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10.

11.

Directors
Manny Fernandez
Tom Handley
Pat Kite

et BOARD MEETING AGENDA Anjali Lathi

SANITARY i

DISTRICT Monday’ May 23, 2016 Jennifer Toy

Regular Meeting - 7:00 P.M.
) ] o Officers
Union Sanitary District Paul R. Eldredge

Administration Building
5072 Benson Road
Union City, CA 94587

General Manager/
District Engineer

Karen W. Murphy
Attorney

Call to Order.

Pledge of Allegiance.

Roll Call.

Approve Minutes of the Special Meeting of April 27, 2016.

Approve Minutes of the Meeting of May 9, 2016.

Monthly Operations Report (to be reviewed by the Budget & Finance Committee).
a.  April Monthly Odor Report & Financial Reports.

b.  Third Quarter FY 16 District-Wide Balanced Scorecard Measures.

C. Balanced Scorecard Report for the Technical Services Workgroup.

Written Communications.

Oral Communications.

The public may provide oral comments at regular and special Board meetings; however, whenever possible, written statements are preferred (to be received
at the Union Sanitary District office at least one working day prior to the meeting). This portion of the agenda is where a member of the public may address
and ask questions of the Board relating to any matter within the Board’s jurisdiction that is not on the agenda. If the subject relates to an agenda item, the
speaker should address the Board at the time the item is considered. Oral comments are limited to three minutes per individuals, with a maximum of 30
minutes per subject. Speaker’s cards will be available in the Boardroom and are to be completed prior to discussion.

Schedule Public Hearing to Consider Collection of Sewer Service Charges on the Tax
Roll for Fiscal Year 2017 (to be reviewed by the Legal/Community Affairs Committee).

Accept the Final Seismic Assessment Reports from Degenkolb Engineers (to be
reviewed by the Construction Committee).

Authorize the General Manager to execute Amendment No. 2 to Task Order No. 2 with
West Yost Associates for the Plant Facilities Improvements Project (to be reviewed by
the Construction Committee).




Information

Information

Information
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12. Information Items:
a. Check Register.
b. Standard Specifications and Information Bulletin Update (to be reviewed by the
Construction Committee).

13. Committee Meeting Reports. (No Board action is taken at Committee meetings):
Construction Committee — scheduled for Wednesday, May 18, 2016, at 10:30 a.m.
Budget & Finance Committee — scheduled for Thursday, May 19, 2016, at 8:30 a.m.
Legal/Community Affairs Committee — scheduled for Friday, May 20, 2016, at 9:15 a.m.
Legislative Committee — will not meet.

Personnel Committee — will not meet.

SO o 0 T o

Ad Hoc Subcommittee for Communications Strategy.

14. General Manager’s Report. (Information on recent issues of interest to the Board).

15. Other Business:
a. Comments and questions. Directors can share information relating to District
business and are welcome to request information from staff.
b. Scheduling matters for future consideration.

16. Adjournment —The Board will adjourn to the next Regular Meeting in the Boardroom
on Monday, June 13, 2016, at 7:00 p.m.

The Public may provide oral comments at regular and special Board meetings; however, whenever possible, written statements are preferred (to be received at the Union Sanitary
District at least one working day prior to the meeting).

If the subject relates to an agenda item, the speaker should address the Board at the time the item is considered. If the subject is within the Board’s jurisdiction but not on the agenda,
the speaker will be heard at the time “Oral Communications” is calendared. Oral comments are limited to three minutes per individual, with a maximum of 30 minutes per subject.
Speaker’s cards will be available in the Boardroom and are to be completed prior to discussion of the agenda item.

The facilities at the District Offices are wheelchair accessible. Any attendee requiring special accommodations at the meeting should contact the General Manager’s office at (510)
477-7503 at least 24 hours in advance of the meeting.

THE PUBLIC IS INVITED TO ATTEND




NOTICE OF All meetings will be held in
COMMITTEE MEETING the General Manager’s Office

5072 Benson Road, Union City, CA 94587
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UNION

SANITARY

DISTRICT

BOARD MEETING OF MAY 23, 2016

Committee Membership:

Budget and Finance Directors Manny Fernandez and Pat Kite (Alt. — Jennifer Toy)
Construction Committee Directors Tom Handley and Jennifer Toy (Alt. — Pat Kite)
Legal/Community Affairs Directors Pat Kite and Anjali Lathi (Alt. — Tom Handley)
Legislative Committee Directors Manny Fernandez and Tom Handley (Alt—Pat Kite)
Personnel Committee Directors Manny Fernandez and Jennifer Toy (Alt. — Anjali Lathi)
Audit Committee Directors Anjali Lathi and Jennifer Toy (Alt. Manny Fernandez)

Construction Committee, Wednesday, May 18, 2016, at 10:30 a.m.
10. Accept the Final Seismic Assessment Reports from Degenkolb Engineers.

