payable into fund.
3.12.030  Expenditures.

* For statutory provisions concerning the appointment

of moneys to cities having a special gas tax street
improvement fund, see Streets and Highways Code
§2113; for provisions regarding highway user’s
funds generally, see Streets and Highways Code
§ 2100, et seq.

3.12.01¢  Created.

To comply with the provisions of Article 5 of
Chapter 1 of Division I of the Streets and High-
ways Code, with particular reference to the amend-
ments made thereto by Chapter 642, statutes of
1935, there is hereby created in the treasury of the
city a special fund to be known as the “special gas
tax street improvement fund.” (Prior code § 2.34).

3.12.020 Moneys payable into fund.

All moneys received by the city from the state
under the provisions of the Streets and Highways
Code for the acquisition of real property or inter-
ests therein for, or the construction, maintenance or
improvement of, streets or highways other than
state highways shall be paid into such fund. (Prior
code § 2.33).

3.12.030  Expenditures.

All moneys in such fund shall be expended
exclusively for the purposes authorized by, and
subject to, all the provisions of Article 5, Chapter
1, Division I of the Streets and Highways Code.
(Prior code § 2.36).

Chapter 3.14

TRUNK SEWER CAPITAL RESERVE FUND

Sections:
3.14.010  Establishment of trunk sewer capital
reserve fund — Uses.

3.14.010  Establishment of trunk sewer
capital reserve fund — Uses,

A. There is established a fund designated as the
“trunk sewer capital reserve fund.”

B. All revenue derived from the sewer capacity
charges (formerly “sewerage facility participation
charges™) pursuant to CVMC 13,14.090 shall be
deposited into such trunk sewer capital reserve
fund.

C. The trunk sewer capital reserve fund shall be
used solely for the following purposes, unless the
city council shall by four-fifths vote appropriate
such funds for another purpose; provided, such
other purpose shall be for the planning, design, or
construction of sewage collection or treatment or
water reclamation purposes or incidental thereto:

1. Paying all or any part of the cost and
expense to enlarge sewer facilities of the city so as
to enhance efficiency of utilization and/or ade-
quacy of capacity in order to effectively serve the
needs of the city;

2. Paying all or any part of the cost and
expense to plan and/or evaluate any future propos-
als for area-wide sewage treatment and/or water
reclamation systems or facilities. (Ord. 2466 § 2,
1991).




ATTACHMENT né_

SUMMARY OF CHANGES TO ACQUISITION AGREEMENT

Staff has begun implementing the Acquisition Agreement and recommends, together with
the Developer and bond counsel, the following changes to the Acquisition Agreement:

1. Purchase Price

Staff recommends a change in the timing of the determination of the Purchase
Price of an Improvement consistent with the latest Acquisition Agreement
~ approved by Council for another developer. The current Acquisition Agreement
provides that reimbursement for eligible costs of an Improvement may be made in
two increments, the Base Increment (75% of the Purchase Price) and the Retained
 Increment (25% of the Purchase Price). The Purchase Price, the amount the
+ developer may be ultimately reimbursed, is set at the time the Base Increment
payment is made for an Improvement, This is problematic because at the time the
developer is eligible to receive the Base Increment (the Improvement is deemed
substantially complete by the City) not all minor costs may be known and audited.
Under the current Acquisition Agreement, the developer would have two options
for addressing this: (1) delay the request for the Base Increment by several
months until all final costs are known and losing several months interest on that

reimbursement or (2) do not include all eligible costs in the CFD.

In lieu of these options, Eastlake Company has requested that the Purchase Price
be set instead at the time the Retained Increment reimbursement is made when

- every final invoice has been paid, punch list items addressed, and “as-builts”
processed among other items. This change would enable Eastlake Company to
request reimbursement in two increments as follows: (1) the Base Increment
which would be limited to 75% of the eligible, audited costs of the Improvement
not to exceed 75% of the estimated cost outlined in the AF Agreement, and (2) the
Retained Increment which would include the 25% of the eligible, audited cost
retained with the Base Increment payment, together with any additional eligible,
audited costs submitted for reimbursement. The Base and Retained Increments
combined would represent the Purchase Price. Substantial completion of the
Improvement would still be required prior to making the Base Increment
reimbursement as well as final completion and acceptance by the City of the
Improvement prior to making the Retained Increment payment.

According to Eastlake Company, this payment schedule will better support its
cash flow management for constructing the CFD roadway improvements such as
Olympic Parkway, Eastlake Parkway, and Otay Lakes Road in accordance with
the aggressive timeline for completing these key transportation facilities
benefiting the community. This is consistent with the latest Acquisition
Agreement approved for other developments.

5-¢




2. Sewer Improvement and Cost — Eastlake Parkway

The cost estimate for Eastlake Parkway under the current Acquisition Agreement
does not include the entire cost of the deep sewer line constructed by Eastlake
Company because the sewer alignment was not determined at the time the
Acquisition Agreement was executed. Due to the significant cost of this facility
(estimated at $1.2 million for the reach proposed for acquisition), Best Best and
Krieger, bond counsel for the CFD, recommends amending the AF Agreement to
reflect the additional costs of this improvement. The sewer line that will be
included for acquisition in CFD 06I follows the Eastlake Parkway alignment for
approximately 1500 feet (Reach | on Attachment 1).

In addition, staff recommends the sewer component of the Eastlake Parkway
Improvement be identified as a separate Improvement. The current Acquisition
Agreement provides that for a Base Increment reimbursement for a roadway
Improvement to be made, all of the roadway components such as (i) grading,
including site preparation and mobilization, (ii) wet and dry utilities within the
right-of-way, (ii1) storm drain facilities, (iv) paving, (v) curb, gutter, sidewalk,
medians, (vi) traffic signals, (vii) lighting, and (vtii) all other appurtenant
improvements must be substantially complete. By making the sewer a separate
Improvement, reimbursement for this major sewer line will not be delayed until
substantial completion of the roadway Improvement. Or if there are any issues
related to the sewer outside of the Eastlake Parkway right-of-way, the Eastlake
Parkway reimbursement will not be delayed.

3. Traffic Signals

As defined in the Acquisition Agreement for CFD 061, the Traffic Signal
Improvement includes all traffic signals. For a Base Increment reimbursement for
traffic signals to be made, every traffic signal would need to be substantially
completed. Eastlake Company has requested that each traffic signal be listed as a
separate Improvement to enable reimbursement as each traffic signal is
completed. The Acquisition Agreement also adds additional traffic signals to the
eligible list of improvements.

4. Costs
Eastlake Company has requested that the cost estimates in Exhibit A of the
amended Acquisition Agreement be revised due to more recent and accurate cost
analysis and to identify the estimated costs for each Improvement as amended by
the Second Amendment.

J:\Enginee AGENDA\CFD 061 Attachment 4.doc 5.,7



o Execution Copy : ATTACHMENT 7

ACQUISITION/FINANCING AGREEMENT

THIS AGREEMENT, dated as of : ;@_ /2, 2002, is made and entered into by and
between the CITY OF CHULA VISTA, a charter city duly organized and validly existing under
the Constitution and laws of the State of California, (the “City”), COMMUNITY FACILITIES
DISTRICT NO. 06-1 (EASTLAKE - WOODS, VISTAS AND LAND SWAP), a community
facilities district formed and existing pursuant to the laws of the State of California (the “CFD
No. 66-1") and THE EASTLAKE COMPANY, LLC, a California limited liability company (the
“Developer™). -

WHEREAS, the Developer is the master developer of certain property known as the
Woods, Vistas and Land Swap (the “Development Project”) within that master planned
community located within the City known as EastLake and Developer has obtained certain land
use entitlements from the City which permit the development of the Development Project; and

WHEREAS, the development of the Development Project pursuant to such land use
entitlements 1s subject to certain conditions, including but not limited to, the requirement that the
Developer construct certain public Improvements to serve the Development Project including the
improvements identified as Improvements Nos. 2 through 8 in Exhibit A attached hereto and
mcorporated herein by this reference (the “Development Project Improvements™) ; and

WHEREAS, such land use entitlements also describe the threshold of building permits
that may be issued for the Development Project as the result of traffic impacts on roadways
within the City; and

WHEREAS, the City’s Growth Management Oversight Committee, in its annual
threshold ‘compliance report, noted that development in the eastern portion of the City which
includes the Development Project was starting to strain the capacity of existing roadways
resulting in added congestion and traffic delays; and

WHEREAS, the City has determined that it is necessary to expedite the construction of
certain traffic enhancement projects, including the Telegraph Canyon Roadway Improvements
defined below (individually, a “Traffic Enhancement Improvement” and collectively, the
“Traffic Enhancement Improvements™), located in the eastern part of the City in order to
maintain the City’s threshold standard and quality of life until the completion of more of the
overall transportation network in the eastern part of the City; and

WHEREAS, in order for the Developer and the master developers of other properties
located in the City east of the I-805 freeway to continue to receive building permits beyond the
current thresholds identified in the existing land use entitlements for the Development Project
and other developments in the eastern portion of the City, such developers must contribute to the
financing of the construction of the Traffic Enhancement Improvements; and

WHEREAS, in order to provide for the financing of one of the Traffic Enhancement
Improvements, the Developer, together with certain other master developers (the “Other Master

5-9




APPENDIX C

CREDIT SUMMARY FOR OTAY RANCH VILLAGE 1
AND 5, OTAY RANCH VILLAGE 1T WEST, SUNBOW
[, AND OTAY RANCH VILLAGE 1/5 (MCMILLIN)






Tributary Units/Acreage

Tributary
ORC Village 1 Acreage SFD MFD EDU factor  EDUs _ EDUs Paid' Source for EDUs
Neighborhood
PRJOO-010 R16 115 1 115.0 115.0 Maijor Project Development Status/Assessor Map
PRJ00-011 R177 98 1 98.0 91.0 Maijor Project Development Status/Assessor Map
PRJOO-012 R18 73 1 73.0 73.0 Maijor Project Development Status/Assessor Map
PRJOO-013 R48 95 1 95.0 95.0 Assessor Map
PRJO1-016 R15 422 0.75 316.5 316.5 Maijor Project Development Status
PRJO1-062 R47 271 0.75 203.3 217.0 Maijor Project Development Status
PRJ97-042 R19 204 0.75 153.0 154.0 Maijor Project Development Status
PRJ97-037 R14 139 1 - - Maijor Project Development Status
PRJ97-036 R13 88 1 - - Maijor Project Development Status
Subtotal 608 897 1,053.8 1,061.5
Non-residential
APN 642-560-16 0.127 8.93 1.1 Assessor Map
APN 642-560-17 0.297 8.93 2.7 Assessor Map
APN 642-560-21 1.05 8.93 9.4 Assessor Map
APN 642-560-22 0.91 8.93 8.1 Assessor Map
APN 642-560-** 1.57 0 - Assessor Map/M14314/Parking
APN 642-560-01 4.67 8.93 41.7 Assessor Map
APN 642-560-15 4.6 8.93 41.1 Assessor Map
Subtotal 104.1 47 .4
Miscellaneous?
Park 0 1.79 No facilities
TOTAL 1,157.8 1,108.9

' Based on building permit data through 6/2007. All residential and non-residential permits issued.
2 Generation rate based on 1997 Basin Plan.

3 Assumed no sewer facilities at park site.

* Non-residential payments not identified by project.

Appx C EDUs Village 1 ORC



Village 1 Obligation to date: Notes:

1,053.8 EDUs Residential only
104.1 EDUs Non-residenital
1,157.8 EDUs
$ 400
$ 463,120 Obligation Excludes park
$ 463,120 Credit via CFD 99-1 for OR Village 1 (ORC)
$ 443,567 Cash Payments through 6/2007  Residential and Commercial payments.

$ 906,687 Total paid

$ 443,567 Refund cash payments.

' CFD 99-1 credit for Poggi Sewer Basin DIF = $921,938.
2R-17 - One permit used credit, not cash payment.

Appx C EDUs Village 1 ORC



Tributary Units/Acreage

Tributary
ORC Village 5 Acreage SFD MFD EDU factor  EDUs _ EDUs Paid' Source for EDUs
Neighborhood
PRJO1-021 R30A 141 0.75 105.8 106.5 M14602
PRJO1-005 R31 (portion) 14 1 14.0 Assessor Maps
PRJOO-015 R29 83 1 83.0 83.0 Assessor Maps
PRJ97-058 R35 0 1 - 1.0 Maijor Project Development Status
PRJO4-016 R30B3 73 0.75 54.8 54.8 Maijor Project Development Status
PRJO4-015 R30B2 84 0.75 63.0 63.0 Maijor Project Development Status
PRJO1-008 R28 (portion) 33 1 33.0 Assessor Maps
PRJO1-024 R39 121 1 121.0 121.0 Assessor Maps
PRJO2-015 R30B 84 0.75 63.0 63.0 Maijor Project Development Status
Subtotal 537.5 492.3
Non-residential 2
CPF site - Not Constructed 4.52 8.93 40.4 Assessor Map
Misc 0.8 0.8
Subtotal 41.2 0.8
Miscellaneous?
Park 1.79 To Telegraph basin/No facilities
TOTAL 578.7 493.0

' Based on building permit data through 6/2007. All residential and non-residential permits issued.
2 Generation rate based on 1997 Basin Plan.
3 Assumed no sewer facilities in R30 park site.

Appx C EDUs Village 5 ORC



Village 5 Obligation to date: Notes:

537.5 EDUs Residential only
41.2 EDUs Non-residenital
578.7 EDUs
$ 400
$ 231,480 Obligation Excludes park
$ 458,818 Credit via CFD 99-1 for OR Village 5 (ORC)
$ 197,200 Cash Payments through 6/2007  Residential and Commercial payments.

$ 656,018 Total paid

$ 197,200 Refund cash payments.

' CFD 99-1 credit for Poggi Sewer Basin DIF = $921,938.

Appx C EDUs Village 5 ORC



Tributary Units/Acreage

Tributary

Village 1 West Acreage SFD MFD EDU factor  EDUs  EDUs Paid' Source for EDUs
Neighborhood

PRJO0O-009 R53 36 0 - 3.0 Assessor Maps

PRJO1-034 R59 106 1 106.0 104.0 Assessor Maps

PRJO1-029 R54 37 1 37.0 38.0 Assessor Maps

PRJ02-086 R60 49 1 49.0 49.0 Assessor Maps

PRJOT-031 R56 74 1 74.0 74.0 Assessor Maps

PRJO1-032 R57 94 1 94.0 94.0 Assessor Maps

PRJOT-030 R55 87 1 87.0 87.0 Assessor Maps

PRJOT1-033 R58 62 1 62.0 61.0 Assessor Maps
Subtotal 545 0 509.0 510.0
Miscellaneous

Park? 5.6 1.79 10.0 - Assessor Map 641-07 Sheet 2

TOTAL 519.0 510.0

' Based on building permit data through 6/2007. All residential and miscellaneous permits issued.
2 Generation rate based on 1997 Basin Plan.
3 R53 is located north of East Palomar Street and is not tributary to Poggi Basin.

Appx C EDUs Village 1 West



Village 1 West Obligation to date: Notes:

509.0
10.0
519.0

$ 400

$ 207,600
227,338
$ 431,338

$ 204,000

204,000

EDUs Residential only

EDUs Park

EDUs

Obligation Includes park

Credit via CFD 99-1 for OR Village 1 (ORC)

Cash Payments through 6/2007  Residential and Commercial payments.
Total paid

Refund cash payments.

' CFD 99-1 credit for Poggi Sewer Basin DIF = $921,938.

$ 921,938 Credit - beginning balance

$ (463,120) Less credit used for OR Village 1 (ORC)
$ (231,480) Less credit used for OR Village 5 (ORC)
$ 227,338 Credit - beginning balance

$ 207,600) Less credit used for OR Village 5 (ORC)
$ 19,738 New credit balance

(Due to CFD 99-1)

Appx C EDUs Village 1 West



Tributary Units/Acreage

Tributary

OR MM Village 1/5 Acreage SFD MFD _ EDUfactor  EDUs  EDUs Paid' Source for EDUs
Neighborhood

PRJO0O-005 R42 74 1 74.0 74.0 Assessor Maps

PRJ97-064 R41 90 1 90.0 90.0 Assessor Maps

PRJ97-065 R43 240 0.75 - 31.5 Maijor Project Development Status

PRJ97-063 R40 198 0.75 148.5 198.0 Assessor Maps
Subtotal 312.5 393.5
Miscellaneous?

Park 5.68 1.79 10.2 - Assessor Map, Dwg 98-717 thru 98-718
TOTAL 322.7 393.5

' Based on building permit data through 6/2007. All residential permits issued.
2 Generation rate based on 1997 Basin Plan.

Appx C EDUs Village 1-5 MM



OR MM Village1/ 5 Obligation to date: Notes:

312.5 EDUs Residential only
10.2 EDUs Non-residenital
322.7 EDUs

$ 400

$ 129,080 Obligation

129,080 Credit available via CFD 97-3 for OR Village 1/5 (MM)
157,408 Cash Payments through 6/2007

$ 286,488 Total paid

A

$ 157,408 Refund cash payments.

' CFD 97-3 credit for Poggi Sewer Basin DIF = $412,938.

$ 412,938 Credit - beginning balance
$ (129.080) Less Credit used for CFD 97-3 properties
$ 283,858 Balance of credit due to CFD 97-3. McMillin received payment for $412,938.

Appx C EDUs Village 1-5 MM



Tributary Units/Acreage

Tributary
Sunbow Summary Acreage SFD MFD EDU factor  EDUs _ EDUs Paid® Source for EDUs
Plannining Area
13 112 1 112.0 - Assessor Maps
15 93 1 93.0 54.0 Major Project Development Status/Assessor Maps
12 44 1 44.0 25.0 CV Dwgs 97-297 thru 313
14 110 1 110.0 66.0 Maijor Project Development Status/Assessor Maps
16/16A 144 1 144.0 144.0 Maijor Project Development Status/Assessor Maps
19 112 1 112.0 112.0 Maijor Project Development Status/Assessor Maps
17 102 1 102.0 102.0 Assessor Maps
7 156 0.75 117.0 Maijor Project Development Status’
10 336 0.75 252.0 252.0 Major Project Development Status'
10A 17 0.75 87.8 117.0 Assessor Maps
Subtotal 717 609 1,173.8 872.0
Commercial lots
Parcel 1 5.48 19,574.56 8.93 48.9 48.9 Assessor Maps
Parcel 2 1.70 6,072.40 8.93 15.2 15.2 Assessor Maps
Parcel 3 1.81 6,465.32 8.93 16.2 16.2 Assessor Maps
Parcel 4 0.74 2,643.28 8.93 6.6 6.6 Assessor Maps
Parcel 5 0.76 2,714.72 8.93 6.8 6.8 Assessor Maps
Parcel 6 0.64 2,286.08 8.93 5.7 5.7 Assessor Maps
Parcel 7 1.27 4,536.44 8.93 11.3 11.3 Assessor Maps
Tivoli Pool Bldg PA 10A 0.2 8.93 1.8 1.8 R0O0008386 B01-2152
Apt Rec Building 1.0 1.0 Trust acct. B99-5016
Subtotal 12.60 113.5 113.5
Industrial lots (nof constructed) 54.60 8.93 487.6 Acreage based on City WWMP; Not Constructed.
(Rate to Change with this update.)
Miscellaneous
Park? 10.03 1.79 18.0 Assessor Maps
Elementary School® 10.61 32.1 32.1 Assessor Maps
Fire Station* 1.53 8.93 13.7 Assessor Maps
Subtotal 22.17 63.7 No record of payment.
TOTAL 1,838.6

% Based on building permit data through 6/2007. All residential and commercial permits issued.

' Units per Appendix.

2 Generation rate based on 1997 Basin Plan.

3 Generation rate based on 1997 Basin Plan (9,000 gpd).

* Generation rate based on 2500 gpd/acre; site was not identified in 1997 Basin Plan.

®In Planning Area 12, 56 EDUs may flow to 2 different basins. Capacity based on maximum of 100 EDUs.

¢ EDUs paid includes cash/check payments of $287,006, credit of $107,200, and from unknown source of $49,600.

Appx C EDUs Sunbow



Sunbow Obligation to date:

Notes:

113.5

- |4

- - |[A A

1,173.8

1,287.3
400

514,907

136,205

287,006

423,211

91,696

EDUs
EDUs
EDUs

Obligation

Credit - potentially available.
Cash Payments through 6/2007
Total paid

Amount Due

Residential only
Commercial, rec and pool buildings

Excludes fire station, parks and school and industrial
Only $107,200 available in trust accounting.

Residential and Commercial payments.

PA 7 = $46,800 - No Record of Payment.