11. Authorize the General Manager to execute Amendment No. 2 to Task Order No. 2 with West Yost
Associates for the Plant Facilities Improvements Project.

12b.  Standard Specifications and Information Bulletin Update.

Budget & Finance Committee, Thursday, May 19, 2016, at 8:30 a.m.

6. Monthly Operations Report.
a. April Monthly Odor Report & Financial Reports.
b. Third Quarter FY 16 District-Wide Balanced Scorecard Measures.
C. Balanced Scorecard Report for the Technical Services Workgroup.

Legal/Community Affairs Committee, Friday, May 20, 2016, at 9:15 a.m.

9. Schedule Public Hearing to Consider Collection of Sewer Service Charges on the Tax Roll for Fiscal
Year 2017.

Committee meetings may include teleconference participation by one or more Directors.
(Gov. Code Section 54953 (b))
Committee Meetings are open to the public. Only written comments will be considered. No action will be taken.
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MINUTES OF THE SPECIAL MEETING OF THE
BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF
UNION SANITARY DISTRICT
April 27, 2016

CALL TO ORDER

President Toy called the special meeting to order at 5:40 p.m.
ROLL CALL

PRESENT: Jennifer Toy, President
Tom Handley, Vice President
Pat Kite, Secretary
Anjali Lathi, Director
Manny Fernandez, Director

STAFF: Paul Eldredge, General Manager
Karen Murphy, District Counsel
Armando Lopez, Treatment & Disposal Services Manager
James Schofield, Collection Services Manager
Robert Simonich, Fabrication, Maintenance, and Construction Manager
Sami Ghossain, Technical Services Manager
Pamela Arends-King, Business Services Manager/CFO
Maria Buckley, Principle Financial Analyst

PUBLIC COMMENT

There was no public comment.

BOARD WORKSHOP — FY17 OPERATING BUDGET

Staff provided a presentation on the FY17 Operating Budget and responded to Board questions.

ADJOURNMENT:

The special meeting was adjourned at approximately 8:00 p.m. to the next Regular Board Meeting in the
Boardroom on Monday, May 9, 2016, at 7:00 p.m.

SUBMITTED: ATTEST:
REGINA McEVOY PAT KITE
SECRETARY TO THE BOARD SECRETARY
APPROVED:

JENNIFER TOY
PRESIDENT

Adopted this 23" day of May, 2016
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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE
BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF
UNION SANITARY DISTRICT

May 9, 2016

CALL TO ORDER

President Toy called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

ROLL CALL

PRESENT: Jennifer Toy, President

STAFF:

VISITOR:

Tom Handley, Vice President
Pat Kite, Secretary

Anjali Lathi, Director

Manny Fernandez, Director

Paul Eldredge, General Manager

Karen Murphy, District Counsel

Leah Castella, Special Counsel

Armando Lopez, Treatment & Disposal Services Manager

Robert Simonich, Fabrication, Maintenance, and Construction Manager
Sami Ghossain, Technical Services Manager

Pamela Arends-King, Business Services Manager/CFO

Tim Grillo, Research and Support Team Coach

Michelle Powell, Communications and Intergovernmental Relations Coordinator
Mariela Espinosa, Customer Service Fee Analyst

Sol Cooper, Mechanic

Regina McEvoy, Assistant to the General Manager/Board Secretary

Alice Johnson, League of Women Voters

Marty Koller, Alameda County Water District Boardmember
Pranshu Chaturvedi and family

Shreya Ramachandran and family

Gabriele Estabrook, Mission San Jose High School

Fe Marie Bustos, The Stratford School

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF THE SPECIAL MEETING OF APRIL 19, 2016

It was moved by Secretary Kite, seconded by Vice President Handley, to approve the
Minutes of the Special Meeting of April 19, 2016. Motion carried unanimously.
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APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF APRIL 25, 2016

It was moved by Director Lathi, seconded by Director Fernandez, to approve the Minutes
of the Meeting of April 25, 2016. Motion carried unanimously.

WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS

There were no written communications.

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS

There were no oral communications.