Appx C EDUs Sunbow
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PERMIT DATA FOR POGGI CANYON SEWER
BASIN (JULY 2007)






Paid EDUs

3/24/2009

Developer No. Project No. Development Built/issued Type Cash/Credit Subtotal Total Total Paid EDUs
Residential
DEV00-001 PRJO0-009 Otay Ranch Village 1 West 3.00 $1,200.00 $204,000.00 510.00
DEVO00-001 PRJO1-029 38.00 $15,200.00
DEV00-001 PRJO1-030 87.00 $34,800.00
DEV00-001 PRJO1-031 74.00 $29,600.00
DEV00-001 PRJO1-032 94.00 $37,600.00
DEV00-001 PRJO1-033 61.00 $24,400.00
DEV00-001 PRJO1-034 104.00 $41,600.00
DEV00-001 PRJ02-086 49.00 $19,600.00
DEV00-002 PRJO0O-010 Otay Ranch Village 1 115.00 $46,000.00 $425,000.88 1,062.50
DEV00-002 PRJOO-011 92.00 $36,800.00
DEV00-002 PRJO0-012 73.00 $29,200.00
DEV00-002 PRJO0-013 95.00 $38,000.00
DEV00-002 PRJO1-016 MF 316.50 $126,600.00
DEV00-002 PRJO1-062 MF 217.00 $86,800.88
DEV00-002 PRJ97-042 MF 154.00 $61,600.00
DEV02-001 PRJ02-002 Otay Ranch Village R 2a 92.00 $36,800.00 $425,700.00 1,064.25
DEV02-001 PRJ02-003 6 (ORC) R 2b 106.00 $42,400.00
DEV02-001 PRJ02-006 R 5a 51.00 $20,400.00
DEV02-001 PRJ02-008 R 7a MF 67.50 $27,000.00
DEV02-001 PRJ02-009 R7b MF 150.75 $60,300.00
DEV02-001 PRJ02-010 R8 MF 219.75 $87,900.00
DEV02-001 PRJO2-011 R 9a 139.00 $55,600.00
DEV02-001 PRJ02-012 R 9b MF 20.25 $8,100.00
DEV02-001 PRJ03-028 R 5b 55.00 $22,000.00
DEV02-001 PRJ03-029 R 9c MF 126.00 $50,400.00
DEV02-001 PRJ03-030 R 9d MF 37.00 $14,800.00
DEV03-001 PRJ02-001 Otay Ranch Village R 1 101.00 $40,400.00 $256,400.00 641.00
DEV03-001 PRJ02-004 6 (MM) R3 163.00 $65,200.00
DEV03-001 PRJ02-005 R 4 92.00 $36,800.00
DEV03-001 PRJ02-007 R 6 126.00 $50,400.00
DEVO03-001 PRJ02-013 R 10 MF 159.00 $63,600.00
DEV04-001 PRJ04-027 Otay Ranch Village R 1a 54.00 $21,600.00 $137,400.00 343.50
DEV04-001 PRJ04-028 7 (ORC/MM) R 2a 27.00 $10,800.00
DEV04-001 PRJ04-031 RS 34.00 $13,600.00
DEV04-001 PRJ05-027 R 2b 3.00 $1,200.00
DEV04-001 PRJ05-028 R 2c 71.00 $28,400.00
DEV04-001 PRJ05-029 R 2d 85.00 $34,000.00
DEV04-001 PRJ05-043 R 1b 29.00 $11,600.00
DEV04-001 PRJ05-046 R éb - Interim MF 7.50 $3,000.00
DEV04-001 PRJ05-043 R1b 14.00 $5,600.00
~ PRJIS7-000- R2b2 19.00 $7,600.00



Paid EDUs

Developer No. Project No. Development Built/issued Type Cash/Credit Subtotal Total Total Paid EDUs
DEV94-002 PRJ97-005 Rancho del Rey SPA 1 0.00 $0.00 $0.00 0.00
DEV94-004 PRJ98-019 Rancho del Rey SPA 2 0.00 $0.00 $0.00 0.00
DEV94-005 PRJ98-020 Rancho Del Rey SPA 3 0.00 $0.00 $0.00 0.00
DEV95-001 PRJO1-052 EastLake R 9F RV apts MF 112.50 $45,000.00 $318,400.00 796.00
DEV95-001 PRJ04-009 Greens/LandSwap R 9A Firenze 76.00 $30,400.00

DEV95-001 PRJ04-010 R 9B Andorra 135.00 $54,000.00

DEV95-001 PRJO4-011 R 9C Veranza MF 13.50 $5,400.00

DEV95-001 PRJ04-012 R 9D Cortina MF 94.50 $37,800.00

DEV95-001 PRJ04-013 R 9E Capria MF 100.50 $40,200.00

DEV95-001 PRJ95-020 R 6 Ridgewood | 12.00 $4,800.00

DEV95-001 PRJ99-007 R 26 Antigua MF 252.00 $100,800.00

DEV97-000 PRJ97-010 Rolling Hills Ranch 0.00 $0.00 $0.00 0.00
DEV97-000 PRJ97-016 0.00 $0.00

DEV97-001 PRJO0-015 Otay Ranch Village 5 (ORC) 83.00 $33,200.00 $196,900.00 492.25
DEV97-001 PRJO1-021 MF 106.50 $42,600.00

DEV97-001 PRJO1-024 121.00 $48,400.00

DEV97-001 PRJ02-015 MF 63.00 $25,200.00

DEV97-001 PRJ04-015 MF 63.00 $25,200.00

DEV97-001 PRJ04-016 MF 54.75 $21,900.00

DEV97-001 PRJ97-058 1.00 $400.00

DEV97-002 PRJ0O0-005 Otay Ranch Village 1/5 (MM) 74.00 $29,600.00 $157,409.16 393.52
DEV97-002 PRJO1-063 0.00 $0.00

DEV97-002 PRJO1-064 MF 0.00 $0.00

DEV97-002 PRJ97-045 0.00 $0.00

DEV97-002 PRJ97-047 0.00 $0.00

DEV97-002 PRJ97-063 MF 198.00 $79,200.00

DEV97-002 PRJ97-064 90.00 $36,000.00

DEV97-002 PRJ97-065 MF 31.52 $12,609.16

DEV98-002 PRJO0-007 Sunbow 2 PA16 61.00 $24,400.00 $399,114.40 997.79
DEV98-002 PRJ0O0-008 PA17 102.00 $40,800.00

DEV98-002 PRJO1-009 PA1Q MF 252.00 $100,800.00

DEV98-002 PRJO1-017 PAT0A MF 118.79 $47,514.40

DEV98-002 PRJO1-058 PA19 112.00 $44,800.00

DEV98-002 PRJ98-007 PA12 37.00 $14,800.00

DEV98-002 PRJ98-008 PA13 112.00 $44,800.00

DEV98-002 PRJ98-009 PA14 66.00 $26,400.00

DEV98-002 PRJ98-010 PA15 54.00 $21,600.00

DEV98-002 PRJ98-017 PAT6A 83.00 $33,200.00

DEV98-002 PRJ98-018

DEV99-001 PRJO0-001 EastLake Trails 0.00 $0.00 $0.00 0.00
DEV99-001 PRJ00-002 0.00 $0.00

DEV99-001 PRJ0O0-004 0.00 $0.00

3/24/2009



Paid EDUs

Developer No. Project No. Development Built/issued Type Cash/Credit Subtotal Total Total Paid EDUs
Summary
Commercial/Miscellaneous
Sunbow Non-residential $44,692.80
OR Village 5 Non-Residential $300.00
OR Village 1 Non-Residential (see PRJO1-062) 18,967.32
EL Greens Non-residential $25,796.92
EL Terraces Non-residential 150,452.64
Otay Town Center $260,005.88
Mater Dei Church $110,660.56
MM OR Village 7 Clubhouse Ré6 & R7 $107.16
MM OR Village 7 Swim Club R1B $4,036.36
1509 Oleander $400.00
MM OR Village 7 R1A - $400.00
OR Village 6 Unit 1 - ORC MU 1874 View Park #83, 1884 View Park, #91, 1425 Rhone Valley #7:& $9,600.00
1905 E Palomar St #1
Subtotal $625,419.64
Residential Subtotal $2,520,324.44
TOTAL Permit Payments (Cash/check/credits) $3,145,744.08
SUNBOW Payments:
Sunbow Trust Amount Usec $107,200.00
Sunbow Cash/Check Payments 287,007.2
Sunbow RD payment - Assumed as credit. $49,600.00 Checking:
Total $443,807.20 $443,807.20
Revenues per Permit Data $3,145,744
Less Trust Account used (Sunbow! ($156,800)
Calculated Cash Received $2,988,944
Finance Records - Table 5-3 $2,988,700

3/24/2009






APPENDIX E
SUNBOW Il (AYRES) PAYMENTS






Appendix E

Sunbow Summary Description
Reaches 201-207, excl. 205
Payment 1 Construction $ 558,718.00
Payment 2 Construction 113,915.60
Payment 3 Construction 224,211.30
Payment 3 Soft Costs 85,200.29 } 309.411.59
Payment 4 ROW 60,475.27
Subtotal 1,042,520.46  Reimbursed Ayres
Reaches 208-213
Credit Construction $ 111,632.00
Credit Construction CO 99  $ 12,756.00 Not audited
Credit Soft Costs at 9.5% 11,817.00 Estimated
Subtotal $ 136,205

TOTAL $ 1,178,725
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CHAPTER 1

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This chapter provides a general summary of the contents of this study. The detailed
discussions within each chapter and the appendices provide the basis for the final
development impact fee recommendation presented in Chapter 5.

Several large developments anticipated or underway within the Poggi Canyon Sewer Basin
will generate a significant amount of wastewater. The current sewers are not large or
extensive enough to serve these new developments. The purpose of this report is to
recommend the facilities needed to serve these new developments and to determine the
amount of fees payable by these developments which are needed to finance the expanded

facilities.

Chapter 2 - Background

The tasks to be addressed in the report are summarized. The report will determine ultimate
development levels and create a computer model to determine the sewer sizes needed for the
buildout of the Poggi Canyon Basin. The construction costs for the proposed sewer

improvements will be discussed.

The study area is defined geographically and the different property ownerships are identified.
From this information, a summary of estimated Equivalent Dwelling Units (EDUS) for the
buildout of the basin is given. The sewage generation factors and the design criteria used in

the report are presented.

Chapter 3 - Data

The wastewater loadings determine, to a large degree, the necessary facilities for the
collection, treatment, and disposal of wastewater. Existing sewage flows within the Poggi
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The alignment of a future Poggi Canyon Basin sewer system is discussed. The existing
gravity sewer facilities are described and a summary of alternatives is given. The three
alternatives given are the replacement in place of the existing sewer; the construction of a
paraliel alignment of ultimate sized gravity sewer within existing streets; and the construction
of the ultimate sized gravity sewer within a storm drain easement.

Chapter 4 - Analysis

A summary of the results from the computer models run is shown. The preparation of the

model is discussed and guidelines for the model are given.

The results of the computer model are given and analyzed. The 36-inch Reach 9 Regional
Interceptor gravity sewer was found to be adequate for ultimate Poggi Canyon Basin flows.
The 18-inch sewer reach under Interstate 805 was found to be under-capacity for ultimate
Poggi Canyon Basin flows. Recommended improvements to the line are discussed and a cost
summary for the costs is given. Then a possible phasing of improvements in Poggi Canyon

Basin is given.

o s . Fi .

The development impact fee distributes the cost of the required system upgrades in an
equitable manner. The City of Chula Vista will fund the upgrade of a portion of the existing
system. Using the summary of EDUs in Chapter 3, the total cost of recommended
improvements less what will be funded by the City of Chula Vista is divided among all future
EDUS. For the Poggi Canyon Basin, the resulting development impact fee is $400 per EDU.
The development impact fees are also shown according to land use.




CHAPTER 2

BACKGROUND

Introduction

On September 9, 1996, the City of Chula Vista executed a purchase order contract with
Wilson Engineering to prepare the Poggi Canyon Sewer Basin Study. This report is to
provide an evaluation of ultimate sewage flows within the Poggi Canyon Basin and the gravity
sewer facilities needed to convey these flows. The intention of this report is to assimilate the
engineering design data as well as incorporate future planning information along with the
estimated construction and administrative costs associated with the proposed infrastructure
requirements. With this data, the City of Chula Vista will be able to establish a Development
Impact Fee to fund the required improvements within the Poggi Canyon Basin.

A summary of the tasks which will be accomplished within this report are as follows:

1. Determine buildout development levels within the Poggi Canyon
Basin, based on planning information and tentative maps.

2. Create a computer model of the Poggi Canyon Basin Sewer
Interceptor in order to determine the size of the gravity sewer
required to accommodate ultimate buildout conditions.

3. Recommend the size and location of sewer improvements.

4, Provide a map showing the location of the sewer improvements
as well as all the contributing properties within the Poggi

Canyon Basin.
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5. Estimate engineering, administrative and construction costs for
the recommended improvements within the Poggi Canyon Basin.

6. Establish a sewer Development Impact Fee based on the costs of
the Poggi Canyon Basin improvements and the number of future
dwelling units within the basin that will require these facilities.

The Poggi Canyon Basin Sewer improvements, which are studied in this report, extend from
the upper limits of the Poggi Canyon Sewer Drainage Basin west to the future location of a
Regional Trunk Sewer identified as Reach 9 of the Salt Creek Basin Interceptor System. The
Reach 9 portion of the Salt Creek Basin Interceptor System was developed as part of the Salt
Creek Basin Gravity Sewer Analysis prepared in November 1994 for the City of Chula Vista.
This report will provide the recommended size of the Reach 9 Interceptor in order that
ultimate capacity from the Poggi Canyon Basin will be accommodated. However, the costs
associated with Reach 9 area not part of the DIF being established for the Poggi Canyon
Basin. The City has indicated that Reach 9 will be a City-funded facility because it provides
regional service to the City of Chula Vista. Therefore, the Poggi Canyon Basin Sewer System
recommendations will terminate at the approximate future location of the Reach 9 Regional

Sewer Interceptor.

The City of Chula Vista has recognized that development within the Poggi Canyon Basin east
of Interstate 8035 is beginning to gain momentum. Because of the imminent development
within the Poggi Canyon Basin, the City would like to establish the ultimate buildout
infrastructure requirements as well identify costs for those future facilities. This will provide
the basis for the City to establish a sewer benefit area fee through which the required ultimate

sewer improvements can be financed.

The purpose of the sewer basin plan is to collect, in one comprehensive document, the most
current land planning information within the Poggi Canyon Sewer Drainage Basin and
determine the sizes of facilities required for ultimate development. A calculation of the
ultimate expected equivalent dwelling units within the basin will allow a sewer basin fee to
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be established based upon the remaining number of equivalent dwelling units to be developed
in the Poggi Canyon Basin. The remaining number of equivalent dwelling units is based upon
a research of the properties within the basin and the development potential as of April 1997.
Future development potential is determined by existing approved tentative maps, submitted
and approved SPA pians, and City of Chula Vista General Plan Land Uses where no other
information is available.

Because of the inherent changes in future development plans, it is important to recognize the
need for periodic updates to the information presented in this report. Updates should be
performed at regular intervals of five years duration as a minimum. In the case where
substantial development is occurring at one time, and significant portions of the ultimate
sewer infrastructure are being constructed, updates should be performed to ensure that the
facilities being constructed will satisfy the ultimate basin requirements.

Descrintion of Study A

The Poggi Canyon Basin Sewer Study Area extends from west of Interstate 805 to the
EastLake Development in the eastern sector of the City of Chula Vista. A portion of the
study area is already developed. This is the portion that straddles Interstate 805 and extends
from south of Palomar Street to Otay Valley Road. The future extension of the Poggi Canyon
Sewer is expected to follow East Orange Avenue, east of Interstate 805. The eastern
boundary of the Poggi Canyon Study Area extends just beyond the future intersection of East
Orange Avenue and State Route 125.

The Poggi Canyon Sewer Basin is located adjacent to and south of the Telegraph Canyon
Basin and is bounded on the south by the Wolf Canyon Basin and the Salt Creek Basin.
Except for the existing development on either side of Interstate 805 and some development
within the EastLake project east of the future State Route 125, the majority of the Poggi
Canyon Basin is currently undeveloped. Exhibit “A”, attached to this report, identifies the
boundary of the Poggi Canyon Basin on 800 scale topography, along with the location of
manholes, reach identification numbers, and flows used for the computer model.



P ics within the Study 4

Several different property ownerships have been identified within the Poggi Canyon Basin
Study Area. The following is a list of these ownerships:

Existing development on either side of Interstate 805.
Sunbow II

Charles H. Gerhardt
Allen L. Gerhardt, Jr.
Otay Ranch

Otay Ranch Village 1
Otay Ranch Village 5
McMillin

EastLake Development
County Landfill

11. Otay Water District

R O L I

ot
e

The larger of the properties within the Poggi Canyon Sewer Basin include Sunbow II, Otay
Ranch, Otay Ranch Villages ! and 5, and EastLake. Two of the ownerships within the Poggi
Canyon Basin {County Landfill and Otay Water District properties) have been identified as
contributing no future sewer flows into the Poggi Canyon Basin Sewer Interceptor. If future
activities within these two ownerships result in the generation of sewer flows, the plan will

require revision.

Number of EDUs in the Study Area

Table 2-1 on the following pages provides a summary of the detailed land planning and
sewage generation information for all undeveloped properties within the Poggi Canyon Basin

Study Area. This table excludes information about existing development within the Poggi
Canyon Basin on either side of Interstate 805. Data on existing development and existing
sewage flows will be provided in greater detail in Chapter 3 of this report.

The data included in Table 2-1 was compiled using the most current availabie land planning
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information for the various ownerships. Data for the Sunbow II project was obtained from
the Sunbow II Tentative Map and Proposed Site Utilization Plan. Information for the Otay
Ranch was obtained from the Otay Ranch General Development Plan document. Information
for the McMillin property was obtained from the Otay Ranch SPA 1 submittal document.
For Otay Ranch Villages 1 and S, the Tentative Map (C.V.T. 96-04) was used.

The data for development within the Eastl.ake project was obtained from two different
sources. First, the development within the EastLake Greens was obtained from a spreadsheet
compiled by EastLake Development; The information for the land swap area of EastLake was
obtained from the City of Chula Vista and land uses were based on the City’s General Plan.
The land use data for the remaining small properties scattered throughout the basin is also
based on the City of Chula Vista General Plan. '

Appendix A includes additional information relative to the source of the land use data for
many of the properties within the Poggi Canyon Basin. Appendix A is consistent with Table
2-1 in that sewage generation is based on 280 gpd/EDU. Appendix B duplicates the
information presented in Appendix A except that Appendix B calculates sewage generation
based on 265 gpd/EDU.




TABLE 2-1
PROPERTIES AND EDUs WITHIN THE
POGGI CANYON BASIN STUDY AREA

Sunbow I1
Single Family 741 du 280 gpd/unit 207,480 741.0 1441
Multi-Family 580 du 210 gpd/unit 121,800 4350 84.6
Park/Community Center 12,2 ac 2,500 gpd/acre 30,500 108.9 21.2
Commercial 10.0 ac 2,500 gpd/acre 25,000 89.3 17.4
Elementary School | 9,000 gpd 9,000 32.1 6.2
Business Park 51.9 ac 2,500 gpd/acre 129,750 463.4 1901
10 ‘




TABLE 2-1 (Continued)
PROPERTIES AND EDUs WITHIN THE
POGGI CANYON BASIN STUDY AREA

Charles H. Gerhardt
APN 641-060-02

1.5 Acres within Poggi Basin

Low Medium 7.5 du” 280 gpd/unit 2,100 15
Residential

* Assumes 5.0 du/acre.

Allen L. Gerhardt, Jr.
APN 641-060-03

5.9 Acres with Poggl Basin

Low Medium 29.5du” 280 gpd/unit 8,260 29.5

5.7
Residential

* Assumes 5.0 du/acre.



TABLE 2-1 (Continued)
PROPERTIES AND EDUs WITHIN THE
POGGI CANYON BASIN STUDY AREA

Otay Ranch General Development Plan

Village 2 (Based on General Development Plan)

L
Single Family 1,044 du 280 gpd/unit 292,320 1,044.0 203.0
Park 20 acre 500 gpd/acre 10,000 - 357 6.9
Elementary School 1 9,000 gpd 9,000 32.1 6.3
Mixed Use 10 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 25,000 89.3 17.4

Village 6 (Based on General Development Plan)

Single Family 990 du 280 gpd/unit 277,200 990.0 192.5
Multi-Family 1,242 du 210 gpd/unit 260,820 931.5 181.1
Park 10 acre 500 gpd/acre 5,000 17.9 3.5
Elementary School 1 9,000 gpd 9,000 32.1 6.3
Mixed Use 13.4 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 35,500 126.8 24.6
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TABLE 2-1 (Continued)
PROPERTIES AND EDUs WITHIN THE
POGGI CANYON BASIN STUDY AREA

Otay Ranch General Development Plan (Continued)

Village 7 (Based on General Development Plan)

Single Family 204 du 280 gpd/unit 204.0 39.7

16.6

High School 0.5 48,000 gpd - 85.7

Village 11 (Based on lopment Plan)

Multi-Family 498 du 210 gpd/unit 104,580 373.5

Park 10 acre 500 gpd/acre 5,000 17.9
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TABLE 2-1 (Continued)

PROPERTIES AND EDUs WITHIN THE
POGGI CANYON BASIN STUDY AREA

Otay Ranch General Development Plan (Continued)

Planning Area 12 (Based on General Development Plan)

Mixed Use 94 acre

2,500 gpd/acre

235,000

839.3

163.2

Village One West (Based

General Development Plan)

Single Family 210 du

280 gpd/unit

58,800

210.0

40.8

Otay Ranch General Development Plan
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TABLE 2-1 (Continued)
PROPERTIES AND EDUs WITHIN THE
POGGI CANYON BASIN STUDY AREA

Otay Ranch Village | (Based on Approved Tentative Map)

R-13 76 du 280 gpd/unit 21,280 76.0 14.8
R-14 (part) 85 du 210 gpd/unit 17,850 63.7 12.4
R-15 215 du 210 gpd/unit 45,150 | 161.3 314
R-16 280 du 210 gpd/unit 58,800 210.0 40.8
R-17 200 du 210 gpd/unit 42,000 150.0 29.2
R-18 230 du 210 gpd/unit 48,300 172.5 33.5
R-19 204 du 210 gpd/unit 42,840 153.0 29.7
C-1 6.5 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 16,250 58.0 11.3
C-2 5.0 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 12,500 44.6 8.7
CPF-1 10.0 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 25,000 89.3 17.4
CPF-2 3.2 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 8,000 28.6 5.5
CPF-3 1.4 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 3,500 12.5 24
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TABLE 2-1 (Continued)
PROPERTIES AND EDUs WITHIN THE
POGGI CANYON BASIN STUDY AREA

Otay Ranch Village 5 (Based on Approved Tentative Map)

R-28 (part) 50 du 280 gpd/unit 14,000 50.0 9.7
R-29 83 du 210 gpd/unit 17,430 - 623 12,1
R-30 119 du 280 gpd/unit 33,320 119.0 23.1
R-31 (part) 14 du 280 gpd/unit 3,920 14.0 2.7
R-39 182 du 210 gpd/unit 318,220 136.5 26.6
P-6 2.6 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 6,500 23.2 4.5
P-11 0.6 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 1,500 5.4 1.0
CPF-5 3.6 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 32.1 6.3
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TABLE 2-1 (Continued)
PROPERTIES AND EDUs WITHIN THE
POGGI CANYON BASIN STUDY AREA

McMillin (Based on Otay Ranch SPA 1)

R-13 (30%) 33 du 280 gpd/unit 9,240 33.0 6.4

R-40 204 du 210 gpd/unit 42,840 153.0 29.8
R-41 127 du 210 gpd/unit 26,670 953 18.5
R-42 241 du 210 gpd/unit 50,610 180.7 35.1
R-43 175 du 210 gpd/unit 36,750 131.3 25.5
R-44 261 du 210 gpd/unit 54,810 195.7 38.1
R-45 165 du 210 gpd/unit 34,650 123.7 241
P-7 5.2 acre 500 gpd/acre 2,600 9.3 | 1.8

P-8 1.7 acre 500 gpd/acre 850 3.0 0.6

C-3 : 1.6 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 4,000 14.3 2.8

C-4 2.0 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 5,000 17.9 3.5

CPF-6 3.2 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 8,000 28.6 5.5

CPF-7 2.3 acre 2,500 gpd/acre
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TABLE 2-1 (Continued)
PROPERTIES AND EDUs WITHIN THE
POGGI CANYON BASIN STUDY AREA

EastLake Development

Fastl.ake Greens

Single Family 556 du 280 gpd/unit 155,680 556.0 108.1
Multi-Family 338 du 210 gpd/unit 70,980 253.5 49.3
Public/Quasi-Public 15.8 acre 2,500 gpd/unit 39,500 141.1 27.4
High School 1 48,000 gpd 48,000 171.4 333
Elementary School 1 12,000 429 8.3

EastLake Land Swap Area .
Future Commercial 55 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 137,500 491.1 95.5
Future Multi-Family 600 du ? 210 gpd/unit 126,000 450.0 87.5

EASTLAKE DEVELOPMENT TOTAL 589,660

2,106.0 409.4

! Based on proposed student body population of 800 (City of Chula Vista)

Assumes 40 aores at 15 du/acre.
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TABLE 2-1 (Continued)
PROPERTIES AND EDUs WITHIN THE
POGGI CANYON BASIN STUDY AREA

County Landfill Area within Poggi Basin

General Plan Designation is Public/Quasi Public - 0 EDUs

Otay Water District Proberty

General Plan Designation is Public/Quasi Public - 0 EDUs
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Desien Criteri

The design criteria used for analysis of the proposed improvements for the Poggi Canyon
Sewer Basin are in accordance with those used by the City of Chula Vista for previous sewer
planning studies. Table 2-2 provides a summary of the gravity sewer design criteria used
within this study.

Table 2-2

Gravity Sewer Design Criteria

Manning’s “n” 0.013

Minimum Pipe Size | 8 inches

For 8-inch, 10-inch, 12-inch d/D =0.50

For 15-inch and greater d/D=0.75

Peaking Factor! CVDS 18 in City of Chula Vista
_ Subdivision Manual

For the computer model, the peaking factor curve in CVDS 18 js approximated by the following
equation: Q.. = 3.5 x Q,,, @) for Q in gpm.

The value of Manning’s “n” used for the analysis of the Poggi Canyon Basin Sewer System
15 0.013. This value is commonly used for design of new sewer systems. It is not specific to
any pipe material as it is not known what pipe material may be used in any reaches of the
Poggi Canyon Basin Sewer System. Values of “n” in reference materials vary from 0.011 to
0.015 for lined cast iron pipe and vitrified clay pipe. For plastic pipe, values typically range
between 0.011 and 0.015.

The peaking factor used within the computer model is based on an equation that was input
into the computer model. This equation approximates the peaking factor curve in the City
of Chula Vista Subdivision Manual. Several points along the curve were checked to verify
that the peaking factor used in the computer model is equal to or greater than that shown in

18




the peaking factor curve within the subdivision manual. These calculations are provided in

Appendix F.

Sewage Generation Factors

The sewage generation factors to be used for this type of planning study are critical for the
appropriate sizing of ultimate sewer facilities. Table 2-3 provides a summary of the sewage
generation factors used within this report for different land uses within the Poggi Canyon
Basin Study Area.

Two sets of factors are presented in Table 2-3 and these factors vary only in the average daily
flow generation for residential land use. The higher generation factors, including 280 gpd per
unit for single family and 210 gpd per unit for multi-family residential, are consistent with the
City of Chula Vista Subdivision Manual for new development. All computer analyses relating
to sizing of parallel, replacement or new sewer mains will be based on the higher set of
sewage generation factors. The lower set of factors for the residential iand uses will be used
when analyzing flows through existing gravity sewer facilities within the Poggi Canyon Basin.
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Sewage Generation Factors

Residential
Single-Family 280 gpd/unit 265 gpd/unit
Mutti-Family 210 gpd/unit 200 gpd/unit
Commercial/Multi Use 2,500 gpd/acre 2,500 gpd/acre
Schools
Elementary’ 15 gpd/student 15 gpd/student
Junior High School* 20 gpd/student 20 gpd/student
High School® 20 gpd/student 20 gpd/student
Community Purpose
| Facilities 2,500 gpd/acre 2,500 gpd/acre
Parks 500 gpd/acre 500 gpd/acre
%w

Elementary School Capacity is 600 Students.
Junior High School Capacity is 1,400 Students.
High School Capacity is 2,400 Students.

wooe W N e
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For use in analyzing future flows in existing gravity sewer facilities.




CHAPTER 3

DATA

Existing S Fl ithin the Pogsi C Basi

As described in Chapter 2, there is a portion of the Poggi Canyon Basin which includes
existing development. This area is on either side of Interstate 805 along Oleander Avenue
and Melrose Avenue. It extends south to Otay Valley Road.

In order to assist in establishing the existing flows within the Poggi Canyon Basin, flow
monitoring was done by the City of Chula Vista on the existing 8-inch gravity sewer east of
Interstate 805 in Oleander Avenue. The results of the flow metering are included in Appendix
C. This flow metering data was correlated with the existing number of dwelling units within
the basin upstream of the flow metered location. The result was a calculated sewage flow per
EDU quantity which was used for comparison of the calculated flow generated from the
existing development within the Poggi Canyon Basin which is currently sewering down

Oleander Avenue and Melrose Avenue.

Existing EDUs within this area were determined by counting lots from the sewer base maps
obtained from the City of Chula Vista as well as performing field investigations of commercial
and muiti-family areas to better establish the actual number of dwelling units or other types
of land uses within the basin. Table 3-1 presents a summary of the existing land uses and
dwelling units within the developed portion of the Poggi Canyon Basin. (Note that the
developed portions of the Poggi Canyon Basin exclude any portion of EastLake which has
been developed. All existing EastLake development within the Poggi Canyon Basin is
currently being pumped to the Telegraph Canyon Basin Sewer System.)
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TABLE 3-1

Summary of Land Uses within Existing Developed Portion of
Poggi Canyon Basin

Area East of Interstate 805

Single Family 658 du 658.0
Multi-Family 286 du 214.5
Commercial 0 0
Elementary School 2 64.3

Area West of Interstate 805

Single Family 496 du 496.0
Muliti-Family 343 du 2573
Commercial 8.1ac 72.3
Elementary School 1 32.1

Appendix D includes a caiculation which correlates the flow per EDU for the existing
development within the Poggi Canyon Basin to the metered data. The calculation shows that
the existing flow per EDU is approximately 274 gpd per EDU. For the Poggi Canyon Basin
Sewer System analyses, the existing units in the basin will be multiplied by 280 gpd/EDU for
analysis of new piping, or 265 gpd/EDU for analysis of existing pipe. The determination of
the number of EDUs within the basin will be made using the appropriate sewage generation

factors column from Table 2-3.




Projected Sewage Flows by Property

The land planning information provided by the City of Chula Vista as well as information
provided directly from developers such as EastLake is the basis for the development of
ultimate sewage flows generated within the Poggi Canyon Basin. Table 3-2 presents the
ultimate sewage flow estimated for each of the properties within the Poggi Canyon Basin.
This table also includes the equivalent dwelling units for the ultimate flow from each of the

properties.

TABLE 3-2

Summary of Ultimate Sewage Flows and EDUs for All Properties within
Poggi Canyon Basin (Based on 280/210 gpd/Unit)

Existing Development 502,460 348.9 1,794.5
Sunbow II 523,530 363.6 1,869.7
Charles H. Gerhardt 2,100 1.5 1.5
Allen L. Gerhardt, Jr. 8,260 5.7 29.5
Otay Ranch General 1,408,340 978.0 5,029.8
Development Plan

Otay Ranch Village 1 341,470 237.1 1,219.5
Otay Ranch Village 5 123,890 86.0 442.5
McMillin 281,770 195.7 1,006.3
EastLake Development 589,660 409.4 2,106.0
County Landfill 0 0 0
Otay Water District 0 0 . 0

The properties listed in Table 3-2 encompass all the expected future development within the
Poggi Canyon Basin. The existing development within the Poggi Canyon Basin straddling
Interstate 805 is judged to be built out. There may be a few empty lots scattered throughout
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that portion of existing development but nothing significant in terms of additional flow
generation to the Poggi Canyon Sewer. Existing flows within the basin are summarized in
Table 3-1.

Existing Flows C |y Being Diverted to Other Basi

As mentioned earlier in this report, EastLake has some existing development within the
boundary of the Poggi Canyon Basin. Because there is no existing gravity sewer outlet for
this area of EastLake, a sewage lift station has been constructed along Eastlake Parkway to
pump ali sewage flows generated within the Poggi Canyon Basin north to the Telegraph
Canyon Basin. Table 3-3 shows the breakdown between total buildout units and the amount
of development already built.

Table 3-3 also identifies the current level of development within the EastLake project, which
is being pumped to the Telegraph Canyon Basin. Presently this amounts to 222,260 gpd
(163.2 gpm), which is pumped to the Telegraph Canyon Basin. When the Poggi Canyon
Basin Sewer Interceptor is constructed east to the EastLake boundary, the Eastlake Parkway
Pump Station will be abandoned in favor of gravity sewering the portion of the EastLake
Development within the Poggi Canyon Basin.

TABLE 3-3

Current Development Levels in EastLake Project

Single Family 145,880 521 155,680 556
Multi-Family 16,380 58.5 196,980 703.5
Church (Future) 0 0 39,500 1411
High School 43,000 171.4 48,000 171.4
Elementary School 12,000 429 12,000 429
Commercial - - 137,500 491.1
TOTAL
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Eastlake Parkway Pump Station Abandonment. The Poggi Canyon Basin Study is based

on the assumption that the Eastlake development will ultimately connect to the Poggi Canyon
Basin Sewer System. The basis for the Poggi Canyon Basin Sewer improvement fee
calculated in this study includes the units within the Eastlake development which are within
the Poggi Canyon Basin. In order for this study’s assumption to remain valid, the Eastlake
Parkway Pump Station must be abandoned and flows must be re-routed to the future Poggi

Canyon Basin sewer.

The Eastlake Parkway Pump Station is situated within the Poggi Canyon Basin on the west
side of Eastlake Parkway. It currently provides sewer service to a portion of the Eastlake
development which gravity flows toward Poggi Basin. Since no facilities exist within Poggi
Canyon Basin that far east, the pump station diverts the sewage flow to the Telegraph Canyon

Basin.

When the Poggi Canyon Basin Sewer System is constructed in East Orange Avenue to the
eastern edge of Otay Ranch Village 5, there will be an opportunity to abandon the Eastlake
Parkway Pump Station in favor of gravity sewering the pump station's service area to the
Poggi Canyon Basin sewer. In order for this to be accomplished, a gravity sewer extension
will have to be constructed from the pump station south and west under the future State
Route 125 right-of-way. In addition to the SR 125 obstacle, there are also two easements
which will have to be crossed: SDG&E, and San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA).

Since the planning and design of the State Route 125 project is currently in progress, it would
be timely for the City of Chula Vista to prepare an alignment study for the proposed sewer
extension. Otay Ranch Village 5 is also beginning final design. Therefore the tie-in point can
be coordinated based on the constraints imposed by the design of SR 125.

i { Fiiture Poggi C Basin S

This section of the report will describe the existing gravity sewer facilities within the Poggi
Canyon Basin and discuss alternative alignments for the ultimate Poggi Canyon Basin Sewer
Interceptor.
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Existing Gravity Sewer Facilities. Currently, the Poggi Canyon Basin Sewer extends from

the Date-Faivre line at the intersection of Palm Avenue and Rancho Drive north and east to
Orange Avenue east of Interstate 805. The existing pipeline ends a few hundred feet short
of the intersection of Brandywine Avenue and Orange Avenue. The pipeline through this
reach is primarily 8-inch with a few sections of 12-inch, 18-inch and 21-inch pipe. The
portion of gravity sewer south of Otay Valley Road in Melrose Avenue and Rancho Drive up
to the Date-Faivre line is 12-inch diameter. From Otay Valley Road north in Melrose
Avenue, the pipeline is 8-inch diameter. Underneath the Interstate 805 freeway, there is an
existing 18-inch diameter pipeline. In Oleander Avenue on the east side of Interstate 805, the
pipeline is again 8-inch diameter up to approximately Satinwood Way. At this point, it
increases to 21-inch diameter through a condominium complex until it reaches Orange
Averiue where there is an existing section of 18-inch pipe.

Discussion of Alternative Alignments. The proposed alignment for the Poggi Canyon

Basin Sewer Interceptor east of the existing 18-inch sewer line in Orange Avenue is proposed
to be within the alignment of East Orange Avenue. East Orange Avenue is slated to extend
through Sunbow I, east through Otay Ranch, then through the Otay Ranch Villages 1 and
5 area and finally past EastLake. Preliminary road alignment studies show this roadway
following near the bottom of Poggi Canyon. For this reason, it is the ideal spot for the Poggi
Canyon Basin Sewer Interceptor. In addition, since none of East Orange Avenue has been
constructed beyond the end of the existing 18-inch sewer in East Orange Avenue, the
proposed Poggi Canyon Basin Sewer Interceptor can be constructed along with East Orange
Avenue road improvements.

Alternative alignments for the Poggi Canyon Basin Sewer Interceptor come into
consideration through the existing developed Poggi Canyon Basin area, straddling the
Interstate 805 freeway. Through this area three basic alignments were reviewed. These are
described below:”

1. Replacement. Replace the existing 8-inch gravity sewer in Oleander Avenue
and in Melrose Avenue with the ultimate sized gravity sewer required for

ultimate basin flows.

2

Parallel Alignment. Parallel the existing 8-inch gravity sewer in Oleander
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Avenue and Melrose Avenue with the ultimate sized gravity sewer for the
Poggi Canyon Basin.

3. Storm Drain Easement. Construct the ultimate size gravity sewer for the
Poggi Canyon Basin within an existing storm drain easement, parallel to
existing Oleander Avenue and Melrose Avenue.

Replacement Alternative. This alternative would involve excavation and removal

of the existing 8-inch gravity sewer line in Oleander Avenue and Melrose Avenue and
replacement of that line with a larger diameter gravity sewer. It would involve asphalt
cutting, removal, and pavement restoration, traffic control within an existing street, as well
as providing temporary sewer service to existing homes on either side of the street while the
construction was in progress. In addition, the existing sewer laterals would have to be tied
to the new gravity sewer.

Working in an existing street with traffic control increases the cost of construction. In
addition, removing and replacing the pipeline requires handling sewage flow from the existing
house laterals on a temporary basis. While it can be accomplished, the process is time
consuming as well as disruptive to the neighborhood in terms of noise, construction traffic,
and dirt and debris.

Parallel Alignment. This alternative proposes to install the ultimate sized gravity
sewer parallel to the existing 8-inch sewer in Oleander Avenue and Melrose Avenue. Under
this alternative, the existing 8-inch sewer in Melrose Avenue and Oleander Avenue would
stay in place to act as a local collector sewer. All the existing homes would maintain their
sewer lateral connections to the existing 8-inch sewer line. The new larger diameter Poggi
Canyon Basin Sewer Interceptor would be connected to the existing 8-inch at critical points

in order to relieve the 8-inch of ultimate basin flows.

The construction of this parallel line would take place in the existing streets with asphalt
cutting, removal and replacement as well as the similar disruption to the neighborhood from
noise, construction traffic, dirt and debris as discussed under the replacement aiternative.
Construction would be simplified in not having to temporarily bypass existing sewer laterals
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or reconnect them to the new pipeline. However, construction would be hampered by having
to avoid existing sewer lateral crossings as well as avoiding other existing utilities within the

existing streets.

Generally, there appears to be sufficient room for a parallel gravity sewer within the existing
streets. There may be special construction required along segments due to clearances between
the gravity sewer line and other wet or dry utilities. These would have to be better defined
during a design level review of this alignment. This alternative may be more desirable than
the replacement aiternative. However, there may also be existing conditions within the
existing roadways which may preciude the ability to parallel the existing 8-inch sewer in both
Oleander Avenue and Melrose Avenue. A review of these potential obstacles is beyond the
scope of this report.

Storm Drain Easement Alternative. A third alternative is to place the ultimate

sized gravity sewer for the Poggi Canyon Basin within an existing storm drain easement which
runs behind the homes fronting the west side of Oleander Avenue and Melrose Avenue. This
storm drain easement contains a concrete lined storm water channel for storm water flows
collected within the Poggi Canyon Basin. The easement includes a dirt roadway access bench
in which it is possible to construct the ultimate sized gravity sewer for the basin.

There are additional considerations which will have to be addressed with this alignment
alternative. These include providing an enlarged access road for sewer maintenance vehicles
and providing acceptable access points at either end of the alignment to permit City crews to
easily maintain the sewer line. Special construction may also be necessary due to shallow
depth of cover and existing storm drain crossings. In addition, construction access and
working space may be limited particularly during the rainy season. These types of issues
could increase the cost of this alternative.

The exasting 8-inch gravity sewer in Oleander Avenue and Melrose would be left in place to
serve as a local collector sewer for the ultimate Poggi Canyon Basin Sewer Interceptor.
Connections would be made at the upper end of Oleander Avenue and at Melrose Avenue
near the intersection of Talus Street. This would provide relief to the existing 8-inch gravity
sewers and allow them to continue to be used as a local sewer main.
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As part of the Sunbow II development project, preliminary improvement plans have been
prepared for this Alternative 3 alignment. These improvement plans demonstrate that it is
feasible to construct the ultimate gravity sewer within the storm drain easement along the
backside of the homes fronting the west side of Oleander Avenue and Melrose Avenue. The
proposed alignment of the ultimate Poggi Canyon Basin Gravity Sewer Interceptor would
extend south of Otay Valley Road within the storm drain easement to the proposed Reach 9
Regional Interceptor.

Constructing the ultimate gravity sewer for the Poggi Canyon Basin within the storm drain
easement might reduce construction costs due to much reduced traffic control requirements
and reduced asphalt removal and restoration. It would likely be less disruptive to the
neighborhood. However, to meet the City’s design criteria may entail additional costs, and
the special construction constraints may increase the project costs.

Proposed Alignment Alternative. As indicated earlier in this section of the report, the

Sunbow II project has been processing plans for the construction of the gravity sewer within
the storm drain easement. The City has expressed some reservation that the storm drain
easement alignment between Otay Valley Road and Melrose Avenue (between Manhole 201
and Manhole 204 on Exhibit A) is the most cost effective alignment. In order to protect its
interests while allowing the project developer flexibility to exercise judgement as to which
alternatives may be most cost effective, the City has agreed to accept the storm drain
easement alignment, subject to the design being reviewed and approved by the Engineering
Department, with a $600,000 cap on the construction cost of this segment of the Poggi
Canyon Basin Sewer. The project developer will not be reimbursed by either the DIF or the
City for construction costs in excess of $600,000.
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CHAPTER 4

ANALYSIS

C \nalvsis of Poegi C Basin Sewer I

A computer model was created for the Poggi Canyon Basin Sewer Interceptor System. This
model extends from the upper portion of the basin at the boundary of Otay Ranch Village 5
and EastLake Development, west and south to the interceptor’s ultimate connection to the
Reach 9 Regional Interceptor. The computer model diagram, including manhole numbers and
reach numbers, is presented in Exhibit “A” attached to this report.

In the preparation of the computer model, an attempt was made to keep it simple and
minimize the number of gravity sewer reaches. The reaches were divided at points where
there was a slope change and where a significant amount of sewage flow from any of the
contributing properties is expected to be input. The gravity sewer slopes included in the
model were obtained from a review of the Sunbow Tentative Map and tentative map for the
Otay Ranch Village 1 and 5 project. These two sources were used to determine slopes in
future East Orange Avenue. The slopes within the existing developed area of the Poggi
Canyon Basin were obtained from a review of the preliminary design drawings for the
Sunbow II project offsite sewer system.

In general, minimum anticipated gravity sewer line slopes were used in the computer model
analysis. Verification of flow capacities for each reach of the Poggi Canyon Basin Sewer
Interceptor should be made during the design phase of any portions of this interceptor. It
may be possible that the final design of the interceptor based on actual slopes that can be
achieved (which may be greater than the slopes assumed in this study) may incorporate a
decrease in the line size of some of the reaches.

Flows estimated from the future development projects within the Poggi Canyon Basin were
input to the computer model at locations that best approximated their actual connection
points based on the best available data for each of the projects. Existing flows were input
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into the computer model by counting the actual EDUs which would be discharged into the
Poggi Canyon Basin Sewer Interceptor at the computer modeled manholes. Table 4-1
provides a summary of the average quantity of sewage flow entering each reach of the
proposed Poggi Canyon Basin Sewer Interceptor. The sewage flows identified in this table
were input at the upstream point of each sewer reach for the purposes of modeling the system.



TABLE 4-1
Summary of Sewage Flows for the Poggi Canyon Basin Sewer Interceptor
221 520,836 38,220 589,660 1,148,716
220 172,256 85,670 170,220 1,576,862
219 417,024 111,550 2,105,436
218 152,168 341,470 2,599,074
217 2,100 8,260 142,056 2,751,490
216 2,751,490
215 40,320 2,791,810
214 170,352 | | 2,962,162
213 1,120 312,858 3,276,140
212 3,276,140
211 3,276,140
210 45,920 3,322,060
209 31,724 3,353,784
208 2,520 3,356,304
207 3,356,304
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TABLE 4-1 (Continued)

Summary of Sewage Flows for the Poggi Canyon Basin Sewer Interceptor

206

3,356,304
205 181,020 3,537,324
204 188,356 3,725,680
203 3,725,680
202 3,725,680
201 3,777,480

9 1,791,947

PerrT—

11,569,427

* Flow in Reach 9 of the Salt Creek Basin Gravity Sewer Analysis.
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Summary of EDUs for the Poggi Canyon Basin Sewer Interceptor

TABLE 4-1.A

221 1,860.0 136.5 2,106.0 4,102.5
220 629.5 306.0 608.0 5,646.0
219 1,489.4 3983 7,533.7
218 5436 1,219.5 9.296.8
217 7.5 295 507.3 9.,841.}
216 9,841.1
215 1441 9,985.2
214 608.4 10,5936 .
213 4 1,117.2 11,7148
212 11,714.8
211 11,714.8
210 164 11,878.8
209 113.3 11,992.¢
208 9 12,001.1
207 12,001.1
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TABLE 4-1.A (Continued)

Summary of EDUs for the Poggi Canyon Basin Sewer Interceptor

206 12,601.1
205 646.5 12,647.6
204 672.7 : 13,320.3
203 13,3203
202 13,320.3
201 185 13,5053

* Flow in Reach 9 of the Salt Creek Basin Gravity Sewer Analysis.
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Summary of Apalysis

Appendix E includes a copy of the computer model printouts for the Poggi Canyon Basin
System Analysis. Exhibit “A”, attached to the back of this report, provides a manhole number
and reach diagram corresponding to the computer model.