PRESENTATION OF ALAMEDA COUNTY SCIENCE AND ENGINEERING FAIR
EXCELLENCE INWATER RESEARCH AWARDS TO JUNIOR AND SENIOR DIVISION
FIRST-PLACE WINNERS

Communications and Intergovernmental Relations Coordinator Powell stated the District
is one of ten Alameda County water and wastewater agencies that collaborated to create
and fund the annual Excellence in Water Research Awards for the annual Alameda
County Science and Engineering Fair. The awards include cash prizes and are given to
students whose projects are related to water or wastewater issues. A member of the
District’s laboratory staff has served as a judge for these awards since their inception four
years ago. The Board presented awards to the following students and teachers:

Student School Teacher Project Title
Pranshu Chaturvedi Mission San Jose Gabriele Estabrook A Novel Technique
High School for Water

Desalination Using
the Diamagnetic
Properties of Water

Shreya The Stratford Fe Marie Bustos Effect of Soap Nut
Ramachandran School Greywater on Soil
and Plants

President Toy recessed the meeting at 7:10 p.m. for a reception honoring the science fair
winners and their projects.

President Toy reconvened the meeting at 7:30 p.m.

LEGISLATIVE UPDATE ON REGIONAL, STATE, AND NATIONAL ISSUES OF
INTEREST TO THE BOARD

This item was reviewed by the Legislative Committee. General Manager Eldredge stated
the informational report included in the Board meeting packet provided an overview of
legislation which may impact the District or be of interest to the Board. General Manager
Eldredge provided a brief overview of the following proposed legislation: SB 163 —
(Hertzberg D) Wastewater Treatment: Recycled Water; and SB 1069 — (Wieckowski D)
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An Act to Amend Sections 65582.1, 65583.1, 65589.1, 65852.150, 65852.2, and 66412.2
of the Government Code, Relating to Land Use. Staff responded to Boardmember
guestions.

Vice President Handley stated SB163 would require the District to discharge treated
wastewater to the aquifer and asked who would take control of the aquifer.

General Manager Eldredge stated the aquifer is an adjudicated groundwater basin
controlled by Alameda County Water District per State legislation.

Secretary Kite requested clarification regarding AB 2389 — (Ridley-Thomas D) Special
Districts: District-Based Elections: Reapportionment. General Manager Eldredge stated
staff would research the bill and provide more information to the Board.

Secretary Kite requested further information regarding AB 2511 — (Levine D) Fertilizing
Materials: Auxiliary Soil and Plant Substances: Biochar. General Manager Eldredge
stated biochar is produced by a certain biosolids treatment technology whereby biosolids
are heated to a high temperature and biochar is the remaining material.

Director Lathi requested clarification regarding AB 2257 — (Mainenschein R) Local
Agency Meetings: Agenda: Online Posting. General Manager Eldredge stated that while
agendas have been posted on the Board of Directors page on the District website, the
proposed bill would require a prominent direct link to the current agenda itself.

President Toy stated the format of the legislative update report was easy to follow.

Director Lathi requested future versions of the report indicate the current status of the
proposed legislation.

REVIEW AND APPROVE PROPOSED CHANGES TO POLICY NO. 3060,
COMMUNICATION BY MEMBERS OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS

This item was reviewed by the Personnel Committee. General Manager Eldredge stated
the Board previously considered a revised version of Policy No. 3060 at the
April 11, 2016, Board meeting. The Board discussed proposed revisions at the meeting,
and directed staff to incorporate further edits to the Policy. Special Counsel Castella
stated the revisions to Policy No. 3060 were designed to clarify that the Policy was not
intended to in any way limit the freedom of individual Boardmembers to communicate on
their own behalf with the public, media representatives, or other publicly elected officials.
Staff recommended the Board either approve the Policy as drafted or approve the Policy
with amendments.

The Board agreed by consensus to add the following text to Section 3.a of the Policy:
When a communication is sent on behalf of the entire Board, it will be signed by the
individual Boardmember with the language, “on behalf of the Union Sanitary District
Board.”
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It was moved by Vice President Handley, seconded by Secretary Kite, to Approve
Proposed Changes to Policy No. 3060, Communication by Members of the Board of
Directors as amended. Motion carried unanimously.

The following item was considered at this time: Reclaimed Water Alternatives. For
information regarding said item, please see the Information Items section of the minutes.

REVIEW AND APPROVE PROPOSED CHANGES TO POLICY NO. 3030,
BOARDMEMBER BUSINESS EXPENSE

This item was reviewed by the Personnel Committee. General Manager Eldredge stated
the recommended revisions to the Policy included the following: changing the distance
requirement for overnight lodging, altering the parking reimbursement requirement,
adding information pertaining to car rentals, and providing clarification regarding
unauthorized expenses. Staff recommended the Board adopt the proposed changes to
Policy No. 3030, Boardmember Business and Travel Expense.

The Board reviewed proposed edits to the Policy, and discussed additional edits.

Sol Cooper requested the Board keep in mind public perception in regard to loosening
restrictions contained within the Policy.

General Manager Eldredge stated staff would redraft proposed revisions to Policy 3030
to be presented at a future Board meeting.

REVIEW AND APPROVE PROPOSED CHANGES TO POLICY NO. 3045, BOARD
EDUCATION AND TRAINING BUDGET

This item was reviewed by the Personnel Committee. General Manager Eldredge stated
minor edits to the Policy were proposed to add clarity and ensure consistency with other
Board policies. Staff recommended the Board adopt the proposed changes to Policy
No. 3045, Board Education and Training Budget.

It was moved by Director Lathi, seconded by Secretary Kite, to Approve Changes to Policy
No. 3045, Board Education and Training Budget. Motion carried unanimously.

SELECT BOARD MEMBERS TO REPRESENT USD ON EXTERNAL COMMITTEES
FOR FY17/

This item was reviewed by the Personnel Committee. General Manager Eldredge stated
Policy No. 3070, Boardmember Officers and Committee Membership, calls for the Board
to select representatives for four External Committees no later than the first meeting in
May. A list of current external committee representatives and alternates was included in
the Board meeting packet. The Board discussed external committee assignment
preferences.
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It was moved by Vice President Handley, seconded by Director Lathi, to accept the
following external committee assignments for FY 2017:

Organization Representative Alternate
Alameda County Water Anjali Lathi Pat Kite
District Financing Authority
(ACWDFA)

East Bay Dischargers Jennifer Toy Tom Handley
Authority (EBDA)
Commission
Alameda County Special Pat Kite Manny Fernandez
Districts Association
(ACSDA)

Southern Alameda County | Manny Fernandez Anjali Lathi
Geographic Information
System (SACGIS)

Motion carried unanimously.

CONSIDER A RESOLUTION TO AUTHORIZE STAFE TO SPECIFY HYDRO
INTERNATIONAL AS A SOLE SOURCE EQUIPMENT MANUFACTURER FOR THE
SLUDGE DEGRITTER SYSTEM PROJECT

This item was reviewed by the Construction Committee. Technical Services Manager
Ghossain stated degritters remove grit from the primary sludge process to minimize
deposits in the anaerobic digesters and reduce wear on pumps, centrifuges, and other
equipment. Grit removal extends the life of Plant equipment and results in cost savings
for the District. The Board authorized the General Manager to execute Task Order No. 1
with West Yost Associates in the amount of $180,629, to provide design services for the
Sludge Degritter System Project. The District has been operating and maintaining the
two existing degritters, manufactured by Hydro International, since 2001. Staff evaluated
the new degritter pursuant to Policy No. 2760, Standardized Equipment Policy, and
determined the equipment meets the “Match Existing Equipment” criteria which allows it
to be sole sourced. Staff recommended the Board adopt a resolution authorizing staff to
specify Hydro International as a sole source equipment manufacturer of the Eutek Slurry
Cup grit separator and washing unit and the Eutek Grit Snail grit clarifier and dewatering
escalator for the Sludge Degritter System Project.

Vice President Handley asked if staff explored alternate options before deciding to
proceed with purchasing a new Hydro International degritter. Treatment & Disposal
Services Manager Lopez stated that given the layout of the Plant, this type of technology
is the most advantageous to the District.

It was moved by Director Fernandez, seconded by Director Lathi, to Adopt Resolution
No. 2780, to Authorize Staff to Specify Hydro International as a Sole Source Equipment
Manufacturer of the Eutek Slurry Cup Grit Separator and Washing Unit and the Eutek Grit
Snail Clarifier and Dewatering Escalator for the Sludge Degritter System Project. Motion
carried unanimously.
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INFORMATION ITEMS:

Check Reqister
All questions were answered to the Board’s satisfaction.

Reclaimed Water Alternatives

This item was reviewed by the Legal/Community Affairs Committee. Research and
Support Team Coach Grillo stated the Board directed staff to develop alternatives,
including approximate implementation and operation costs, for producing a small volume
of reclaimed water and a corresponding residential fill station. Research and Support
Team Coach Grillo provided an overview of the reclaimed water alternatives detailed in
the Board meeting packet, and responded to Boardmember questions.

General Manager Eldredge stated the Alameda County Water District Board will consider
a similar item at its meeting to be held May 26, 2016.