New Pipe Sizing Analysis. Two scenarios were modeled with the computer system. The

first scenario was to model the entire system based on a single family dwelling unit sewage
generation rate of 280 gallons per day per unit and a muiti-family generation rate of 210
gallons per day per unit. This scenario is the basis for the recommended line sizes for the
Poggi Canyon Basin Sewer Interceptor. Table 4-2 provides a summary of the recommended
gravity sewer line sizes for the Poggi Canyon Basin Sewer Interceptor on a reach by reach
basis. Included in this table is a minimum slope estimated for each reach.

This analysis included recalculating the size of the Reach 9 Regional Interceptor. This
interceptor was originally sized in the Salt Creek Basin Gravity Sewer Analysis. The original
sizing of the Reach 9 Regional Interceptor concluded that a 36-inch gravity sewer at a
minimum slope of 0.23 percent is adequate for ultimate Salt Creek Basin flows. The Poggi
Canyon Basin analysis shows that adding ultimate Poggi Canyon Basin flows to the Reach 9
Regional Interceptor will not require an increase in the size of the pipe. Under ultimate peak
flows from both the Salt Creek Basin and the Poggi Canyon Basin, the 36-inch interceptor
will flow out a depth of 0.75 D/d, or 27.0 inches of depth. No increase in pipe size is needed
for the Poggi Canyon Basin flows unless the minimum pipe slope of 0.23 percent is not

achievabie.

A double-check of the Reach 9 Interceptor sizing is provided below to assure that the
appropriate peaking factor is being used.

Ultimate average flow = 11,569,427 gpd
Divide by 280 gpd/EDU = 41,319 EDUs
Multiply by 3.5 persons/EDU = 144,617 people
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From CVDS 18, Peaking Factor is 1.62

18,742,472 gpd
29.0 cfs

Then peak flow

i

29.0 [k/0.013] (36/12)® (0.0023)*?
k = 0.420

From Brater and King, Table 7-14 for k = 0.420, D/d = 0.75



TABLE 4-2

Poggi Canyon Basin Sewer Interceptor Analysis Summary

221 0.70 1,148,716 2,145,341 15
220 0.70 1,576,862 2,864,894 15
219 0.50 2,105,436 3,720,715 18
218 0.80 2,599,074 4,501,354 18
217 0.70 2,751,490 4,739,659 18
216 1.00 2,751,490 4,739,659 18
215 0.90 2,791,810 4,802,443 18
214 1.00 2,962,162 5,066,842 18
213 1.83 3,276,140 5,550,552 18
212 0.35 3,276,140 5,550,552 18
211 0.87 3,276,140 5,550,552 18
210 0.93 3,322,060 5,620,910 21
209 0.40 3,353,784 5,669,453 21
208 0.40 3,356,304 5,673,312 21
207 0.61 3,356,304 5,673,312 21
206 0.50 3,356,304 3,673,312 21
205 0.50 3,537,324 3,949,518 21
204 0.73 3,725,680 6,235,517 21
203 0.73 3,725,680 6,235,517 21
202 0.65 3,725,680 6,235,517 21
201 0.66 3,777,430 6,313,939 21

9 0.23 11,569,427 17,395,906 36
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Existing Pipe Adequacy Analysis. A second scenario was analyzed with the computer

model in order to check whether existing pipelines within the existing Poggi Canyon Basin
system would be capable of handling ultimate flow based on the single family residential
sewage generation factor of 265 gallons per day per unit and a multi-family generation factor
of 200 gallons per day per unit. The results of this scenario are printed out in Appendix E and
show no change in the results for the required line sizes.

Under both sewage flow generation scenarios, the existing 18-inch and 21-inch gravity sewer
piping in Orange Avenue leading down to Oleander Avenue has sufficient capacity for
ultimate basin flows. However, under both sewage flow generation scenarios, the existing
18-inch gravity sewer under the Interstate 805 freeway is shown to have insufficient capacity
for uitimate basin flows. Therefore, this report recommends a replacement sewer under
Interstate 805 to handle ultimate basin flows.

Existing 18-inch Under Interstate 805. The existing 18-inch sewer reach under the

Interstate 805 freeway is shown as being under capacity even when using the lower 265/200
gpd/unit sewage generation factors. Even full-pipe capacity is not sufficient for peak ultimate
flows. Appendix G provides calculations identifying the available capacity, in EDUs, within
the 18-inch sewer. Table 4-3 provides a summary of the results for various flow depth

criteria.

The total number of EDUs which are projected to flow through the 18-inch sewer are
12,834.3 EDUs. This number is based on 265 gpd/EDU.

An alternative to replacing or paralleling the existing 18-inch sewer line under the freeway
with a new 21-inch sewer is to allow it to surcharge during peak flows. Appendix H includes
a calculation to estimate the amount of surcharge in the manhole and gravity sewer system

on the upstream end (east end) of the 18-inch sewer reach under ultimate flow conditions.

The results indicate that the backup in the proposed storm drain alignment sewer on the east
side of the freeway would be approximately 80 feet. The backup in the existing 8-inch sewer
would not be as dramatic. However, grease buildup and solids buildup could still occur
resulting in increased maintenance on this reach of sewer line if it was not replaced.
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TABLE 4-3

‘Available Capacity in Existing
18-inch Gravity Sewer Under I-805 Freeway

(based on 265 gpd/EDU)
0.75 9,708 942 8,766
0.85 11,104 942 10,162
0.93 11,663 942 10,721
1.0 10,779 942 9,837

While the report recommends replacement in order to assure that the D.I.F. includes the
necessary monies, it may be that as the basin approaches buildout, peak flows will be less than
currently estimated. In that event, replacement would not be necessary. Monitoring of flow
in this reach will assist in the final determination of whether or not the sewer should be
replaced. It is not recommended that the sewer be allowed to surcharge regularly and
significantly. Under such a scenario, replacement should be undertaken.

Estimated Costs of Recommended Improvements

Table 4-4 provides the unit construction costs which were used to prepare the estimate of

construction cost for the Poggi Canyon Basin improvements. Table 4-5 presents an estimate
of construction costs for the recommended improvements for the Poggi Canyon Basin Sewer

Interceptor. The estimated costs for all reaches requiring improvement is $6,132,984. Note
that four reaches of existing pipeline located in Orange Avenue, east of Oleander Avenue
have sufficient capacity for ultimate design flows. However, Reach 205 which extends under
Interstate 805 freeway has been shown to have insufficient capacity for ultimate design flows.
This report recommends a replacement 21-inch gravity sewer for this reach.
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Revised costs for the Reach 9 Regional Interceptor have not been calculated. The analysis
within this report has determined that no increase in size of the Reach 9 Regional Interceptor
is needed in order to accommodate ultimate Poggi Canyon Basin flows. Therefore, the costs
for the Reach 9 Regional Interceptor as estimated in the Salt Creek Basin Gravity Sewer

Analysis are still valid.

The estimate of construction costs includes a 15 percent allowance for engineering,
inspection services, and surveying, a 25 percent contingency, and a 2 percent allowance for
City of Chula Vista administrative costs. The unit costs used in Table 4-5 are estimated for
ductile iron pipe and are based on a review of recent construction costs for similar type
projects. These costs are based on an ENR-CCI Index for Los Angeles of 6598 (April 1997).

TABLE 4-4
Unit Construction Costs!

8 55 65
10 75 85
12 90 100
15 100 115
18 115 130
21 125 1490
24 135 160
30 150 180
36 210 240
42 280 320
36" Jacked Steel Casing and Pipe 800 800

! Inclades only costs associsted with construction of the pipeline.
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TABLE 4-5

Poggi Canyon Basin Sewer Interceptor Improvements
Estimate of Construction Cost

201 2,700 21 : 140 378,000
202 600 21 Lump Sum ae!
203 1,600 21 Lump Sum 600,000
204 200 21 Lump Sum -t
205 800 21 800 640,000
206 1,400 21 140 196,000
207 400 : 21 140 56,000
208 600 21 Existing 0
209 280 21 Existing o
210 190 21 Existing 0
211 220 18 Existing 0
212 600 18 130 78,000
213 5G0 18 130 65,000
214 2,200 ' 18 115 253,000
215 1,900 18 115 218,500
216 800 18 115 92,000
217 2,000 18 115 230,000
218 2,100 18 115 241,500
219 6,000 18 115 690,000
220 2,700 15 100 270,000
221 2,700 15 160 270,000

15% Engineering, Inspection, Surveying

641,700

25% Contingency

1,069,500

2% City Administration

119,784

24,000

! Reaches 202 through 204 are capped at $600,000.
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Phasing of Recommended Improvements

The improvements to the Poggi Canyon Basin Sewer are expected to be completed over
several years as development within the basin progresses. The majority of the recommended
sewer line will be installed in future East Orange Avenue. This is expected to occur
concurrent with the construction of the road.

Many sections of the existing gravity sewer west of Interstate 805 must be upsized for
ultimate flows. There is some potential for these improvements to be constructed in phases.
The following discussion provides the resuits of the phasing analysis performed for this study.

Appendix I contains computer runs for the existing gravity sewer system west of Interstate
805. An exhibit in Appendix I shows the computer model diagram.

The Sunbow II project is currently proposing to build the new Poggi Canyon Basin Sewer
within the storm drain easement parallel to and west of Oleander Avenue and Melrose
Avenue. A sewer reach over capacity in either of these streets would trigger the parallel

ultimate gravity sewer to be buiit in the storm drain alignment.

The computer runs in Appendix I provide the backup for the information presented here. The
data is based on replacement of a reach when the existing reach flows full. In actual practice,
the City should establish a lower threshold requirement to provide for a margin of safety. The
existing system should not be subjected to surcharging prior to being replaced.

Table 4-6 includes a summary of the number of additional EDUs which can be added to the
existing system before certain reaches flow at full pipe. The analysis is done based on 265
gpd/EDU.



TABLE 4-6

Phasing of Improvements in the Poggi Canyon
Basin West of Interstate 805

130

130 202

Construct Reaches 202,
203, and 204 to relieve
sewer in Melrose Avenue.

209

79 201

Construct Reach 201, tie
into existing 12-inch in
Rancho Drive if Reach 9
Regional Interceptor is not
built.

480

271 -

Build improvements to
existing 12-inch in Rancho
Drive between Reach 201
and Rios Avenue,

1,108

628 206

Construct Reaches 206 and
207 to relieve sewer in
Oleander Avenue.

! Based on 265 gpd/EDU.




CHAPTER 5

FINANCING

Fi ine T1 b S Benefit Area F

The Development Impact Fee is calculated based on the total estimated cost of construction
of the recommended improvements spread over the total number of future EDUs within the
Poggi Canyon Sewer Basin requiring the facilities. Spreading the costs on an equivalent
dwelling unit basis allows for assigning the share of costs in an equitable manner to all the
land uses within the Poggi Canyon Basin Study Area.

In Chapter 3, Table 3-2Z provided a summary of ultimate EDUs for all the properties within
the Poggi Canyon Basin Study Area. This summary of EDUs included existing development
in the western portion of the Poggi Canyon Basin as well as some existing development within
the EastLake project. In order to establish the number of future EDUs within the Poggi
Canyon Basin which will be used for determining the Development Impact Fee, we need to
subtract the existing EDUs within the basin. The following shows this calculation:

Total EDUs within the Poggi Canyon Basin 13,505.3
Minus Existing EDUs in the Western Portion of the Poggi Canyon Basin -1,794.5
Minus Existing EDUs within the EastLake Development -793.8
Total Future EDUs within the Poggi Canyon Basin _ 10,917.0
City Participati

While the majority of the ultimate sewage flow being generated within the Poggi Canyon
Basin is the resuit of future development, there are 2,588.3 existing EDUs within the basin
which are not obligated to participate in the Poggi Canyon Basin Development Impact fee.
Portions of the existing sewer system serving these EDUs will need to be upgraded to handle
ultimate flows of the new developments. The cost of improvements have been apportioned
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between existing and new development based on their need for the new facilities. The City
of Chula Vista will fund the upgrade of a portion of the existing system (see Table 5-1) with
reserves that were earmarked for the expansion of existing sewer systems. This will lower
the fee burden on new residents and provide existing residents with a system that has an
extended service life.

TABLE 5-1

Total City Contribution

201 378,000

202 0!
203 600,000
204 0!
206 196,000

207 56,000

15% Engineering & Inspection 184,500

25% Contingency 307,500

2% City Administration 34,440

! Reaches 202 through 204 are capped at $600,000.

Development Impact Fee Calculation

A

The development impact fee is based on the cost of required system improvements and the
total future EDUs in the basin. The calculation for the Poggi Canyon Basin takes into
account the City of Chula Vista participation in the cost for the required system upgrades.
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A total of 10,917.0 EDUs comprise the future development within the Poggi Canyon Basin.
The following formula is used to determine the recommended improvement costs per EDU:

Total Cost of Recommended Improvements
Development Impact Fee = Total Future EDUs
Total Cost of Recommended Improvements = $6,132,984 - $1,756,440 = $4,376,544
Needed for Future Development
$4,376,544
Development Impact Fee = = $400.9 per EDU

10,917.0 EDUs
Use $400 per EDU.

This Development Impact Fee will be subject to an annual adjustment based on the
Engineering News Record (ENR) Construction Cost Index for Los Angeles. The ENR-CCI
for Los Angeles stood at 6598 in April 1997. The annual adjustment will also take into
consideration actual construction costs, and changes in the type and density of development.

Table 5-2 provides a summary of the Development Impact Fee calculated on a per EDU basis
for the various land uses within the Poggi Canyon Basin. In this manner, the costs will be
apportioned to the new developments proportional to their need for the sewer facilities.

TABLE 5-2
Sewer Benefit Area Fees Based on Land Use Categories
Single Family Residential 1.00 EDU/unit $400.00/unit
Muliti-Family Residential 0.75 EDU/unit $300.00/unit
Commercial/Multi-Use 8.93 EDU/acre $3,572.00/acre
Elementary School 32.14 EDUlsite $12,856.00/site
Junior High School 100.00 EDU/site $40,000.00/site
High School 171.43 EDU/site $68,572.00/site
Community Purpose Facilities 8.93 EDU/acre $3,572.00/acre
Parks 1.79 EDU/acre $ 716.00/acre
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APPENDIX A

Land Use Planning Data
for the Major Development
_Projects Within the
Poggi Canyon Basin

Based on 280/210 gpd/unit
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APPENDIX A

Land Use Planning Data
for the Major Development
Projects Within the
Poggi Canyon Basin

Based on 280/210 gpd/unit

Project: Charles H. Gerhardt and Allen L. Gerhardt, Jr.
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TABLE A-1
Sewage Generation lor Properties Within the Poggi Canyon Basin Study Area
Based on 280/210 gpd/unit
CHARLES H. GERHARDT

1.5 Acres within Poggi Basin

Quantity Sewage. | AverageSewer

- | Generation Fagtor | - Flow,

Low Medium 7.5 du’ 280 gpd/unit 2,100 15 1.5 217
Residential

* Assumes 5.0 du/acre.

ALLEN L, GERHARDT, JR,

5.9 Acres with Poggi Basin

Low Medium 29.5du” 280 gpd/unit 8,260 29.5 5.7
Residential

217

* Assumes 5.0 du/acre,
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APPENDIX A

Land Use Planning Data

for the Major Development

Projects Within the

Poggi Canyon Basin

Based on 280/210 gpd/unit

Project: Otay Ranch General Development Plan
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TABLE A-1
Sewage Generation for Properties Within the Poggi Canyon Basin Study Area
Based on 280/210 gpd/unit per EDU
Otay Ranch General Development Plan

Village 2 (Based on General Development Plan)

Single Family 1,044 du 280 gpd/unit 292,320 1,044.0 203.0

Park 20 acre 500 gpd/acre 10,000 357 6.9
Elementary School 1 9,000 gpd 9,000 32.1 6.3
Mixed Use 10 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 25,000 89.3 17.4

30% to MH No. 217 70.1 gpm

40% to MH No. 218 | 93.4 gpm
30% to MH No. 219 70.1 gpm




TABLE A-1 (Continued)
Sewage Generation for Properties Within the Poggi Canyon Basin Study Area
Based on 280/210 gpd/unit per EDU

Otay Ranch General Development Plan

Village 6 (Based on General Development Plan)

CLana

Single Family 990 du 280 gpd/unit 277,200 990.0 192.5

Multi-Family 1,242 du 210 gpdfunit 260,820 9315 181.1
Park 10 acre 500 gpd/acre 5,000 17.9 35
Elementary School : 1 9,000 gpd %,000 32.1 6.3
Mixed Use 13.4 acre 2,500 gpd/acre

35,500 : 126.8 24.6

Flow Spl .

40% to MH No. 219 163.2 gpm
30% to MH No. 220 122.4 gpm
30% to MH No. 221 | 122.4 gpm




TABLE A-1 (Continued)
Sewage Generation for Properties Within the Poggi Canyon Basin Study Area
Based on 280/210 gpd/unit per EDU
Otay Ranch General Development Plan

Village 7 (Based on General Development Plan)

Single Family

204 du

280 gpd/unit

57,120

39.7

High School

0.5

48,000 gpd

24,000

16.6

All to MH No. 219

Village 11 (Based on General Development Plan)

Multi-Family

498 du

210 gpd/unit

104,580

3735

72.6

10 acre

500 gpd/acre

5,000

17.9

3.5

Park

‘Flow Sp

All to MH No. 221




TABLE A-1 (Continued)
Sewage Generation for Properties Within the Poggi Canyon Basin Study Area
Based on 280/210 gpd/unit per EDU
Otay Ranch General Development Plan

Planning Area 12 (Based on General Development Plan)

Mixed Use 94 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 235,000 . 8393 163.2
‘Flow Split Data
All to MH No. 221

Village One West (Based on General Development Plan)

Single Family 210du 280 gpd/unit

40.8

30% to MH No. 218 12.2 gpm
70% to MH No. 217 28.6 gpm
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TABLE A-1 (Continued)
Sewage Generation for Properties Within the Poggi Canyon Basin Study Area
Based on 280/210 gpd/unit per EDU
Otay Ranch General Development Plan

SUMMARY

M1 No, Total, gpd Total. gpm
217 142,056 | 98.7
218 152,168 105.6
219 417,024 289.6
220 176,256 122.4
221 520,836 361.7

1,408,340 978.0
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APPENDIX A

Land Use Planning Data

for the Major Development

Projects Within the

‘Poggi Canyon Basin

Based on 280/210 gpd/unit

Project: Otay Ranch Village 1
(Based on Approved Tentative Map)

A-12



TABLE A-1
Sewage Generation for Properties Within the Poggi Canyon Basin Study Area
Based on 280/210 gpd/unit
Otay Ranch Village 1

R-13 76 du 280 gpd/unit 21,280 76.0

R-14 (part) 85 du 210 gpd/unit 17,850 63.7 12.4 218
R-15 215 du 210 gpd/unit 45,150 161.3 31.4 218
R-16 280 du 210 gpd/unit 58,800 210.0 40.8 218
R-17 200 du 210 gpd/unit 42,000 150.0 29.2 218
R-18 230 du 210 gpd/unit 48,300 172.5 335 218
R-19 204 du 210 gpd/unit 42,840 153.0 29.7 218
C-1 6.5 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 16,250 58.0 1.3 218
C-2 5.0 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 12,500 44.6 8.7 218
CPF-1 10.0 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 25,000 89.3 17.4 218
CPF-2 3.2 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 8,000 28.6 55 218
CPF-3 1.4 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 3,500 12.5 2.4 218

A-13



APPENDIX A

Land Use Plannin-g Data
for the Major Development
Projects Within the
‘Poggi Canyon Basin

Based on 280/210 gpd/unit

Project: Otay Ranch Village 5
(Based on Approved Tentative Map)
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TABLE A-1
Sewage Generation for Properties Within the Poggi Canyon Basin Study Area
Based on 280/210 gpd/unit
Otay Ranch Village §

: L.aﬁ

R-28 (parl) 50 du 280 gpd/unit 14,000 50.0 9.7 220

R-29 83 du 210 gpd/unit 17,430 62.3 12.1 220
R-30 119 du 280 gpd/unit 33,320 119.0 23.1 220
R-31 (part) 14 du 280 gpd/unit 3,920 14.0 2.7 220
R-39 182 du 210 gpd/unit 38,220 136.5 26.6 221
P-6 2.6 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 6,500 23.2 45 220
P-11 0.6 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 1,500 5.4 1.0 220

2,500 gpd/acre 9,000 32.1 6.3 220
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APPENDIX A

Land Use Plannil;g Data
for the Major Development
Projects Within the
‘Poggi Canyon Basin

Based on 280/210 gpd/unit

Project: McMillin
(Based on Otay Ranch SPA I Document)
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SPA 1 Sewage Generation Data

3.
Flows to Poggi Canyon Basin
x  Neigh- Sewage
" borhood Duty
Area Units Acreage Factor
5 R-39 175 210
R-29 90 280
R-28 82 280
R-30 145 280
A pg 10.6 500
P-11 0.6 500
x CPF-5 3.7 2500
R-40 204 210
R-41 127 210
q R-42 241 210
R-43 175 210
R-44 261 210
B R-45 165 210
P-7 5.2 500
P-8 1.7 500
R C-3 16 2500
c-4 2 2500
CPF-6 32 2500
| CPF-7 2.3 2500
R-13 109 280
] R-14 129 280
R-15 215 210
R-16 280 210
| R-17 200 210
R-18 230 210
R-19 204 210
l CPF-1 8.5 2500
-CPF-2 47 2500
CPF-3 1.4 2500
| C-1 8.3 2500
c-2 4.8 2500
Total 3032 56.5
I
| Summary of flow to each node
Node EDUs Flow
(GPD)
| 315  501.3 140360.0
313 973.3 272530.0
311 13142 367980.0
| Total 2788.8 780870.0

EDUs
131.3
90.0
82.0
145.0
18.9
1.1
33.0

153.0
953
180.8
131.3
195.8
123.8
9.3
3.0
143
17.9
286
20.5

108.0
129.0
161.3
210.0
150.0
172.5
153.0
75.9
420
12.5
56.3
42.9

2788.8

(GPM)
97.5
189.3
255.5
542.3

Total
Flow
{GPD)

36750 -

25200
22960
40600
S$300
300
9250

42840
26670
50610
36750
54810
34650
2600
850
4000
5000
8000
5750

30520
36120
451580
42000

42840
21250
11750

15780
12000

780870

To
Node
315
315
315
315
315
315
315

313
313
313
313
313
313
313
313
313
313
313
313

311
311
311
311
311
311
311
311
311
311
311
311
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TABLE A-1
Sewage Generation for Properties Within the Poggi Canyon Basin Study Area
Based on 280/210 gpd/unit

McMillin
R-13 (30%) 33 du 280 gpd/unit 9,240 33.0 6.4 219
R-40 204 du 210 gpd/unit 42,840 153.0 29.8 220
R-41 127 du 210 gpd/unit 26,670 95.3 18.5 220
R-42 241 du 210 gpd/unit 50,610 180.7 35.1 220
R-43 175 du 210 gpd/unit 36,750 131.3 25.5 220
R-44 261 du 210 gpd/unit 54,810 195.7 38.1 - 219
R-45 165 du 210 gpd/unit 34,650 123.7 24.1 219
P-7 5.2 acre 500 gpd/acre 2,600 9.3 1.8 220
P-8 1.7 acre 500 gpd/acre 850 3.0 0.6 219
C-3 1.6 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 4,000 14.3 2.8 219
C-4 2.0 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 5,000 17.9 35 220
CPF-6 3.2 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 8,000 28.6 5.5 219
CPF-7 2.3 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 5,750 20.5 4.0 220
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APPENDIX A

Land Use Planning Data
for the Major Development
Projects Within the
Poggi Canyon Basin

Based on 280/210 gpd/unit

Project: EastLake Development

A-18




DEC. -18' 96 (WED) 10:30  EASTLAKE TEL:619 421 1830 ~~2-__ P. 001
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P. 002

TEL:619 421 1830

EASTLAKE

237 1503

DEC. -18" 96 (WED) 10:31

I s,

Poggl Canyon Sewer Study ( FASTLACE ORERNS ONt:;')

12117198
Land Use Description Lots with Permit  Developed Acres 1ots wio penmils Acres w/a Permits Total Lots
Church Unit 30/38 22 n/a
High Schoal Easllake High 45.560 wa
Elamentary School Olymplo View 9 nfa
Waler Tanks 30 MIl. Gal 14 n/a
Single Family Detached Unit 8 a4 08
Single Famlty Detached Unk 3 Noith 51 51
Single Family Detached Unft 4 77 144
Singla Family Delached Unit 15° 64 64
Single Family Attached Unit 25 79 78
Single Family Detached Unit 8 a7 76
Single Family Detached Unit 20 109 109
Single Family Detached Unk 28 51 51
Single Famity Detached Unkt § 14 105
Multl Family Unit 26 260 260
Single Famlly Detached Unkt 14 58 : 88
Totsl 815 68.56 260 22 1090
Notes:
Misslng landswap data
Developed Summary Undeveloped Summary
Land Use |Data Total [Cand Use [Data Total
Church Sum of Lols with Permit 0 [Church Sum of Acres wio Permils 22
Sum of Developed Actas 0 B Sum of Lols w/o permits o
Elementary School Sum of Lots with Permit 0 |Elementary Schao|Sum of Acres w/o Permiits 0
Sum of Developad Acres 9 Sumn of Lots w/o permits 0
High School Sum of Lots with Permit 0 High School Sum of Acres w/o Permits 0
Sum of Develaped Acres 45,56 Surn af Lots wo pennits 0
[Muﬂl Family Sum of Lols with Penmit 0 {Mull Family Sum of Acres wio Permits 0
. Sum of Developed Acres 0] Sum of Lots wio permits 260
Single Family Detached |Sum of Lots with Permit 557 Singie Family Det [Sum of Acres wio Pemils 0
_ Sum of Daveloped Acres 0| Sum of Lots w/o permits ¢
Water Tanks Sum of Lols with Permit 0 Waler Tanks  [Sum of Acres w/o Permits 0
Sum of Developed Acres 14 Sum of Lots w/o pernits 0
Single Family Attached [Sum of Lots with Pemmit 78 Single Family AltajSum of Acres w/o Permits 0
B Sum af Developed Acres ¢ | Sum of Lols wio penmits 0
Tatal Sum of Lots with Permit 835 Total Sum of Acres w/o Peinils 2
Tolal Sum of Developed Acres 08.56 Total Sum of Lols w/o permils 280

CATEMPPaTARINE




TABLE A-1
Sewage Generation for Properties Within the Poggi Canyon Basin Study Area
Based on 280/210 gpd/unit
Eastl.ake Development

EastLake Greens

Single Family 556 du 280 gpd/unit 155,680 556.0 108.1 221
Multi-Family 338 du 210 gpd/unit 70,980 253.5 49.3 221
Public/Quasi-Public 15.8 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 39,500 141.1 27.4 221
High School 1 48,000 gpd 48,000 171.4 33.3 221
Elementary School 1 12,000 gpd 12,000 42.9 83 221

EastLake Land Swap Area

Future Commercial 55 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 137,500 491.1 95.5 221
600 du ?

210 gpd/unit 126,000

FASTLLAKE DEVELOPMENT TOTAL

589,660 2,106 409.4 .
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APPENDIX A

Land Use Planning Data

for the Existing Development

Within the

Poggi Canyon Basin

Based on 280/210 gpd/unit

Project: Existing Development
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TABLE A-1
Sewage Generation for Properties Within the Poggi Canyon Basin Study Area
Based on 280/210 gpd/unit
Summary of Land Uses within Existing Developed Portion of
Poggi Canyon Basin

Area East of Interstate 8058

Single Family 658 du 280 gpd/unit 184,240

Multi-Family 286 du 210 gpd/unit 60,060
Commercial 0 2,500 gpd/acre 0

Elementary School 2 9,000 gpd 18,000

Subtotal 22300 |

Area West of Interstate 805

Single Family 496 du 280 gpd/unit 138,880 496.0 96.4

Multi-Family 343 du 210 gpd/unit 72,030 2573 50.0
Commercial 8.1ac 2,500 gpd/acre 20,250 72.3 14.1
Elementary School i 9,000 gpd 9,000 32.1 6.3

A-2]



TABLE A-1
Existing Units Within Poggi Basin Assigned to C_omputer Model Manhole Numbers for
Ultimate Model Based on 280/210 gpd/unit

201 98 116 185
202

203

204 398 227 8.1 1 672.7
205 490 123 2 646.5
206

207

208 12 9

209 151 113.3
210 164 164
211

212

School =32.1 EDUs
MFx075= EDUS
Acres x 8.93 =EDUs
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APPENDIX B

Land Use Planning Data

for the Existing Development

Within the

Poggi Canyon Basin

Based on 265/200 gpd/unit
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APPENDIX B

Land Use Planning Data
for the Existing Development
Within the
Poggi Canyon Basin

Based on 265/200 gpd/unit

Project: Sunbow II




eI

TABLE B-1
Sewage Generation for Properties Within the Poggi Canyon Basin Study Area
Based on 265/200 gpd/unit per EDU

SUNBOW II

Single Family 741 du 265 gpd/unit 196,365

Multi-Family 580 du 200 gpd/unit 116,000 80.6
Park/Community 12.2 ac 2,500 gpd/acre 30,500 115.1 21.2
Center

Commercial 10.0 ac 2,500 gpd/acre 25,000 94.3 17.4
Elementary School 1 9,000 gpd 9,000 34.0 6.2
Business Park 51.9ac 2,500 gpd/acre 129,750 489.6 90.1

Flow Split

To MH 215: Elementary School and 112 SFDU 26.9 gpm
To MH 214: Business Park and 145 SFDU 116.8 gpm
To MH 213; Remaining 208.2 gpm
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APPENDIX B

Land Use Planning Data
for the Existing Development
Within the
Poggi Canyon Basin

Based on 265/200 gpd/unit

Project: Charles H. Gerhardt and Allen L. Gerhardt, Jr.
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TABLE B-1
Sewage Generation for Properties Within the Poggi Canyon Basin Study Area
Based on 265/200 gpd/unit per EDU
CHARLES H. GERHARDT

1.5 Acres within Poggi Basin

Low Medium 7.5 du’ 265 gpd/unit 1,987.5 1.5 1.4 217

Residential

* Assumes 5.0 du/acre.

ALLEN L. GERHARDT, Jr.

5.9 Acres with Poggi Basin

Low Medium 29.5du’ 265 gpd/unit 7,817.5 29.5 5.4 217
Residential

* Assumes 5.0 du/acre.




APPENDIX B

Land Use Planning Data
for the Existing Development
Within the
Poggi Canyon Basin

Based on 265/200 gpd/unit

Project: Otay Ranch General Development Plan
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TABLE B-1
Sewage Generation for Properties Within the Poggi Canyon Basin Study Area
Based on 265/200 gpd/unit per EDU
Otay Ranch General Development Plan

{

Village 2 (Based on General Development Plan)

Single Family 1,044 du 265 gpd/unit 276,660 ' 1,044.0 192.1

Park 20 acre 500 gpd/acre 10,000 37.7 6.9
Elementary School 1 9,000 gpd 9,000 34.0 6.3

Mixed Use 10 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 25,000 94.3 17.4

Flow Spl

30% to MH No. 217 66.8 gpm
40% to MH No. 218 89.1 gpm
30% to MH No. 219 66.8 gpm




TABLE B-1 (Centinued)
Sewage Generation for Properties Within the Poggi Canyon Basin Study Area
Based on 265/200 gpd/unit per EDU
Otay Ranch General Development Plan

Village 6 (Based on General Development Plan)

Single Family 990 du 265 gpd/unit 262,350 ' 990.0 182.2

Multi-Family 1,242 du 200 gpd/unit 248,400 937.4 172.5
Park 10 acre 500 gpd/acre 5,000 18.9 15
Elementary School 1 9,000 gpd 9,000 34.0 6.3
Mixed Use 13.4 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 35,500 134.0 24,6

40% to MH No. 219

155.7 gpm
30% to MH No. 220 116.7 gpm
30% to MH No. 221 116.7 gpm
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TABLE B-1 (Continued)
Sewage Generation for Properties Within the Poggi Canyon Basin Study Area
Based on 265/200 gpd/unit per EDU
Otay Ranch General Development Plan

Village 7 (Based on General Development Plan)

" Land U o

Single Family

High School

Subtotal

Allto MHNo. 219

Village 11 (Based on General Development Plan)

Multi-Family 498 du 200 gpd/unit 99,600 375.8 69.2
Park

18.9 35

Flow §
All to MH No. 221




TABLE B-1 (Continued)
Sewage Generation for Properties Within the Poggi Canyon Basin Study Area
Based on 265/200 gpd/unit per EDU
Otay Ranch General Development Plan

Planning Area 12 (Based on General Development Plan)

Mixed Use ‘ 94 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 235,000 §86.8 163.2

‘Flow Split D
All to MH No. 221

Village One West (Based on General Development Plan)

Single Family 210 du 265 gpd/unit 55,650 210.0 38.6

Flow Split D
30% to MH No. 218 11.6 gpm
70% to MH No. 217 27.0 gpm
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TABLE B-1 (Continued)
Sewage Generation for Properties Within the Poggi Canyon Basin Study Area
Based on 265/200 gpd/unit per EDU
Otay Ranch General Development Plan

Otay Ranch General Development Plan

SUMMARY
MH No. Total, gpd Total.
gnpm
217 135,153
938
218 144,959
100.7
219 398,358
‘ 276.6
220 168,075
116.7
221 507,675
352.6
1,354,220 940.4



APPENDIX B

Land Use Planning Data
for the Existing Development
Within the
Poggi Canyon Basin

Based on 265/200 gpd/unit

Project: Otay Ranch Village 1
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TABLE B-1
Sewage Generation for Properties Within the Poggi Canyon Basin Study Area
Based on 265/200 gpd/unit per EDU

Otay Ranch Village 1

R-13 76 du 265 gpd/unit

R-14 (part) 85 du 200 gpd/unit 17,000 64.2 11.8 218
R-15 215 du 200 gpd/unit 43,000 162.3 29.9 218
R-16 280 du 200 gpd/unit 56,000 211.3 38.9 218
R-17 200 du 200 gpd/unit 40,000 150.9 27.8 218
R-18 230 du 200 gpd/unit 46,000 173.6 319 218
R-19 204 du 200 gpd/unit 40,800 154.0 28.3 218
C-1 6.5 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 16,250 61.3 it.3 218
C-2 5.0 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 12,500 47.2 8.7 218
CPF-1 10.0 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 25,000 94.3 17.4 218
CPF-2 3.2 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 8,000 30.2 5.5 218
CPF-3 1.4 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 3,500 13.2 2.4 218




APPENDIX B

Land Use Planning Data
for the Existing Devélo;:ment
Within the
Poggi Canyon Basin

Based on 265/200 gpd/unit

Project: Otay Ranch Village S
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TABLE B-1
Sewage Generation for Properties Within the Poggi Canyon Basin Study Area
Based on 265/200 gpd/unit
Otay Ranch Village 5

R-28 (part) 50 du 265 gpd/unit 13,250 50.0 9.2 220
R-29 83 du 200 gpd/unit 16,600 62.6 11.5 220
R-30 119 du 265 gpd/unit 31,535 - 119.0 21.9 220
R-31 (part) 14 du 265 gpd/unit 3,710 14.0 2.6 220
R-39 182 du 200 gpd/unit 36,400 137.4 253 221
P-6 2.6 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 6,500 245 4.5 220
P-11 0.6 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 1,500 51 1.0 220
CPF-5 3.6 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 9,000 340 6.3 220




APPENDIX B

Land Use Planning Data
for the Existing Development
Within the
Poggi Canyon Basin

Based on 265/200 gpd/unit

Project: McMillin
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TABLE B-1
Sewage Generation for Properties Within the Poggi Canyon Basin Study Area
Based on 265/200 gpd/unit per EDU

o e oo st s At =

McMillin
| Generation Fact
R-13 (30%) 33 du 265 gpd/unit 8,745 33.0 6.1 219
R-40 204 du 200 gpd/unit 40,800 154.0 28.3 220
R-41 127 du 200 gpd/unit 25,400 95.8 17.6 220
R-42 241 du 200 gpd/unit 48,200 181.9 335 220
R-43 175 du 200 gpd/unit 35,000 132.1 243 220
R-44 261 du 200 gpd/unit 52,200 197.0 36.3 219
R-45 165 du 200 gpd/unit 33,000 124.5 22.9 219
P-7 5.2 acre 500 gpd/acre 2,600 9.8 1.8 220
P-8 1.7 acre 500 gpd/acre 850 3.2 0.6 219
C-3 1.6 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 15.1 2.8 219
C-4 2.0 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 18.9 35 220
CPF-6 3.2 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 30.2 5.5 219
CPF-7 2.3 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 21.7 220
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APPENDIX B

Land Use Planning Data
for the Existing Development
Within the
Poggi Canyon Basin

Based on 265/200 gpd/unit

Project: Eastl.ake Development



TABLE B-1
Sewage Generation for Properties Within the Poggi Canyon Basin Study Area
Based on 265/200 gpd/unit per EDU
EastLake Development

EastLake Greens

" Land 1

Single Family . 556 du 265 gpd/unit 147,340 556.0 102.3 221

Multi-Family 338 du 200 ppd/unit 67,600 255.1 46.9 221
Public/Quasi-Public 15.8 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 39,500 149.1 27.4 221
High School 1 48,000 gpd 48,000 181.1 333 221
Elementary School' 1 12,000 gpd 12,000 45.3 8.3 221

Subtotal

EastLake Land Swap Area

Fuiure Commercial 55 acre 2,500 gpd/acre 137,500 491.1 95.5 221

Future Multi-Family 600 du? 200 gpd/unit 120,000 452.8 83.3 221

EASTLAKE DEVELOPMENT TOTA 571,940 2,130.5 397.0 —-

! Based on proposed student body population of 800 (City of Chula Vista),

2 Assumes 40 acres at 15 du/acre.



County Landfiil Area within Poggi Basin

General Plan Designation is Public/Quasi Public - 0 EDUs

Otay Water District Property

General Plan Designation is Public/Quasi Public - 0 EDUs
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APPENDIX B

Land Use Planning Data
for the Existing Development
Within the
Poggi Canyon Basin

Based on 265/200 gpd/unit

Project: Existing Development
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TABLE B-1

Sewage Generation for Properties Within the Poggi Canyon Basin Study Area

Based on 265/200 gpd/unit per EDU
Summary of Land Uses within Existing Developed Portion of
Poggi Canyon Basin

Area East of Interstate 805

'Lan

Single Family

265 gpd/unit

174,370 121.1
Multi-Family 286 du 200 gpd/unit 57,200 215.8 39.7
Commercial 0 2,500 gpd/acre 0 0 0

Elementary School

9,000 gpd

Subtotal

Area West of Interstate 805

~ Lan

Single Family

131,440

91.3

496 du 265 gpd/unit
Multi-Family 343 du 200 gpd/unit 68,600 258.9 50.0
Commercial 8.1ac 2,500 gpd/acre 20,250 76.4 14.1
Elementary School 1 9,000 gpd 9,0'-00 34.0 6.3
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TABLE B-1
Existing Units Within Poggi Basin Assigned to Computer Model Manhole Numbers for
Ultimate Model Based on 265/200 gpd/unit

201 98 116 185.5

202

203

204 398 227 8.1 1 679.7

205 490 123 2 650.7

206

207

208 i2 9.1

209 151 114

210 164 164

211

212

213 4 4
TOTA Caise | e

School = 34.0 EDUs
MF x 200/265 = EDUs
Acres x 9.43 = EDUs
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APPENDIX C

Results of Flow Meonitoring
Performed by City of Chula Vista
in Existing 8-inch Sewer in Oleander Avenue

East of Interstate 805
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DAILY SUMMASY  Site 21 ODEANDER SO/O0RANG  Fri 01 Nov 1996
Part A Level

Average level: 0.22 ft
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DAILY SUMMAEY Site

Part A Level
Average Levei: o}
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DATLY SUMMARY Size 71 OEANDER SO/ORANG Sun 03 Nov 1996

Part A Level

Average Levei: 0.25 1t

Minimun Level: 0.14 fr @ 21:05

Maximum Level: 0.31 frv @ 05:20

Hourly Average Level
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DALY SUMMARY Size #1 OEANDER S0/0RANG Mon 04 Nov 1994
Part A Level

Average Levei: 0.23 fr
Minimum Lewv=ti: 0.13 ft a 22:50
Maximum Level: 0.32 ft @ 07:55

Hourly Average Level
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DALLY SUMMARY 3
Part A Level
Average Level:
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0.22 ft
0.13 fr @& 22:00
0.31 ft a 02:30

Hourly Average Level

Q0:00-01:0C:
01:00-02:00:
02:00-03:00:
Q03:00-04:00:
04:00-05:00:
05:00-06:00:
06:;00-07:00:
07:00-08:00:
08:008-093;00:
09:00~-10:00:
10:00-11:00:
11:00-12:00:

00:00-01:0C
01:00-02:00
02:00-03:00
03:00-04:00
04:00-05:00
05:00-06:C0
06:00-07:00
07:00-08:00
08:00-09:00
09:00-10:00
10:00-11:00
11:60-12:00
12:00-13:00
13:00-14:00
14:00-15:00
15:00-16:00
16:00-17:00
17:00-18:00
18:00-19:00
19:00-20:00
20:00-21:00
21:00-22:00
22:00-23:00
23:00-00:00

2.00 2.1Q

21 ft 12:00-13:00:
27 Tt 13:00-14:00:
T 14:00-15:00:
ft 15:00-16:00:
fr 16:00-17:00:

0.

n

-

ot
'R

.

SRRERRGNLR
=h
rt
-l
o
S
[=]
?
[\
o
g
[=]

.

h
mmiunoSRNRERRN
-t
"t

COODOOOOO0
-
o+
-
o
.
oQ
[=]
[
—
0
.
"
0oOCOOO0O00O000
ST

P L T e C R e

6.20 0.30 0.40
(F1) ,

0.50




DALY SUMMAZY N UEANDER SC/OQRANG Wed 06 Nov 1996
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DAILY SUMMARY Site #1 OEANDER SQO/0RANG

Part A La=i

Average Level: 0.24 fr
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OEANDER SO0/0RANG
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APPENDIX D

Calculation for Flow per
EDU within Existing Developed
Area of Poggi Canyon Basin (Western Portion)

Based on Flow Metering Information
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T-64 HANDBOOK OF HYDRAULICS
Table 7-13. Values of K for Circular Channels in the Formuia
Q= %D’h!&
D = depth of water d = diameter of channel

D
< 00 | 01| 02| .03 | .0¢ | £5] 063 @ o8 | 09
0 15.02 [10.56 | 8.57 | 7.38 | €.55 | 5.95 | 5.47 | 5.08 4.78
1] adp | 425 | 4.04 | 3.86 | 3.69 | 3.54 ) 3] 228§ 317 | 3.06
2| 296 | 287 | 279 | 271 | 2.63 | 2.56 | 249 242 | 236 | 2.30
3 225 | 220 | 214 | 2.00 { 2,08 | 2.00 | 1.96 | 1.92 187 | 1.84
e Lo | L7e 172 | new [ 18 | 182 | 150 | 136 1.53 | 1.50
5| 1470 1442 1.415] 1.388{ 1.302( 1.335) 1.311 1.280] 1.262] 1.
| Tousl Lie2| 1.170f 1.348| 1.126| 1105 1.084f LOG4 1.043] 1.023
7| 1o0s| .984| es| .sa7| 028 .9lo DL 874| .8se| 83
‘31 .gz1| .sos| 87| 7700 .753) 736 720 103 887| .67
9| .esef .837| .821) .60+ .38 .71 .53 535 .5168] .49
1.0| .463

Table 7-14. Valueca of X’

Q- K d¥sgit

D = depth of water

T
d = dismeter of chanpel

for Circular Channels in the Formula

oe | 05| 08 07T | 08

D

- .00 a1 02 03

d

.0 .00007].000311.00074

.1 !.00967].0118 {.0142 §.0167 [.0195
.2 |.0408 |.0448 |.0482 |.0537 |

.3 |.0907 {0866 1027 (.1089

.4 1561 {.1633 1.1705 [.1T79
5|03z 230|247 255
&l |39 L3271 |335
7]388 [395 |.402 [.409
8453 1458 |463 [488 473 477
01404 496 la97 (498

1.0 |.463

.om:m‘.oozzz ,00328].004551-00604;
0225 |.0257 |.0201 |.0327
0585 |.0634 |.0686 {.0738 1.0793
1153 |.1218 |.1284 1352 1420
1854 1.1929 |.200S (2082 |.2100

263 |.2T1 j.279 |.2BT (.295
343 |.350 -|.358 [.308 [.373
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APPENDIX E

Poggi Canyon Basin Sewer System

Computer Model Printouts



Table to Relate Manhole Numbers in Appendix E and on Exhibit A to
Manhole Numbers in Appendix I

211 End of existing 18" in Orange Ave. 307
210 Last MH in Orange Ave. westerly 305
209 Center of condo development 303
208 West cnd of condo development 301
207 Oleander, 100 f1. south of Satinwood 251
250
206 Storm drain easement, 400 ft. southwest
of Oleander
248
246
244
205 MH east side of I-805 undercrossing 442
204 MH west side of I-805 undercrossing 240
203 Storm drain casement, 200 ft. southwest
of Melrose
238
236
234
202 Storm drain easement, 1,600 ft.
downstream of MH 203
232
201 Intersection of storm drain easement and
Otay Valley Road
230
228
226
224
222
200 Intersection of future Poggi Canyon
Sewer and future Salt Creek Interecptor




221

220

Note that Manhole Numbers 200 through 203 and 206 are located within the proposed storm
drain easement alignment. Therefore, they do not correspond with the manhole numbers in
Appendix I which are located in Oleander Street and Melrose Avenue.