Status of Priority 1 Capital Improvement Program Projects

This item was reviewed by the Construction Committee. Technical Services Manager
Ghossain stated the Executive Team quarterly reviews the status of Priority 1 Capital
Improvement Program (CIP) Projects. For FY 2016, ten projects were ranked as Priority
1 projects. A summary of Priority 1 projects was included in the Board meeting packet.

Third Quarterly Report on the Capital Improvement Program

This item was reviewed by the Construction Committee. Technical Services Manager
Ghossain stated total CIP expenditures up to March 31, 2016, were below projections for
the third quarter. This was due in part to delays with the following projects: Thickener
Control Building, Fremont & Paseo Padre Lift Station Internal Lift Pumps, and
Equalization Storage at Alvarado. Information regarding delayed projects was included
in the Board meeting packet.

Report on the East Bay Dischargers Authority (EBDA) Commission Meeting of
April 21, 2016

Vice President Handley stated General Manager Eldredge will schedule a knowledge
transfer meeting for Vice President Handley and President Toy before the July EBDA
meeting.

COMMITTEE MEETING REPORTS:
The Construction, Legislative, Legal/Community Affairs, and Personnel Committees met.

GENERAL MANAGER’'S REPORT:
General Manager Eldredge reported the following:

= Environmental Compliance staff recently participated in an Earth Day event and
collected 184 pollution prevention pledges, distributed 200 USD tote bags,
collected approximately 200 pounds of expired medication, and exchanged 14
mercury thermometers.

= The District's Annual Certificates of Merit Ceremony will be held in the Boardroom
from 3:00 — 4:00 p.m. on Wednesday, May 25, 2016.
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= The SinkMod Recognition BBQ will be held at the District beginning at 11:30 a.m.
on Wednesday, June 8, 2016.

= The Executive Team will be out of the office May 10 & 11, 2016, for a scheduled
retreat.

OTHER BUSINESS:

Secretary Kite expressed interest in visiting Oro Loma Sanitary District’s levy project.
General Manager Eldredge stated a tour would be arranged.

Director Lathi stated she recently attended the California Water Environment Association
conference in Santa Clara.

ADJOURNMENT:

The meeting was adjourned at 9:28 p.m. to the next scheduled Regular Board Meeting to
be held in the Boardroom on Monday, May 23, 2016, at 7:00 p.m.

SUBMITTED: ATTEST:
REGINA McEVOY PAT KITE
SECRETARY TO THE BOARD SECRETARY
APPROVED:

JENNIFER TOY
PRESIDENT

Adopted this 23 day of May, 2016
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Karen W. Murphy

Attorney
DATE: May 16, 2016
TO: Board of Directors - Union Sanitary District
FROM: Paul R. Eldredge, General Manager/District Engineer
SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. 6.a - Meeting of May 23, 2016

Information Item: April Monthly Odor Report & Financial Reports
Background
Attached are the Hours Worked and Leave Time by Work Group Reports, and Financial
Reports. Staff is available to answer questions regarding information contained in the

report.

Work Group Managers

General Manager/Administration Paul Eldredge GM
Business Services Pamela Arends-King BS/CFO
Collection Services James Schofield CS
Technical Support Sami Ghossain TS
Treatment and Disposal Services Armando Lopez T&D
Fabrication, Maintenance, and Construction Robert Simonich FMC

ODOR COMPLAINTS:

There were two odor complaints received for the Treatment Plant during the month of
April. Details regarding the two complaints, received from the same Union City resident,
are included in the attached Odor Report.
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G.M. ACTIVITIES: For the month of April, the GM was involved in the following:

Participated in the General Manager Check-in Closed Session.

Attended the SB 1213 Committee Hearing in Sacramento.

Participated in the New Developments in the Brown Act webinar offered by
CSDA.

Attended the groundbreaking ceremony for the Ohlone College Academic Core
Buildings Project.

Participated in the Newsletter Draft Layout and Content Review Board
Workshop.

Attended the Newark State of the City Luncheon.

Attended the FY17 Operating Budget Board Workshop.

Attachments: Odor Report
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ODOR REPORT

April 2016

During the recording period from April 01, 2016 through April 30, 2016, there were two odor related
service requests received by the District.

City: Union City

1. Complaint Details:

Date: 4/12/2016 Time: 2:00 pm

Location: MACKINAW ST Reported By: Sam Dua
Wind (from): Southwest Wind Speed: 12 mph mph
Temperature: 58 Degrees F Weather: Cloudy

Response and Follow-up:

An Operator and the T&D WGM investigated resident's area. While driving through the
neighborhood, an odor was occasionally detected but could not discern what the odor was or
where it was coming from. It was also trash day, and the smell of garbage was present. The
manhole in front the residence was tested and no H2S was detected.

2. Complaint Details:

Date: 4/29/2016 Time: 4:21 pm

Location: MACKINAW ST Reported By: Sam Dua

Wind (from): Southwest Wind Speed: 17.9 mph mph
Temperature: 75 Degrees F Weather: Sunny

Response and Follow-up:

WGM and TPO Coach were left voicemail messages which were not received until Monday, May
2,2016. Resident stated there has been an odor for several days. WGM returned phone but
had to leave a voicemail. Resident has not returned the call as of the morning of May 5, 2016.
R&S Coach stated there was a strong odor on Friday but identified it as a bay/fishy odor that
was detected as far as 880/Alvarado Niles Rd.
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Union City

1. Odor found, resolution in progress
2. Odor found, resolution in progress

Legend
Odor Complaints: April 2016

* Odor found, resolution in progress (2)

@® Odor found, not related to USD (0)

A No odor found (0)

Odor Complaints: May 2015 to Mar. 2016
%  Odor found, USD resolved (7)

e Odor found, not related to USD (4)

A No odor found (12)
0 05 1
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Newark

Location of Odor Reports
May 2015 to April 2016

2 3 4 5
Miles

05/




HOURS WORKED AND LEAVE TIME BY WORK GROUP
July 2, 2015 through May 4, 2016
Weeks to Date: 44 out of 52 (84.6%)

At-Work Hours Per Employee Per Week

40.0

35.0

30.0

25.0

20.0

15.0

10.0

5.0

GM BS FMC ™ TS csS All Groups
e Target is 34
Average Annual Sick Leave Used Per Employee to Date
60
50
40
30
46.0 46.2 45.4

20 37.4 N 38.4
10 18.7

0

GM BS FMC TD TS CS All Groups
—Target is 47

NOTES

(1) Regular hours does not include hours worked by part-time or temporary employees.

(2) Overtime hours includes call outs.

(3) Discretionary Leave includes Vacation, HEC, Holiday, MAL, FLEX, Funeral, Jury Duty, Military, OT Banked Use,
Paid Admin., SLIP, VRIP, Holiday Banked Use leaves.

(4) Sick Leave includes sick and catastrophic sick leaves as well as protected time off, of which the District has
no discretion.

An employee using 15 vacation, 11 holiday, 2 HEC, and 5 sick days will work an average of 34.9 hours

per week over the course of a year; with 20 vacation days, 34.2 hours per week.
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HOURS WORKED AND LEAVE TIME BY WORK GROUP
July 2, 2015 through May 4, 2016
Weeks to Date: 44 out of 52 (84.6%)

Group Average AT-WORK HOURS At-Work Hours LEAVE HOURS Average Annual Sick FY15
Number of Regular Overtime Per Employee [ piscretionary | Short Term | Workers Sick Leave Used Per Average At-Work Annual
Employees (1) (2) Per Week (3) Disability Comp (4) Employee To Date | Nymber of Hours Per | Sick Leave
Employees Week Per Used
Employee
GM 2 3,102.25 61.75 36.1 343.00 - - 74.75 37.4 3 34.4 28.8
BS 22 33,413.77 318.19 35.0 4,859.26 - - 411.81 18.7 22 35.3 30.2
FMC 22 32,945.25 610.69 34.8 4,274.50 260.37 - 1,011.88 46.0 23 34.2 52.4
TD 25 37,715.92 1,025.91 35.3 4,696.58 333.09 - 1,154.41 46.2 25 35.3 24.1
TS 31 48,011.17 366.81 35.6 5,869.78 18.67 - 1,042.18 33.6 30 35.0 28.1
CS 31 44,971.26 2,750.41 35.1 6,564.42 186.45 324.00 1,408.58 45.4 29 36.8 68.4
All Groups 133 200,159.62 5,133.76 35.2 26,607.54 798.58 324.00 5,103.61 38.4 132 35.3 40.8
SICK LEAVE INCENTIVE PROGRAM TARGETS 234 <47

The Sick Leave Incentive Program target goals are 47 or less hours of sick leave per employee annually, and 34 or more hours of at-work time per week per employee.

NOTES

(1) Regular hours does not include hours worked by part-time or temporary employees.

(2) Overtime hours includes call outs.
(3) Discretionary Leave includes Vacation, HEC, Holiday, MAL, FLEX, Funeral, Jury Duty, Military, OT Banked Use, Paid Admin., SLIP, VRIP, Holiday Banked Use leaves.

(4) Sick Leave includes sick and catastrophic sick leaves, as well as protected time off, of which the District has no discretion.