Manhole Numbers 212 through 221 in Appendix E are located on future reaches of the Poggi
Canyon Basin Sewer in future East Orange Avenue.



APPENDIX E
Poggi Canyon Basin Sewer System
Computer Model

Flows Based on 280/210 gpd/Unit

E-2



SUMMARY OF SEWAGE FLOWS FOR THE POGGI CANYON INTERCEPTOR BY MANHOLE (BASED ON 280/210 gpd/unit)
200 . 4.00
20 35,97 3597
202 0.00
203 0.00
204 130.80 13080
208 125.71 : 12571
206 0.00
207 0.00
208 1.75 1.75
209 22.03 2203
210 31.89 31.89
211 0.00
12 0.00
213 0.78 113 218.08
214 1183 ' 118.30
218 280 28,00
216 0.00
N7 1.5 57 70.1 286 ' 105.90
218 93.4 122 171 34270
219 70.1 1632 | 63 3 367.10
220 1224 59.4 182 300.00
221 1224 76.4 163.2 2.6 4094 79770
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APPENDIX E
Poggi Canyon Basin Sewer System
Computer Model

Flows Based on 265/200 gpd/Unit

E-8



SUMMARY OF SEWAGE FLOWS FOR THE POGGI CANYON INTERCEPTOR BY MANIIOLE (BASED ON 265/200 gpd/unit)

Mashote | Exisitag,
“:Number | gpuiavg,.

200 0.00
201 34.14 34.14
202 0.00
203 0.00
204 125.08 125.08
205 119.73 119.75
206 0.00
207 0.00
08 1.67 1.67
08 20.98 2098
210 3018 30.18
211 0.00
212 0.00
213 0.74 2082 208.94
214 116.8 116.80
115 269 26.90
216 0.00
17 1.4 34 66.8 270 100.60
118 89.1 11.6 2719 328.60
219 66.8 1557 54.1 4.2 330.80
220 116.7 570 113.0 286.70
221 116.7 7.7 163.2 253 3970 77490

TM.] ..... e ok

E-9
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APPENDIX F

Calculation to Verify that the
Peaking Factor Equation for the
Computer Model Correlates
with the City of Chula Vista

Peaking Curve in CVDS 18
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APPENDIX G

Calulations to Determine Available
Capacity in EDUs in Existing
18-inch Gravity Sewer Main

Under the I-805 Freeway
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Table 7-13. Values of K for Circular Channels in the Formuls

HANDBOOK OF HYDRAULICS

Qum = D¥igH
D = dupth of water f = dismeter of chanoal

g 00 01 A2 08 O 05 08 a7 0k 00
0 15.02 (1056 | 8.57 | 738 | 0.35 | 505 | 5.47 | .08 | 4.TO
Al 49! 435 | 400 | 200 } 360 | 354 | 341 | 228 | 217 | 300
g2l2ee 287|219 |27 (263|288 ] 249 243 236 | 230
3l2351 2920|214 | 200 [ 205 ({200 190 | 102 | 157 | 1.84
AlL80 L8| 172|200} 186 182 ] 150 | 150 | 153 | 1.50
P l.ﬁ 1.4 1.311] 1.298) 1
4] 1318 1.1 1.1 L1 1.12¢] 1.1 1.084] 1.084] L.

T | 1.004] 984 S 2% W1 &7

5| a1 804 THY] o JMI J08

| .eo4l 4637 431 004 A1 b5y 538 51
10! 463

Table 7-14. Values of K7 for Circular Chaunnels in the Formuls

(4
@ aun
D = depth of water 4 = dismeter of channal
D
: 00 | M 02 A3 1 Ob 08 | 06 07 08 09
O .000071.00081 m«mlw.mmmulh.mumm.ma
1 |.o00s7t.0118 0142 |.0187 |.0295 |.0225 |.02S7 |.0291 [.033IT |.C366
21.0408 |.0448 |.0492 |.0527 |.0585 [.0834 |.0886 |.0738 L.OT93 |.0B49
3 |.o007 j.0066 |.1027 |.2080 |.1153 |.1218 |.1384 |.1352 [.14320 |.1490
Alaser [iesz 1705 |177e [a85¢ 1929 2005 |.2082 (2160 |.2233
Slase (230 |47 285 [263 271 |37 |287 (208 [303
sl !s19 |327 (335 [343 |350 -|35% (388 373 [3WO
Tiaes [205 |402 (400 [416 [422 L6290 (435 441 L&4T
31458 [458 |.463 (488 [A4TS |47T |41 |485 488 [491
SLabd 408 | 497 A9 [406 |A08 L4800 (404 |4B0 483
L0 {83

Ve g .

BTEADY UNIFORM FLOW I

Table 7-15. Values of X for Parz

K
Q=5
D = dapth of wuter r
Dl ag| s0{02) 08} o
T
r 78,50 [s7.77 |25.10 1mas
alrasiers|e1sfsssiax
2| 255 ] a36 | 529 | 304 | 285
Iy 21 1984} 191
& 1511 raz| 13
5| 1.1e8] 1134 1308} 1077] 10¢
I I
2| . . 01 o
3| .80 B
9 e et
e 4m

% 00 | 01| .02 | 03] .04
0 MMHIIMDJMI
.1| .0160{.0087 |.0215 {0248 .OZT!
2 0524 [.0503 |.0808 |.064.
3 0942 |.008T (1032 (107
Al . 1402 (1450 |.1497 1.184:
5| 288 Lass |193 |98 (208
A 232 |28 |42 (347 (3B
7| 283 287 2o 297 302
2| 333|237 |34 |47 352
S| .35 1306 [391 L3298 |40
1.0] 431




RATIO OF PEAK TO AVERAGE SEWAGE FLOW
VS. MAGNITUDE OF TRIBUTARY POPULATION
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APPENDIX H

Calculations to Determine the
Amount of Surcharge in the Existing
18-inch Gravity Sewer Under I-805
Freeway Under Ultimate Peak

Flows Based on 265/200 gpd/Unit
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APPENDIX 1

Poggi Canyon Basin Sewer
Phasing Analysis
Computer Runs for Existing System

West of Interstate 805




Table to Relate Manhole Numbers in Appendix E and on Exhibit A to

AR

211

End of existing 18" in Orange Ave.

Manhole Numbers in Appendix 1

s

307
210 Last MH in Orange Ave. westerly 305
209 Center of condo development 303
208 West end of conde development 301
207 Olcander, 100 ft. south of Satinwood 251
250
206 Storm drein easement, 400 ft. southwest
of Oleander
248
246
244
205 MH cast side of I-805 undercrossing 442
204 MH west side of I-805 undercrossing 240
203 Storm drain easement, 200 ft. southwest
of Melrose
238
236
234
202 Storm drain casement, 1,600 ft.
downstream of MH 203
232
201 Intersection of storm drain casement and
- Otay Valley Road
230
228
226
224
222
200 Intersection of future Poggi Canyon

Sewer and future Sait Creck Interceptor




221

220

Note that Manhole Numbers 200 through 203 and 206 are located within the proposed storm
drain easement alignment. Therefore, they do not correspond with the manhole numbers in
Appendix I which are located in Oleander Street and Melrose Avenue.

Manhole Numbers 212 through 221 in Appendix E are located on future reaches of the Poggi
Canyon Basin Sewer in future East Orange Avenue.
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APPENDIX G
DETAILED BASIN MAPS AND EDU SUMMARY






Appendix G: POGGI Basin Development Data and Flow Projection

SUMMARY OF NEIGHBORHOOD EDUS Subtotal
. Total . - Permanent . Built/
Development EDUs Built/Permitted | Remaining EDUs | MAX EDUs EDUS Committed Permitted
EDUs
Village 11 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Freeway Commercial 1,136.8 647.4 489.4 1,136.8 1,136.8 1136.8 647.4
EUC 189.0 0.0 189.0 189.0 189.0 189.0 0.0
EUC (approved/not approved = NTE 470) 281.0 0.0 281.0 281.0 281.0 0.0
Eastlake LS/Greens 2,207.8 2,1245 83.4 2,207.8 2,207.8 2207.8 2,1245
Village 5 ORC 580.5 537.9 42.6 580.5 580.5 580.5 537.9
OWD parcel near V5 256.6 0.0 256.6 256.6 256.6 256.6 0.0
- Village 1/5 McMillin 3234 3234 0.0 3234 323.4 3234 323.4
% Village 7 832.7 353.6 479.1 832.7 832.7 832.7 353.6
.lL_; Village 7 (interim) 4637 210.4 2533 4637 210.4
E Village 6 2,320.8 2,165.6 155.1 2,320.8 2,320.8 2320.8 2,165.6
Village 2 HS & FS 242.4 242.4 0.0 242.4 242.4 242.4 242.4
Village 2 1,101.0 1,101.0 1,101.0 1,101.0 1101.0 0.0
Village 2 (assumed committed) 1,437.0 1,437.0 1,437.0 1,437.0 1437.0 0.0
Village 1 ORC 1,164.5 1,164.5 0.0 1,164.5 1,164.5 1164.5 1,164.5
Village 1 West 519.6 519.6 0.0 519.6 519.6 519.6 519.6
Sunbow 1,9435 1,271.1 672.4 1,9435 1,943.5 19435 1,271.1
Med Ctr 109.4 453 64.2 109.4 109.4 109.4 453
East of 1805 963.3 963.3 0.0 963.3 963.3 963.3 963.3
West of 1805 875.3 875.3 0.0 875.3 875.3 875.3 875.3
Total 5,346.8 16,948.4 16,484.7 16,203.7 11,601.6

1 ORC requested 769 additional EDUs, but is not currently being pursued.
2 P230, estimated 673 EDUs enter at this point based on 1997 Basin Plan, pg B-23.
3 EUC NTE 580 EDUs on 215 gpd/EDU basis; converting to 265 gpd/basis, this becomes 470 EDUs max and 429 preferred.
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EAST of 1805 - Existing Development Data and Flow Projection

Land Use Units GF Flow EDUs Pe?rlrj:il;[tle d Reén;bnsmg Source
SF 658.0 265.0 174,370.0 658.0 658.0 0.0 Table A-1 of Appendix A (page 21) of 1997 Basin Plan and 1 EDU = 265 gpd.
MF 286.0 199.0 56,914.0 214.8 214.8 0.0 Table A-1 of Appendix A (page 21) of 1997 Basin Plan and 1 EDU = 265 gpd.
< [Mixed-Use 0.0 2,500.0 0.0 0.0
o
g Commercial 0.0 2,500.0 0.0 0.0
% Industrial 0.0 2,500.0 0.0 0.0
o
g |parks 0.0 500.0 0.0 0.0
Elementary School 2.0 12,000.0 24,000.0 90.6 90.6 0.0 Table A-1 of Appendix A (page 21) of 1997 Basin Plan and 1 EDU = 265 gpd.
Middle School 0.0 28,000.0 0.0 0.0
High School 0.0 48,000.0 0.0 0.0
CPF 0.0 2,500.0 0.0 0.0
Total EDUs 963.3 963.3 0.0




WEST of 1805 Development Data and Flow Projection

Land Use Units GF Flow EDUs Pe?rhrlllilttile d Reénliljnsmg Source

SF 496.0 265.0 131,440.0 496.0 496.0 0.0 Table A-1 of Appx A (page A-21) of 1997 Basin Plan (265 gpd = 1 EDU)

MF 343.0 199.0 68,257.0 257.6 257.6 0.0 Table A-1 of Appx A (page A-21) of 1997 Basin Plan (265 gpd = 1 EDU)
= |Mixed-Use 0.0 2,500.0 0.0 0.0
o
% Commercial 8.1 2,500.0 20,250.0 76.4 76.4 0.0 Table A-1 of Appx A (page A-21) of 1997 Basin Plan (265 gpd = 1 EDU)
% Industrial 0.0 2,500.0 0.0 0.0
o
& |Parks 0.0 500.0 0.0 0.0

Elementary School 1.0 12,000.0 12,000.0 45.3 45.3 0.0 Table A-1 of Appx A (page A-21) of 1997 Basin Plan (265 gpd = 1 EDU)

Middle School 28,000.0 0.0 0.0

High School 48,000.0 0.0 0.0

CPF 2,500.0 0.0 0.0

Total EDUs 875.3 875.3 0.0
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SUNBOW 2 Development Data and Flow Projection

Land Use Units GF Flow EDUs Pe?r:Iiltie " Relrznslljwsmg Source
SF 773.0 265.0 204,845.0 773.0 773.0 0.0
PA 12 100 Assessor Map 641-11, Dwg 97-313
PA 13 112 Assessor Map 641-12
PA 14 110 Assessor Map 641-13
PA 15 93 Assessor Map 641-13
PA 16 144 Assessor Map 641-14, 84 units enter MH 7 per 99-386
PA 17 102 Assessor Map 641-14, 56 units enter MH 7 per 99-386
PA 19 112 Assessor Map 641-20, Enters MH 12 per 99-384
MF 609.0 199.0 121,191.0 457.3 457.3 0.0
§ PA7 156 Development Status Update 7/07
5 PA 10 336 Development Status Update 7/07
lg PA 10A - Att condo 117 Assessor Map 641-12, M14290
o Mixed-Use 0.0 2,500.0 0.0 0.0
Commercial 12.4 2,500.0 31,000.0 117.0 117.0 0.0 Assessor Map 641-12
Industrial 54.6 2,500.0 136,500.0 515.1 515.1 Based on Sewer MP, Total is 136 acres, Enters at MH 6 per 99-386
Parks 10.0 500.0 5,000.0 18.9 18.9 0.0 Assessor Map 641-12
Misc
Med Center (NAP of Sunbow 2) 11.6 2,500.0 29,000.0 109.4 45.3 64.2 Estimated tributary acreage.
Private Rec Acres 2.8 265.0 742.0 2.8 2.8 0.0 Payment records: Tivoli and Apt Rec bldg
Elementary School 1.0 12,000.0 12,000.0 45.3 45.3 0.0 Assessor Map 641-20, Enters MH 12 per 99-384
Middle School 28,000.0 0.0 0.0
High School 48,000.0 0.0 0.0
CPF 1.5 2,500.0 3,750.0 14.2 14.2 0.0 Assessor Map 641-12, Fire station site
Total EDUs 2,052.9 1,473.7 579.2
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VILLAGE 1 WEST Development Data and Flow Projection

Built/

Remaining

Land Use Units GF Flow EDUs Permitted EDUs Source
SF 509.0 265.0 134,885.0 509.0 509.0 0.0
R 54 37 Assessor Map 641-24
R 55 87 Assessor Map 641-25
R 56 74 Assessor Map 641-26
R57 94 Assessor Map 641-27
R 58 62 Assessor Map 641-28
R 59A 23 Assessor Map 641-23
§ R 59B 40 Assessor Map 641-29
5 R 59C 43 Assessor Map 641-30
lg R 60 49 Assessor Map 641-30
o MF 0.0 199.0 0.0 0.0
Mixed-Use 0.0 2,500.0 0.0 0.0
Commercial 0.0 2,500.0 0.0 0.0
Industrial 0.0 2,500.0 0.0 0.0
Parks 5.6 500.0 2,800.0 10.6 10.6 0.0 Assessor Map 641-07
Elementary School 12,000.0 0.0 0.0
Middle School 28,000.0 0.0 0.0
High School 48,000.0 0.0 0.0
CPF 2,500.0 0.0 0.0
Total EDUs 519.6 519.6 0.0
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VILLAGE 1 Development Data and Flow Projection

Land Use Units GF Flow EDUs Pe?r‘:]'i':[/e ’ Reé";&"s'“g Source
SF 381.0 265.0 100,965.0 381.0 381.0 0.0
R16 115 Assessor Map 642-69
R17 98 Assessor Map 642-66
R18 73 Assessor Map 642-67
R48 95 Assessor Map 642-68
MF 897.0 199.0 178,503.0 673.6 673.6 0.0
§ R15 - Apts 422 Development Status Update 7/07
§ R19 - Apts 204 Development Status Update 7/07
lg RA47 - Apts 271 Development Status Update 7/07
& Mixed-Use 0.0 2,500.0 0.0 0.0
Commercial 11.7 2,500.0 29,135.0 109.9 109.9 0.0 Assessor Map 642-56, M14314
Industrial 0.0 2,500.0 0.0 0.0
Parks 0.0 500.0 0.0 0.0
Elementary School 12,000.0 0.0 0.0
Middle School 28,000.0
High School 48,000.0 0.0 0.0
CPF 2,500.0 0.0 0.0
Total EDUs 1,164.5 1,164.5 0.0
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VILLAGE 1 & 5 (McMillin) Development Data and Flow Projection

Land Use Units GF Flow EDUs Pe?r:Iilttt/e " Reg;ibnsmg Source
SF 164.0 265.0 43,460.0 164.0 164.0 0.0
R41 90 Assessor Map 642-65
R42 74 Assessor Map 642-64
MF 198.0 199.0 39,402.0 148.7 148.7 0.0
é R40 - Att condo 198 Assessor Map 642-08
5 Mixed-Use 0.0 2,500.0 0.0 0.0
lg Commercial 0.0 2,500.0 0.0 0.0
o Industrial 0.0 2,500.0 0.0 0.0
Parks 5.7 500.0 2,850.0 10.8 10.8 0.0 Dwg 98-716 thru 719
Elementary School 12,000.0 0.0 0.0
Middle School 28,000.0 0.0 0.0
High School 48,000.0 0.0 0.0
CPF 2,500.0 0.0 0.0
Total EDUs 323.4 323.4 0.0
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VILLAGE 5 Development Data and Flow Projection

OWD parcel may or may not develop to residential.

Land Use Units GF Flow EDUs Pe?r:Iilttt/e " Reg;ibnsmg Source
SF 251.0 265.0 66,515.0 251.0 251.0 0.0
R28 33 Assessor Map 643-46, Dwg 00118
R29 83 Assessor Map 643-42
R31 14 Assessor Map 643-43, Dwg 00125 & 00004
R39 121 Assessor Map 643-53 and 58
MF 382.0 199.0 76,018.0 286.9 286.9 0.0
é R30A - Condos - Att 141 M14602
5 R30B - Condos - Att 241 Development Status Update 7/07
'g Mixed-Use 0.0 2,500.0 0.0 0.0
o Commercial 2,500.0 0.0 0.0
Industrial 0.0 2,500.0 0.0 0.0
Parks 0.0 500.0 0.0 0.0 Does not reflect park site in R30. Assumed no facilities.
Misc - OWD parcel 27.2 27.2 2,500.0 68,000.0 256.6 256.6 Approx 3/4s of acreage.
Elementary School 12,000.0 0.0 0.0
Middle School 28,000.0 0.0 0.0
High School 48,000.0 0.0 0.0
CPF 4.5 2,500.0 11,300.0 42.6 42.6 Assessor Map 643-36
Total EDUs 837.1 537.9 299.2
Note:
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EASTLAKE GREENS & LANDSWAP Development Data and Flow Projection

L. . Built/ Remaining Subtpt_al
and Use Units GF Flow EDUs permitted EDUs Remaining Source
EDUs
SF 846.0 265.0 224,190.0 846.0 846.0 0.0 0.0
R3 Fieldstone 51 Assessor Map 643-11, 643-21, Dwg 94-271-274
R4 Galerie 77 Assessor Map 643-18, Dwg 95-451, 95-456
R5 Maracay 14 Assessor Map 595-33, Dwg 90-566, 90-568
R6 Ridgewood | 37 Assessor Map 643-19, Dwg 95-208 and no plans available at Lot 21.
R8 Fairway Ridge 96 Assessor Map 643-09
R14 Cypress 58 Assessor Map 595-44, Dwg 93-382, 93-379, 93-377
R15 Cobblestone 64 Assessor Map 643-14
R20 Ventanas 109 Assessor Map 643-13
R25 Classics II-Det condo 78 Assessor Map 643-10
RO9A Firenze - Det condo 76 Assessor Map 643-63, M14814
R9B Andorra - Det condo 135 Assessor Map 643-63, M14814
R28 Palomira - Det condo 51 Assessor Map 595-50, M13254, Dwg 90-0015, 90-0032
MF 791.0 199.0 157,409.0 594.0 83.4
g RIC Veranza - Triplex 129 135 83.4 Assessor Map 643-63, M14814
g R9D Cortina - Triplex 126 94.6 0.0 Assessor Map 643-63, M14814
g ROE Capria - Apts 134 100.6 0.0 Assessor Map 643-63, M14814
E RIF Rcho Vista Apts 150 112.6 0.0 Development Status Update 7/07 (Assumed R32 is R9F)
R26 Antigua - Att condo 252 189.2 0.0 Assessor Map 643-38, M14003, PM 18559
Mixed-Use 0.0 2,500.0 0.0 0.0
Commercial 42.7 2,500.0 106,675.0 402.5 402.5 0.0 0.0 Assessor Map 643-02
Industrial 0.0 2,500.0 0.0 0.0
Parks 125 500.0 6,255.0 23.6 23.6 0.0 0.0
595-320-02 (Com Park) 0 Assessor Map, Dwg 89-460-471
643-033-01 11.77 Assessor Map 643-03
643-100-18 (R25 Rec) 0 Assessor Map 643-10
643-380-16 (R26 Rec) 0.74 Assesor Map 643-38
Golf Course 0 Dwg 90-11 & 12
Elementary School 1.0 12,000.0 12,000.0 45.3 45.3 0.0 0.0 Assessor Map 643-12
Middle School 0.0 28,000.0
High School 1.0 48,000.0 48,000.0 181.1 181.1 0.0 0.0 Assessor map 595-32, Dwg 89-460-471
CPF (Church) 12.2 2,500.0 30,550.0 115.3 115.3 0.0 0.0 Assessor Map 643-12
Total EDUs 2,207.8 2,124.5 83.4 83.4




T

X % Neighborhood Boundary
L

Figure A.7
Village 12 - Detail

PMC
o




VILLAGE 12 Development Data and Flow Projection

120.5

" Built/ Remaining
Land Use Units GF Flow EDUs permitted EDUs Source
SF 265.0 0.0 0.0
MF 199.0 0.0 0.0
Mixed-Use 0.0 2,500.0 0.0 0.0
Commercial 120.5 2,500.0 301,250.0 1,136.8 Sewer Study dated May 2007 Update #2
s
IS Cc-1 30.4 286.9
e
8 c-2 8.2 771
8 C - Otay Ranch Town Center 81.92 647.4 125.4 Built EDUs based on figure provided by City.
o
[2 8
Industrial 0.0 2,500.0 0.0 0.0
Parks 500.0 0.0 0.0
Elementary School 12,000.0 0.0 0.0
Middle School 28,000.0
High School 48,000.0 0.0 0.0
CPF 2,500.0 0.0 0.0
Total EDUs 1,136.8 647.4 489.4
Notes: C-1 Otay Ranch 30.4 643-02
C-2 Otay Ranch 8.2 643-051-30
C General Growth 7.7
5.66
52.36
9.14
8.96
Total 122.4

-1.9 Unknown Adjustment to total 120.5 ac per City Sewer Studies.
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EASTERN URBAN CENTER (EUC) Development Data and Flow Projection

" Built/ Remaining
Land Use Units GF Flow EDUs permitted EDUs Source

SF 0.0 265.0 0.0 0.0

MF 0.0 199.0 0.0 0.0
< [Mixed-Use 0.0 2,500.0 0.0 0.0
o
g Commercial 0.0 2,500.0 0.0 0.0
O :
S Industrial 0.0 2,500.0 0.0 0.0
o
g |parks 0.0 500.0 0.0 0.0

Elementary School 0.0 12,000.0 0.0 0.0

Middle School 0.0 28,000.0

High School 0.0 48,000.0 0.0 0.0

CPF 0.0 2,500.0 0.0 0.0

Total EDUs 189.0 0.0 189.0 Per Table A-2 footnote 9 of EUC Tech Sewer Study.