An employee using 15 vacation, 11 holiday, 2 HEC, and 5 sick days will work an average of 34.9 hours per week over the course of a year;

with 20 vacation days, 34.2 hours per week.
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FY 2016

Revenues

Capacity Fees

Sewer Service Charges
Operating

Interest

Misc. (incl. LAVWMA pymnt, solar, Cogen rebates)

Subtotal Revenues

SRF Loan Proceeds (Thickener)

Total Revenues + SRF Proceeds

Expenses

Capital Improvement Prog.
Capacity Projects
Renewal & Repl. Projects

Operating

Special Projects

Retiree Medical (Annual Required Contribution)

Vehicle & Equipment
Information Systems

Plant & Pump Station R&R
Pretreatment Fund

County Fee for Sewer Service Charge Admin.

Debt Servicing:

SRF Loans (irv.,wilw,LHH,Cdr,NPS, Sub1,Boyc,Prim Cl)

Total Expenses

Total Revenue & Proceeds less Expenses

BUDGET AND FINANCE REPORT

| Year-to-date as of 4/30/16

Gross Operating Expenses by Work Group

Board of Directors

General Manager/Admin.
Business Services

Collection Services

Technical Services

Treatment & Disposal Services
Fabrication, Maint. & Construction

Total

Operating Expenses by Type

Personnel (incl D&E)

Repairs & Maintenance

Supplies & Matls (chemicals, small tools)
Outside Services (utilities, biosolids, legal)
Fixed Assets

Total

* Personnel Budget Target
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% of
Budget Actual Budget Rec'd
$4,372,000 $6,303,109 144%
48,430,260 47,658,284 98%
1,080,000 1,127,436 104%
345,000 305,439 89%
493,000 350,139 71%
$54,720,260 $55,744,407 102%
5,500,000 3,019,235 55%
$60,220,260 $58,763,642 98%
% of
Budget Actual Budget Used
$4,523,000 $2,139,009 47%
10,553,000 5,198,281 49%
33,827,303 25,159,720 74%
1,522,970 348,035 23%
561,205 420,904 75%
379,500 159,779 42%
1,036,700 765,717 74%
250,000 163,214 65%
12,000 24,307 203%
106,000 105,866 100%
3,127,110 3,127,110 100%
$55,898,788 $37,611,942 67%
$4,321,472 $21,151,700
% of
Budget Actual Budget Used
$176,481 $97,391 55%
953,139 677,418 71%
5,199,612 3,971,120 76%
6,066,202 4,623,658 76%
5,323,323 4,053,822 76%
10,227,304 7,487,655 73%
5,881,242 4,248,655 72%
$33,827,303 $25,159,720 74%
% of
Budget Actual Budget Used
$23,313,376 $17,540,026 75%
2,008,184 1,462,936 73%
2,645,660 1,773,506 67%
5,580,083 4,326,966 78%
280,000 56,287 20%
$33,827,303 $25,159,720 74%

| 83% of year elapsed

(81%)*

Audited
Last Year
Actuals 6/30/15
$4,820,637
48,379,254

1,143,435
309,600
2,127,594

$56,780,521

4,501,122
$61,281,643

Last Year
Actuals

$3,755,472
12,194,927
30,058,848
1,065,653
543,540
787,159
616,117
168,089
109,499
105,559

3,127,110

$52,531,974

$8,749,669

Last Year
Actuals

$135,699

987,502
4,460,485
5,447,126
4,693,517
9,172,622
5,161,897

$30,058,848

Last Year
Actuals
$20,901,890

1,772,819
2,285,558
4,961,560

137,021

$30,058,848




$60,000,000

USD Revenues

$50,000,000

48,430,260 47 658 284

$40,000,000

$30,000,000

$20,000,000

$10,000,000

6,303,109

$0

OBudget

B Actual

5,993,000

1,080,000 1 127436 345,000 305,439
S ; ;

3,369,374

[ m

Capacity Fees

Sewer Service Charges

Operating

Interest

Misc. (incl. SRF

proceeds, LAVWMA)