T\_GIS\SAN_DIEGO_COUNTY\MXDS\POGGI CANYON\NEIGHBORHOOD MAPS\FIGURE A X_VILLAGE_7.MXD - 5/23/2008 @ 11:14:00 AM

Approximate Original Boundary
of Poggi Basin (295 units per
Wilson Study)

TUSCAN SPRINGS AV-
OLDEN GATE AV

—

LA MEDIA RD

X

WIA Neighborhood Boundary \

Source: SANDAG GIS, 2007; PMC, 2007

A

.éNVESST'
‘ \ / \‘
| TR2 2L
| TR
‘ (o} \%,
o (o) 7
‘ > P IA
S 2. )
2 4

Wd‘:F CA

o ;
R-1A S S
/P'?//Vp(
/ % R-1B
40/(
./ so'V.g,.
NYON’L‘,’, Ié}'
@
R-5 °
RF:‘S;HER’W;,

Park

&

325 0 325 //&
s ™ s

FEET N

Figure A.9
Village 7 Detail
PMC

/\/



VILLAGE 7 Development Data and Flow Projection

1 Village 7 Interim flows of 464 EDUs until Wolf Trunk is constructed.
2 Once R6 is submitted, confirm as attached product.

L. . Built/ Remaining Sum?@'
and Use Units GF Flow EDUs Permitted EDUs Remaining Source
EDUs
SF 804.0 265.0 213,060.0 804.0 461.0
R1A/B 311 107.0 204.0 M 15106
R2 361 186.0 175.0 M15282, M15283
R5 132 50.0 82.0 M15107
MF - Interim/Addl 316.0 199.0 62,884.0 237.3 29.3 208.0 208.0
R6/R7 316 M 15104 shows 316 but on "wrong" lots; R7 212 MF - Att per Major Proj
< -
% Miscellaneous
8 Clubhouse 10.4 10.4 Based on permit data
.g Swim Club 0.3 0.3 Based on permit data
& Mixed-Use 0.0 2,500.0 0.0 0.0
Commercial 2,500.0 0.0 0.0
Industrial 0.0 2,500.0 0.0 0.0
Parks 7.6 500.0 3,800.0 143 14.3 143 Assessor Map 644-24
Elementary School - Interim/Addl 1.0 12,000.0 12,000.0 45.3 45.3 45.3 Assessor Map 644-24
Middle School 28,000.0 0.0 0.0
High School - Interim/Add| 1.0 48,000.0 48,000.0 181.1 181.1 0.0 0.0 Assessor Map 644-24, Built per City memo dated 5-6-08 (KY054)
CPF - Parks 2.0 500.0 1,000.0 3.8 3.8 3.8 M15134
Total EDUs 1,296.5 564.0 732.4 732.4
Interim/Add| EDUs" 463.7 210.4 253.3
Permanent EDUs 832.7 353.6 479.1
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VILLAGE 6 Development Data and Flow Projection

L . Built/ Remaining Subtpt_al
and Use Units GF Flow EDUs permitted EDUS Remaining Source
EDUs
SF 925.0 265.0 245,125.0 925.0 0.0
R1 101 101.0 0.0 Assessor Map 643-54
R2A/2B 198 198.0 0.0 Assessor Map 643-57 & 64
R3 163 163.0 0.0 Assessor Map 643-54
R4 92 92.0 0.0 Assessor Map 643-55
R5 106 106.0 0.0 Assessor Map 643-60
R6 126 126.0 0.0 Assessor Map 643-56
R9A 139 139.0 0.0 Assessor Map 643-59 & 68
MF 1,258.0 199.0 250,342.0 944.7 86.6
R7A/7B - Att 291 218.5 0.0 Assessor Map 643-55, M14615
R8 - Att per GIS 293 220.0 0.0 Assessor Map 643-05, M14970
R9B/9C - Att Condo 255 191.5 0.0 M14871, Permitted based on Bldg Permit data
R9D - Att per Major Project 49 36.8 0.0 Assessor Map 643-68
- R10 - Att per GIS 212 159.2 0.0 M14432, Permitted based on Bldg Permit data
o
§ MU 1 60 45.1 Amended TM
-(;, MU 2 98 32.0 41.6 Amended TM, M15618, Paid fees in the amount of $9600.
E Mixed-Use 7.3 2,500.0 18,150.0 68.5 68.5 68.5
MU 1 2.95 Amended TM
MU 2 4.31 Amended TM,M15618
Commercial 2,500.0 0.0 0.0
Industrial 0.0 2,500.0 0.0 0.0
Parks 75 500.0 3,750.0 14.2 14.2 0.0 0.0 Assessor Map 643-05
Misc 1.9 500.0 935.0 35 35 0.0 0.0
R -2 Private Rec area 0.7
R -3 Private Rec area 0.67
R -10 Private Rec area 0.5
Elementary School 1.0 12,000.0 12,000.0 45.3 45.3 0.0 0.0 Other studies showed 1400 students. Constructed per City staff.
Middle School 28,000.0
High School - Private 1.0 48,000.0 48,000.0 181.1 181.1 0.0 0.0
CPF 147 2,500.0 36,700.0 138.5 138.5 0.0 0.0
CPF 1X 157 M 14446, acreage per Assessor map for M15618
Church 13.11 Assessor Map
Total EDUs 2,320.8 2,165.6 155.1 155.1
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VILLAGE 2 Development Data and Flow Projection

Land Use Units GF Flow EDUSs Pe?r':]'i'ge g Reé";b“s'"g Source
SF 585.0 265.0 155,025.0 585.0 585.0
R4 160 Substantial Conformance
R5 130 Substantial Conformance
R6 59 Substantial Conformance
R7 48 Substantial Conformance
R8 50 Substantial Conformance
R9 101 Substantial Conformance
R15 37 Substantial Conformance
SF - Additional 0.0 265.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
R17 119 Substantial Conformance
R18 113 Substantial Conformance
R19 83 Substantial Conformance
R20 83 Substantial Conformance
R21 62 Substantial Conformance
R22 Per City/Dexter-Wilson, no longer a neighborhood
R23 71 Substantial Conformance
R24 Substantial Conformance 41 units - Per City/Dextor-Wilson, won't sewer to Poggi.
R25 68 Substantial Conformance
R26 75 Substantial Conformance
MF 1,374.0 199.0 273,426.0 1,031.8 1,031.8
R10 90 Substantial Conformance
R11 144 Substantial Conformance
R12 295 Substantial Conformance
R13 149 Substantial Conformance
R14 165 Substantial Conformance
R16 74 Substantial Conformance
g R28 85 Substantial Conformance
§ R29 134 Substantial Conformance
g R30 178 Substantial Conformance
E MU 1-3 60 Substantial Conformance, Assessor Map 644-31
MF - Additional 0.0 199.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Substantial Conformance
R27 110
Mixed-Use 8.5 2,500.0 21,250.0 80.2 80.2
MU 1 1.8 Substantial Conformance, Assessor Map 644-31
MU 2 2.4 Substantial Conformance, Assessor Map 644-31
MU 3 4.3 Substantial Conformance, Assessor Map 644-31
Commercial C-1 13.7 2,500.0 34,250.0 129.2 129.2 Assessor Map 644-31
Industrial I-1 59.6 2,500.0 149,000.0 562.3 562.3 Substantial Conformance, 1-2 and I-3 go to Wolf Cyn Basin
Parks 15.4 500.0 7,720.0 29.1 29.1
P-1 1.41 M 15350
P-2 7.1 M 15350
P-3 6.9 M 15350
Parks - Additional 0.0 500.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Consider as interim flow to Poggi Sewer, per City.
P-4 in V4 but develop with V2 50.54 M 15350
Elementary School S-1 1.0 12,000.0 12,000.0 45.3 45.3
Middle School 28,000.0
High School 1.0 48,000.0 48,000.0 181.1 181.1 0.0
High School - Addl students 1.0 12,000.0 12,000.0 45.3 45.3 0.0 Current enroliment is 3000




VILLAGE 2 Development Data and Flow Projection

Land Use Units GF Flow EDUSs Pe?r';'i':{e g Reé";bns'"g Source
CPF 8.0 2,500.0 19,900.0 75.1
CPF1 12 0.0 11.3 Assessor Map 644-31
CPF 3 4.5 0.0 42.1 Assessor Map 644-31, acreage is high as it includes street
CPF 4 15 0.0 14.2 Substantial Conformance
CPF5 0.8 0.0 7.5 Substantial Conformance
Fire Station site 1.7 2,500.0 4,225.0 15.9 15.9 0.0 Assessor Map 644-31
CPF - Additional 0.0 2,500.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CPF 2 0.9 Substantial Conformance - Not requested by ORC.
Total EDUs 2,780.4 242.4 2,538.0
Less original EDUs 2,780.4 242.4 2,538.0
Perm Diversion to Poggi 0.0 0.0 0.0

Note: 1997 Basin Plan (page B-7) identified 1201 EDUs (at 265 gpd/EDU) for V2.

Fire Station and HS estimated to be 127 EDUs in Ovewrview of SS for OR V2, V3 and port V4.
Does not reflect additional 132 EDUs for increased density per PBSJ memo dated 5-3-07.
Assumed all MF as attached.
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Appendix I: POGGI Basin Development Data and Flow Projection TABLE I-1
SUMMARY OF NEIGHBORHOOD EDUS Subtotal
. Total . - Permanent . Built/
Development EDUs Built/Permitted | Remaining EDUs [ MAX EDUs EDUs Committed permitted
EDUs
Village 11 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Freeway Commercial 1,136.8 647.4 489.4 1,136.8 1,136.8 1136.8 647.4
EUC 189.0 0.0 189.0 189.0 189.0 189.0 0.0
EUC (approved/not approved = 470) 281.0 0.0 281.0 281.0 281.0 0.0
Eastlake LS/Greens 2,207.8 2,1245 83.4 2,207.8 2,207.8 2207.8 2,124.5
Village 5 ORC 580.5 537.9 42.6 580.5 580.5 580.5 537.9
OWD parcel near V5 256.6 0.0 256.6 256.6 256.6 256.6 0.0
Village 1/5 McMillin 3234 323.4 0.0 3234 323.4 323.4 323.4
Village 7 832.7 353.6 479.1 832.7 832.7 832.7 353.6
Village 7 (interim) 463.7 210.4 253.3 463.7 210.4
Village 6 2,320.8 2,165.6 155.1 2,320.8 2,320.8 2320.8 2,165.6
Village 2 HS & FS 242.4 242.4 0.0 242.4 242.4 242.4 242.4
Village 2 1,101.0 1,101.0 1,101.0 1,101.0 1101.0 0.0
Village 2 (assumed committed) 1,437.0 1,437.0 1,437.0 1,437.0 1437.0 0.0
Village 2 (132 not approved) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Village 2 (not approved)* 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Village 2 (P-4) - Interim only 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Less Village 2 entering downstream of P 410 -722.3 -722.3 -722.3 -722.3 -722.3 0.0
SUBtotal - Upstream of P410 10,6505 6,605.2 4,045.2 10,650.5 10,186.8 9,905.8 6,605.2
Village 1 ORC at P410 | 1,164.5 1,164.5 0.0 1,164.5 1,164.5 1164.5 1,164.5
c SUBtotal P410 to P405  11,815.0 7,769.8 4,045.2 11,815.0 11,351.3 11,070.3 7,769.8
&
=
% Village 1 West at P405 | 519.6 519.6 0.0 519.6 519.6 519.6 519.6
§ SUBtotal at P405 to P365 12,334.6 8,289.3 4,045.2 12,334.6 11,870.9 11,589.9 8,289.3
Village 2 - R4 and I-1 at P365 | 722.3 722.3 722.3 7223 722.3 0.0
SUBtotal P365 to P345  13,056.9 8,289.3 4,767.5 13,056.9 12,593.2 12,312.2 8,289.3
Sunbow - PA19 and ES at P345 | 157.3 157.3 0.0 157.3 157.3 157.3 157.3
SUBtotal P345 to P310 13,2142 8,446.6 4,767.5 13,214.2 12,750.4 12,469.4 8,446.6
Sunbow - portions of PA 16/17 at P310 | 140.0 140.0 0.0 140.0 140.0 140.0 140.0
SUBtotal P310 to P305 13,354.2 8,586.6 4,767.5 13,354.2 12,890.4 12,609.4 8,586.6
Sunbow - Industrial Park at P305 | 515.1 0.0 515.1 515.1 515.1 515.1 0.0
Subtotal P305 to P270 13,869.2 8,586.6 5,282.6 13,869.2 13,405.5 13,124.5 8,586.6
Sunbow at P270 1,131.1 1,131.1 0.0 1,131.1 1,131.1 11311 1131.1
Med Ctr at P270 109.4 45.3 64.2 109.4 109.4 109.4 45.3
Subtotal P270 to P253R  15,109.8 9,763.0 5,346.8 15,109.8 14,646.1 14,365.1 9,763.0
East of 1805 at P253 | 290.0 290.0 0.0 290.0 290.0 290.0 290.0
Subtotal P253R to P230 15,399.8 10,053.0 5,346.8 15,399.8 14,936.1 14,655.1 10,053.0
East of 1805 at P230 | 673.3 673.3 0.0 673.3 673.3 673.3 673.3
Subtotal P230 to P195 16,073.1 10,726.4 5,346.8 16,073.1 15,609.4 15,328.4 10,726.4
West of 1805 at P195 | 875.3 875.3 0.0 875.3 875.3 875.3 875.3
Total P195to P102 16,9484 11,601.6 5,346.8 16,948.4 16,484.7 16,203.7 11,601.6

1 ORC requested 769 additional EDUs, but is not currently being pursued.
2 P230, estimated 673 EDUs enter at this point based on 1997 Basin Plan, pg B-23.
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TABLE I-2

From City Pipe Calculator

Peak Flow Minimum Capacity (cfs) EDUs at Remaining
Nodes EDUs MGD CFS Diameter (in) Slope [Full Flow d/D=0.85 d/D=0.75 d/D = .85 Capacity

P102 to P140 Max 16,948| 7.46 115 21 0.50% 12.1 125 111
Permanent 16,485 7.25 11.2 12.1 12,5 111
Committed 16,204 7.13 11.0 12.1 12,5 111

Permitted 11,602 5.10 7.9 12.1 12.5 11.1 18,367 6,765
P140-P175R Max 16,948| 7.46 115 21 0.73% 14.7 15.1 13.4
Permanent 16,485 7.25 11.2 14.7 15.1 13.4
Committed 16,204| 7.13 11.0 14.7 15.1 13.4

Permitted 11,602 5.10 7.9 14.7 15.1 13.4 22,192 10,591
P175R-P195 Max 16,948| 7.46 115 27 0.50% 23.7 24.4 21.6
Permanent 16,485 7.25 11.2 23.7 24.4 21.6
Committed 16,204| 7.13 11.0 23.7 24.4 21.6

Permitted 11,602 5.10 7.9 23.7 24.4 21.6 35,898 24,296
P195-P230 Max 16,073| 7.07 10.9 21 0.50% 121 125 111
Permanent 15,609| 6.87 10.6 12.1 12,5 111
Committed 15,328| 6.74 10.4 12.1 12,5 111

Permitted 10,726| 4.72 7.3 12.1 12.5 11.1 18,367 7,640
P230-P240 Max 15,400 6.77 10.5 21 0.40% 10.8 11.2 9.9
Permanent 14,936| 6.57 10.2 10.8 11.2 9.9
Committed 14,655 6.45 10.0 10.8 11.2 9.9

Permitted 10,053| 4.42 6.8 10.8 11.2 9.9 16,427 6,374
P240-P253R Max 15,400 6.77 10.5 21 0.40% 10.8 11.2 9.9
Permanent 14,936| 6.57 10.2 10.8 11.2 9.9
Committed 14,655 6.45 10.0 10.8 11.2 9.9

Permitted 10,053| 4.42 6.8 10.8 11.2 9.9 16,427 6,374
P253R-P270 Max 15,110 6.65 10.3 18 0.50% 8.0 8.3 7.3
Permanent 14,646| 6.44 10.0 8.0 8.3 7.3
Committed 14,365 6.32 9.8 8.0 8.3 7.3

Permitted 9,763 4.29 6.6 8.0 8.3 7.3 12,175 2,412
P270-P305 Max 13,869| 6.10 9.4 18 0.50% 8.0 8.3 7.3
Permanent 13,406 5.90 9.1 8.0 8.3 7.3
Committed 13,125 5.77 8.9 8.0 8.3 7.3

Permitted 8,587| 3.78 5.8 8.0 8.3 7.3 12,175 3,589
P305-P310 Max 13,354| 5.87 9.1 18 5.00% 25.4 26.2 23.2
Permanent 12,890| 5.67 8.8 25.4 26.2 23.2
Committed 12,609| 5.55 8.6 25.4 26.2 23.2

Permitted 8,587| 3.78 5.8 25.4 26.2 23.2 38,503 29,916
P310-P345 Max 13,214 5.81 9.0 18 0.98% 11.3 11.6 10.3
Permanent 12,750| 5.61 8.7 113 11.6 10.3
Committed 12,469| 5.49 85 113 11.6 10.3

Permitted 8,447| 3.72 5.8 11.3 11.6 10.3 17,047 8,600
P345-P365 Max 13,057 5.74 8.9 18 0.60% 8.8 9.1 8.0
Permanent 12,593 5.54 8.6 8.8 9.1 8.0
Committed 12,312 5.42 8.4 8.8 9.1 8.0

Permitted 8,289 3.65 5.6 8.8 9.1 8.0 13,339 5,049
P365-P405 Max 12,335 5.43 8.4 18 1.01% 11.4 11.8 10.4
Permanent 11,871 5.22 8.1 11.4 11.8 10.4
Committed 11,590| 5.10 7.9 11.4 11.8 10.4

Permitted 8,289 3.65 5.6 11.4 11.8 10.4 17,305 9,016
P405-P410 Max 11,815 5.20 8.0 18 0.60% 8.8 9.1 8.0
Permanent 11,351 4.99 7.7 8.8 9.1 8.0
Committed 11,070 4.87 75 8.8 9.1 8.0

Permitted 7,770|  3.42 5.3 8.8 9.1 8.0 13,339 5,569
Upstream of P410 to SR 125 Max 10,650| 4.69 7.3 18 0.60% 8.8 9.1 8.0
Permanent 10,187 4.48 6.9 8.8 9.1 8.0
Committed 9,906| 4.36 6.7 8.8 9.1 8.0

Permitted 6,605 2091 45 8.8 9.1 8.0 13,339 6,733

Notes:

Permanent excludes 464 Interim EDUs for Village 7
Committed excludes 464 Interim EDUS for Village 7, 281 EDUs for EUC.
Permitted includes Village 7's interim EDUSs.

PF assumed to be 1.66
Rate is estimated at

265 gpd

Village 2 additional EDUs assumed to enter at Heritage Road.
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NODES P102 TO P140 — NORTH OF MAIN STREET

Based on a sewage generation rate of 265 gpd/EDU and the maximum EDUs shown in
Tables I-1 and |-2 of this appendix, the 21-inch diameter pipe from node P1022 to P1403 is
sized adequately for the design flows. The pipe slope ranges between 0.5% and 0.54%
according to the plans. The design capacity of the pipe at 0.5% slope and 85% full pipe
flow, using Manning's equation, is 18,367 EDUs. As shown in the table, there are cases
where the flow may exceed 75% and consequently this reach should be monitored
closely during build-out of the basin.

TABLE I-3
CAPACITY ANALYSIS NODES P102 1O P140

. . . Project Project
Nodes Pipe Size Project EDUs Pl ) Flows (cfs) d/D percent

Maximum P102-P140 . 21 16,948 7.46 11.5 78%
Diameter

Permanent P102-P140 . 21 16,485 7.25 11.2 77 %
Diameter

Committed P102-P140 . 21 16,204 7.13 11.0 75%
Diameter

Built P102-P140 .21 11,602 5.10 7.9 59%
Diameter

Maximum includes interim flows of 464 EDUs for Village 7.

Permanent excludes interim flows of 464 EDUs for Village 7.

Committed excludes 464 interim EDUs for Village 7 and 281 EDUs for EUC that are not yet approved..
Remaining capacity at d/D of .85 is approximately 6,765 EDUs (18,367 EDUSs less 11,602 EDUS).
Assumes all EDUs west of I-805 enter at node P185 for analysis only.

Analysis is based on 1 EDU = 265 gpd.

For DIF purposes, capacity calculated based on n=0.012, peak factor = 1.66 and slope = 0.5%.

The crifical reach to monitor is between nodes P1024 andP1055.

2 Node P102is north of manhole 47 per drawing 01-028-28.
3 Node P140is manhole 16 per drawing 97-355.
4 Node P102 is north of manhole 47 per drawing 01-028-28.

5 Node P105 is manhole 102 per drawing 97-356.



NODES P140 TO P175R — NORTH OF MAIN STREET TO MELROSE AVENUE

Based on a sewage generation rate of 265 gpd/EDU and the maximum EDUs shown in
Tables I-1 and |-2 of this appendix, the 21-inch diameter pipe from node P140¢ to P1757 is
sized adequately for the design flows. The pipe slope ranges between 0.73% and 4.39%
according to the plans. The design capacity of the pipe at 0.73% slope and 85% full pipe
flow, using Manning’s equation, is 22,192 EDUs. As shown in the table, this reach of sewer
pipe is adequate for build out of the basin.

TABLE I-4
CAPACITY ANALYSIS NODES P140 TO P175R

. . . Project Project
Nodes Pipe Size Project EDUs Flows (mgd) Flows (cfs) d/D percent

Maximum P140-P175R . 21 16,948 7.46 11.5 67%
Diameter

Permanent P140-P175R . 21 16,485 7.25 11.2 66%
Diameter

Committed P140-P175R . 21 16,204 7.13 11.0 65%
Diameter

Built P140-P175R .21 11,602 5.10 7.9 52%
Diameter

Maximum includes interim flows of 464 EDUs for Village 7.

Permanent excludes interim flows of 464 EDUs for Village 7.

Committed excludes 464 interim EDUs for Village 7 and 281 EDUs for EUC that are not yet approved.
Remaining capacity at d/D of .85 is approximately 10,590 EDUs (22,192 EDUs less 11,602 EDUs).
Assumes all EDUs west of I-805 enter at node P185 for analysis only.

Analysis is based on 1 EDU = 265 gpd.

For DIF purposes, capacity calculated based on n=0.012, peak factor = 1.66 and slope = 0.73%.

6 Node P140is manhole 16 per drawing 97-355.

7 Node P175R is manhole 1 per drawing 05022-02.



NODES P175R TO P195 — MELROSE AVENUE EASTERLY UNDER [-805

Based on a sewage generation rate of 265 gpd/EDU and the maximum EDUs shown in
Tables I-1 and I-2 of this appendix, the 27-inch diameter pipe from node P175R8 to P1959 is
sized adequately for the design flows. The pipe slope is 0.5% according to the plans. The
design capacity of the pipe at 0.5% slope and 85% full pipe flow, using Manning’s
equation, is 35,898 EDUs. As shown in the table, this reach of sewer pipe is adequate for
build out of the basin.

TABLE I-5
CAPACITY ANALYSIS NODES P175R TO P195

. . . Project Project
Nodes Pipe Size Project EDUs Flows (mgd) Flows (cfs) d/D percent

Maximum P175R-P195 . 27 16,948 7.46 11.5 49%
Diameter

Permitted R175R-P195 . 27 16,485 7.25 11.2 49%
Diameter

Committed P175R-P195 . 27 16,204 7.13 11.0 48%
Diameter

. 27"

Built P175R-P195 . 11,602 5.10 7.9 40%

Diameter

Maximum includes interim flows of 464 EDUs for Village 7.

Permanent excludes interim flows of 464 EDUs for Village 7.

Committed excludes 464 interim EDUs for Village 7 and 281 EDUs for EUC that are not yet approved.
Remaining capacity at d/D of .85 is approximately 24,296 EDUs (35,898 EDUs less 11,602 EDUs).
Assumes all EDUs west of I-805 enter at node P185 for analysis only.

Analysis is based on 1 EDU = 265 gpd.

For DIF purposes, capacity calculated based on n=0.012, peak factor = 1.66 and slope = 0.5%.

8 Node P175R is manhole 1 per drawing 05022-02.

? Node P195is manhole é per drawing 05-022-03.



NODES P195 TO P230— EAST OF I-805 TO OLEANDER AVENUE

Based on a sewage generation rate of 265 gpd/EDU and the maximum EDUs shown in
Tables I-1 and I-2 of this appendix, the 21-inch diameter pipe from node P19510 to P230"!
is sized adequately for the design flows. The pipe slope ranges between 0.5% and 9.65%
according to the plans. The design capacity of the pipe at 0.5% slope and 85% full pipe
flow, using Manning’s equation, is 18,367 EDUs. As shown in the table, this reach of sewer
pipe is adequate for build out of the basin.

TABLE I-6
CAPACITY ANALYSIS NODES P195 10 P230

. . . Project Project
Nodes Pipe Size Project EDUs Flows (mgd) Flows (cfs) d/D percent

Maximum P195-P230 . 21 16,073 7.07 10.9 75%
Diameter

Permanent P195-P230 . 21 15,609 6.87 10.6 74%
Diameter

Committed P195-P230 21 15,328 6.74 10.4 72%
Diameter

Built P195-P230 21 10,726 4.72 7.3 56%
Diameter

Maximum includes interim flows of 464 EDUs for Village 7.

Permanent excludes interim flows of 464 EDUs for Village 7.

Committed excludes 464 interim EDUs for Village 7 and 281 EDUs for EUC that are not yet approved.
Remaining capacity at d/D of .85 is approximately 7,641 EDUs (18,367 EDUs less 10,726 EDUS).
Assumes all EDUs east of I-805 enter at node P230 for analysis only.

Analysis is based on 1 EDU = 265 gpd.

For DIF purposes, capacity calculated based on n=0.012, peak factor = 1.66 and slope = 0.5%.

10 Node P195is manhole 6 per drawing 05022-03.

11 Node P230 is manhole 30 per drawing 97-348.



NODES P230 TO P240— EAST OF OLEANDER AVENUE TO SOUTH OF OLYMPIC PkwY

Based on a sewage generation rate of 265 gpd/EDU and the maximum EDUs shown in
Tables I-1 and I-2 of this appendix, the 21-inch diameter pipe from node P230'2 o P240'3
is sized adequately for the design flows. The pipe slope is 0.4% according to the plans.
The design capacity of the pipe at 0.4% slope and 85% full pipe flow, using Manning's
equation, is 16,427 EDUs. As shown in the table, there are cases where the flow may
exceed 75% and consequently this reach should be monitored closely during build-out of
the basin.

TABLE I-7
CAPACITY ANALYSIS NODES P230 10 P240

. . . Project Project
Nodes Pipe Size Project EDUs Pl ) Flows (cfs) d/D percent

Maximum P230-P240 . 21 15,400 6.77 10.5 79%
Diameter

Permanent P230-P240 . 21 14,936 6.57 10.2 77 %
Diameter

Committed ~ P-230-P240 2! 14,655 6.45 10.0 75%
Diameter

Built P230-P240 .21 10,053 4.42 6.8 58%
Diameter

Maximum includes interim flows of 464 EDUs for Village 7.

Permanent excludes interim flows of 464 EDUs for Village 7.

Committed excludes 464 interim EDUs for Village 7 and 281 EDUs for EUC that are not yet approved.
Remaining capacity at d/D of .85 is approximately EDUs 6,374 (16,427 EDUs less 10,053 EDUS).
Assumes 290 EDUs east of I-805 enter upstream of node P240 for analysis only.

Analysis is based on 1 EDU = 265 gpd.

For DIF purposes, capacity calculated based on n=0.012, peak factor = 1.66 and slope = 0.4%.

12 Node P230 is manhole 30 per drawing 97-348.

13 Node P240 is manhole 16 per drawing 97-355.



P240 10 P253R — OLYMPIC PARKWAY (WEST OF BRANDYWINE AVENUE)

Based on a sewage generation rate of 265 gpd/EDU and the maximum EDUs shown in
Tables I-1 and I-2 of this appendix, the 21-inch diameter pipe from node P240'4 o P25315
is sized adequately for the design flows. The pipe slope ranges between 0.4% and 1.22%
according to the plans. The design capacity of the pipe at 0.4% slope and 85% full pipe
flow, using Manning’s equation, is 16,427 EDUs. As shown in the table, there are cases
where the flow may exceed 75% and consequently this reach should be monitored
closely during build-out of the basin.

TABLE I-8
CAPACITY ANALYSIS NODES P240 1O P253R

Nodes

Project Project

Pipe Size Project EDUs Flows (mgd) Flows (cfs)

d/D percent

Maximum P240-P253R

Permanent P240-P253R

Committed P240-P253R

Built P240-P253R

.21 15,400 6.77 10.5 79%
Diameter

21 ”

. 14,936 6.57 10.2 77%
Diameter

21 ”

. 14,655 6.45 10.0 75%
Diameter

21 ”

. 10,053 4.42 6.8 58%
Diameter

Maximum includes interim flows of 464 EDUs for Village 7.

Permanent excludes interim flows of 464 EDUs for Village 7.

Committed excludes 464 interim EDUs for Village 7 and 281 EDUs for EUC that are not yet approved.
Remaining capacity at d/D of .85 is approximately EDUs 6,374 (16,427 EDUs less 10,053 EDUS).
Assumes 290 EDUs east of I-805 enter upstream of node P240 for analysis only.

Analysis is based on 1 EDU = 265 gpd.

For DIF purposes, capacity calculated based on n=0.012, peak factor = 1.66 and slope = 0.4%.

The crifical reach is between nodes P250R'¢ and P253R!17.

14 Node P240is manhole 16 per drawing 97-355.

15 Node P253R is manhole 3 per drawing 00110-04.

16 Node P250 is manhole 2 per drawing 00110-04.

17 Node P253R is manhole 3 per drawing 00110-04.



P253R TO P305 — OLYMPIC PARKWAY WEST AND EAST OF BRANDYWINE AVENUE

These 18-inch diameter reaches are discussed in the report and indicate a d/D
exceeding 0.85 based on Tables I-1 and 1-2 of this appendix.



P305 10 P310 — OLYMPIC PARKWAY (WITHIN SUNBOW II)

Based on a sewage generation rate of 265 gpd/EDU and the maximum EDUs shown in
Tables I-1 and I-2 of this appendix, the 18-inch diameter pipe from node P305'8 to P310'?
is sized adequately for the design flows. The pipe slope is 5% according to the plans. The
design capacity of the pipe at 5% slope and 85% full pipe flow, using Manning's
equation, is 38,503 EDUs. As shown in the table, this reach of sewer pipe is adequate for
build out of the basin.

TABLE I-9
CAPACITY ANALYSIS NODES P305 T0 P310

. . . Project Project
Nodes Pipe Size Project EDUs Flows (mgd) Flows (cfs) d/D percent

. 18” Less than
Maximum P305- P310 Diameter 13,354 5.87 9.1 50%

Permanent  P305-P310 10 12,890 5.67 8.8 Less than
Diameter 50%

Committed ~ P305-P310 '8 12,609 5.55 8.6 Less than
Diameter 50%

. 18” Less than
Built P305- P310 Diameter 8,587 3.78 5.8 50%

Maximum includes interim flows of 464 EDUs for Village 7.

Permanent excludes interim flows of 464 EDUs for Village 7.

Committed excludes 464 interim EDUs for Village 7 and 281 EDUs for EUC that are not yet approved.
Remaining capacity at d/D of .85 is approximately 29,916 EDUs (38,503 EDUs less 8,587 EDUS).
Analysis is based on 1 EDU = 265 gpd.

For DIF purposes, capacity calculated based on n=0.012, peak factor = 1.66 and slope = 5%.

18 Node P305 is manhole 6 per drawing 99-386.

19 Node P310is manhole 7 per drawing 99-386.



P310 10O P345 — OLYMPIC PARKWAY (WITHIN SUNBOW II)

Based on a sewage generation rate of 265 gpd/EDU and the maximum EDUs shown in
Tables I-1 and |-2 of this appendix, the 18-inch diameter pipe from node P3102 to P3452!
is sized adequately for the design flows. The pipe slope is ranges between 0.98% and
2.13% according to the plans. The design capacity of the pipe at 0.98% slope and 85%
full pipe flow, using Manning's equation, is 17,047 EDUs. As shown in the table, this reach
of sewer pipe is adequate for build out of the basin.

TABLEI-10
CAPACITY ANALYSIS NODES P310 1O P345

. . . Project Project
Nodes Pipe Size Project EDUs Flows (mgd) Flows (cfs) d/D percent

Maximum  P310-P345 '8 13,214 5.81 9.0 68%
Diameter

Permanent P310- P345 . 18 12,750 5.61 8.7 67%
Diameter

Committed ~ P310-P345 '3 12,469 5.49 8.5 65%
Diameter

Built P310- P345 . 18 8,447 3.72 5.8 51%
Diameter

Maximum includes interim flows of 464 EDUs for Village 7.

Permanent excludes interim flows of 464 EDUs for Village 7.

Committed excludes 464 interim EDUs for Village 7 and 281 EDUs for EUC that are not yet approved.
Remaining capacity at d/D of .85 is approximately 8,600 EDUs (17,047 EDUs less 8,447 EDUs).
Analysis is based on 1 EDU = 265 gpd.

For DIF purposes, capacity calculated based on n=0.012, peak factor = 1.66 and slope = 0.98%.

20 Node P310is manhole 7 per drawing 99-386.

21 Node P345is manhole 14 per drawing 99-382.



NODES P345 1O P365 — OLYMPIC PKwWY (SUNBOW Il TO VILLAGE 2 WESTERLY ACCESS
ROAD)

Based on a sewage generation rate of 265 gpd/EDU and the maximum EDUs shown in
Tables I-1 and |-2 of this appendix, the 18-inch diameter pipe from node P34522 to P36523
is sized adequately for the design flows. The pipe slope ranges between 0.6% and 0.83%
according to the plans. The design capacity of the pipe at 0.6% slope and 85% full pipe
flow, using Manning’s equation, is 13,339 EDUs. As shown in the table, there are cases
where the flow may exceed 75% and consequently this reach should be monitored
closely during build-out of the basin.

TABLE I-11
CAPACITY ANALYSIS NODES P345 1O P365

. . . Project Project
Nodes Pipe Size Project EDUs Pl ) Flows (cfs) d/D percent

Maximum P345-P365 . 18 13,057 5.74 8.9 84%
Diameter

Permanent P345-P365 . 18 12,593 5.54 8.6 81%
Diameter

Committed P345-P365 . 18 12,312 5.42 8.4 78%
Diameter

Built  P345-P365 'O 8,289 3.65 5.6 58%
Diameter

Maximum includes interim flows of 464 EDUs for Village 7.

Permanent excludes interim flows of 464 EDUs for Village 7.

Committed excludes 464 interim EDUs for Village 7 and 281 EDUs for EUC that are not yet approved.
Remaining capacity at d/D of .85 is approximately 5,050 EDUs (13,339 EDUs less 8,289 EDUs).
Analysis is based on 1 EDU = 265 gpd.

For DIF purposes, capacity calculated based on n=0.012, peak factor = 1.66 and slope = 0.6%.

The crifical reach to monitor is between nodes P34524 and P36025.

22 Node P345is manhole 14 per drawing 99-382.
23 Node P365 is manhole 18 per drawing 99-380.
24 Node P345 is manhole 14 per drawing 99-382.

25 Node P360 is manhole 17 per drawing 99-380.



NODES P365 TO P405 — OLYMPIC PKWY (VILLAGE 2 WESTERLY ACCESS ROAD TO WEST OF
HERITAGE ROAD)

Based on a sewage generation rate of 265 gpd/EDU and the maximum EDUs shown in
Tables I-1 and |-2 of this appendix, the 18-inch diameter pipe from node P3652¢ to P40527
is sized adequately for the design flows. The pipe slope ranges between 1.01% and 3.36%
according to the plans. The design capacity of the pipe at 1.01% slope and 85% full pipe
flow, using Manning’s equation, is 17,304 EDUs. As shown in the table, this reach of sewer
pipe is adequate for build out of the basin.

TABLE I-12
CAPACITY ANALYSIS NODES P365 1O P405

. . . Project Project
Nodes Pipe Size Project EDUs Flows (mgd) Flows (cfs) d/D percent

Maximum P365-P405 . 18 12,335 5.43 8.4 64%
Diameter

Permanent P365-P405 . 18 11,871 5.22 8.1 63%
Diameter

Committed ~ P365-P405 '8 11,590 5.10 7.9 61%
Diameter

Built P365-P405 . |0 8,289 3.65 5.6 50%
Diameter

Maximum includes interim flows of 464 EDUs for Village 7.

Permanent excludes interim flows of 464 EDUs for Village 7.

Committed excludes 464 interim EDUs for Village 7 and 281 EDUs for EUC that are not yet approved.
Remaining capacity at d/D of .85 is approximately 9,016 EDUs (17,304 EDUs less 8,289 EDUs).
Analysis is based on 1 EDU = 265 gpd.

For DIF purposes, capacity calculated based on n=0.012, peak factor = 1.66 and slope = 1.01%.

26 Node P365 is manhole 18 per drawing 99-380.

27 Node P405 is manhole 26 per drawing 99-374.



NODES P405 TO P410 — OLYMPIC PARKWAY (AT HERITAGE ROAD)

Based on a sewage generation rate of 265 gpd/EDU and the maximum EDUs shown in
Tables I-1 and I-2 of this appendix, the 21-inch diameter pipe from node P40528 to P4102°
is sized adequately for the design flows. The pipe slope is 0.6% according to the plans.
The design capacity of the pipe at 0.6% slope and 85% full pipe flow, using Manning's
equation, is 13,339 EDUs. As shown in the table, only under the Maximum flow scenario,
with temporarily diverted flows (464 EDUs from Village 7), would the flow slightly exceed
75% and consequently this reach is not critical and does not need to be monitored.

TABLEI-13
CAPACITY ANALYSIS NODES P405 10 P410

. . . Project Project
Nodes Pipe Size Project EDUs Pl ) Flows (cfs) d/D percent

Maximum P405-P410 . 18 11,815 5.20 8.0 76%
Diameter

Permitted P405-P410 . 18 11,351 4.99 7.7 73%
Diameter

Committed P405-P410 . 18 11,070 4.87 7.5 71%
Diameter

Built P405- P410 . 18 7,770 3.42 5.3 55%
Diameter

Maximum includes interim flows of 464 EDUs for Village 7.

Permanent excludes interim flows of 464 EDUs for Village 7.

Committed excludes 464 interim EDUs for Village 7 and 281 EDUs for EUC that are not yet approved.
Remaining capacity at d/D of .85 is approximately 5,569 EDUs (13,339 EDUs less 7,770 EDUs).
Analysis is based on 1 EDU = 265 gpd.

For DIF purposes, capacity calculated based on n=0.012, peak factor = 1.66 and slope = 0.6%.

28 Node P405 is manhole 26 per drawing 99-374.

29 Node P410is manhole 27 per drawing 99-374.



UPSTREAM OF NODE P410 — OLYMPIC PKWY (EAST OF HERITAGE ROAD TO SR 125)

Based on a sewage generation rate of 265 gpd/EDU and the maximum EDUs shown in
Tables I-1 and |-2 of this appendix, the 18-inch diameter pipe upstream of node P41030 is
sized adequately for the design flows. The pipe slope ranges between 0.6% and 6.2%
according to the plans. The design capacity of the pipe at 0.6% slope and 85% full pipe
flow, using Manning’s equation, is 13,339 EDUs. As shown in the table, the reach of sewer
pipe upstream of Heritage Road to SR 125 is adequate for build out of the basin.

TABLE I-14
CAPACITY ANALYSIS UPSTREAM OF NODE P410

. . . Project Project
Nodes Pipe Size Project EDUs Flows (mgd) Flows (cfs) d/D percent

Maximum P410 . 18 10,650 4.69 7.3 70%
Diameter

Permanent P410 . 18 10,187 4.48 6.9 67%
Diameter

Committed P410 18 9,906 4.36 6.7 65%
Diameter

. 18"

Built P410 . 6,605 2.91 4.5 51%

Diameter

Maximum includes interim flows of 464 EDUs for Village 7.

Permanent excludes interim flows of 464 EDUs for Village 7.

Committed excludes 464 interim EDUs for Village 7 and 281 EDUs for EUC that are not yet approved.
Remaining capacity at d/D of .85 is approximately 6,733 EDUs (13,339 EDUs less 6,605 EDUs).
Analysis is based on 1 EDU = 265 gpd.

For DIF purposes, capacity calculated based on n=0.012, peak factor = 1.66 and slope = 0.6%.

30 Node P410is manhole 27 per drawing 99-374.



MISCELLANEOUS

In Oleander Avenue and in Melrose Drive, 8-inch diameter sewer mains connect to the
Poggi Canyon Interceptor sewer. There may be a possibility to reconnect these lines to
the Date-Faivre sewer reducing the overall flows going through the Poggi Canyon
Interceptor sewer. This alternative should be explored should actual flow data indicate
that upgrades are needed to the Poggi Canyon Interceptor sewer downstream of node
P230, in Oleander Avenue.
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Appendix J
Future Revenues - From Constructed Projects
(Prepared 3-20-08)

Development EDUs Payment Pending Notes
Sunbow I
Planning Areas 274.3 $ 109,720 No record of payment and/or type (credit v.
cash/check is unknown)
Park 18.0 7,200 City fee
Elementary School' 32.1 12,840 School District fee
Fire Station 13.7 5,480 City fee
Subtotal 338.1 $ 135,240

Otay Ranch Village 1 West
Park $ - Assumed Credit from CFD 99-1.

Otay Ranch Village 1 $ - NA

Otay Ranch Village 5
CPF $ - Un-built CPF site assumed credit from CFD 99-1.

Otay Ranch Village 1/5 (McMillin)
Park $ - Assumed Credit from CFD 97-3.

Eastlake Greens/Land Swap

Park APN 643-033-01 Assumed Existing
Elementary School Assumed Existing
High School Assumed Existing
Subtotal 0 $ -
EUC $ - NA
Freeway Commercial $ - NA
Village 7
High School
Elementary School
Subtotal 0 $ - Interim flows not required to pay
Village 6
Elementary School? 42.9 $ 17,160 School District fee
Village 2
High School® 214.2 $ 85,680 School District fee
Fire Station 15.2 $ 6,080 City fee
Subtotal 229.4 $ 91,760
TOTAL 610.4 $ 244,160

' EDUs based on 1997 Basin Plan; Ordinance is 3.6 EDUs/acre.
2 EDUs based on 800 students at .0536 EDU/student.

3 EDUs based on 3,000 students at .0714 EDU/student.

* Sunbow Il figure includes the 45.3 EDUs for medical parcel.