Total USD Expenses

$40,000,000
33,839,303
35,000,000
$ _| OBudget
$30,000,000
25,184,027 ®Actual
$25,000,000
$20,000,000
15,076,000
$15,000,000
$10,000,000 {—  [(:387.290
$5.000,000 +— 561,205 379,500 1,036,700 250.000 3,233,110 3232)976
! ' 1,522,970 159,779 765,717
$0 } I_IE’O%S 420,904} } } 163,214} |;-_
CIP Operating/PRTM  Spec. Proj. Retiree Med. Vehic & Equip. Info. Systems  Plant&P.S. Debt+CntyFee+Misc
Operating Expenses by Work Group
$12,000,000
10,227,304
$10,000,000 OBudget
BActual 7,487,655
$8,000,000 ) )
6,066,202
5,199,612 ’ ’ 5,881,242
$6,000,000 5,323,323
3971120 [4623658 4,053,822 4,248,655
$4,000,000
$2.000.000 176,481 953,139
97391 677,418
$0
Board GM/Admin. BS Cs TS T&D FMC
Operating Expenses by Type
$25,000,000 23,313,376
$20,000,000 17540026 OBudget
i mActual
$15,000,000
$10,000,000
5,580,083
$5,000,000 [ | 4,326,966
,000, 2,008,184 | 4o 00s 2645660 1773506
280,000 56,287
$0 : : : *
Personnel (incl D&E) Repairs & Maintenance Operating Supplies & Outside Services Fixed Assets
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Business Services Group
Activities Report
April 2016

Performance Measures for the USD Investment Portfolio

Average Monthly Yield

1.50%

1.25%

1.00%

0.75%
0.50%
—-
0.25% .__.—.-—-l7 -
0.00%
v v S o) ) <%
%_1,, %, 4’/} 7‘@, . ., 46&, . % . .
% % s % & % % % s s

e=p==| AIF  ==@==1Yr Rolling Avg Treasury  ==ar==USD Yield
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Portfolio Holdings Distribution by Asset Class

Corporate Issues LAIF
19.20 % 25.44 %
Treasury
— 7.03%
Certificates of Deposit__————
8.21%
CAMP __— _Agencies
0.01% 40,10 %
Portfolio Holdings Distribution by Maturity Range
2-3 Years 3-4 Years
4.22 % 8.67 %
1-2 Years 4-5 Years
17.84 % 20.40 %
3-12 Months
7.22%
6-9 Months
4.76 % o
J6Months _  __ ———— __0-1 Month
3.45% . 29.68%
13 Months _——
3.76%

Maturity Face YTM @ Days To % of

Range

Amount/Shares

Cost

Cost Value

Maturity

Portfolio

‘ Market Value

Book Value

Duration To
Maturity

0-1 Month 21,093,452.87 0.476|21,080,058.43 3 29.68|21,093,292.31|21,093,096.68 0.01
1-3 Months 2,670,000.00 0.691| 2,696,840.50 67 3.76| 2,674,705.04| 2,673,820.56 0.18
3-6 Months 2,455,000.00 0.784| 2,454,356.25 150 3.45| 2,456,903.11| 2,454,693.07 0.41
6-9 Months 3,385,000.00 0.796| 3,408,264.00 226 4.76| 3,394,286.72| 3,393,402.87 0.61
9-12 Months 5,134,000.00 0.891| 5,226,325.35 300 7.22| 5,180,659.74| 5,172,179.74 0.82
1-2 Years 12,676,000.00 0.922|12,694,069.00 512 17.84|12,706,358.42 | 12,689,090.64 1.39
2-3 Years 3,000,000.00 1.240| 3,007,440.00 944 4.22| 3,016,570.00| 3,007,282.48 2.54
3-4 Years 6,160,000.00 1.619| 6,171,676.57 1329 8.67| 6,202,218.40| 6,171,113.92 3.46
4-5 Years 14,500,000.00 2.103|14,554,327.54 1772 20.40|14,555,515.00 | 14,553,322.44 4.67
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Union Sanitary District
Board Report - Holdings
Report Format: By Transaction
Group By: Asset Class
Portfolio/Report Group: All Portfolios

As of 4/30/2016

I(R:;(ta:lrll; Settlement Face Coupon YTM @ Next Call Maturity % of

Description CUSIP/Ticker 1 Date Amount/Shares Cost Value Rate Market Value Cost Date Date Portfolio
Agencies
;555/26917 31338FN78 oW 312172016 1,000,000.00  1,000,000.00  0.900  1,001,160.00 0.900 9/21/2017 1.40
555157(/)'2%317 31338FPHa  NOOMST 11/18/2015 1,000,000.00 999,700.00  0.930  1,001,490.00 0.945 11/17/2017 1.40
:5(1:3?/36420-17 31336F2L0 o2 42572016 1,000,000.00 998,500.00  1.400 999,280.00 1.439 4/13/2017 4/13/2020 1.40
55553}'2%820-16 3133eF204 N0V 41372016 1,000,000.00  1,000,000.00  1.580 995,600.00 1.580 10/13/2016 10/13/2020 1.40
S yss0s0-17  J133EFR2S Wood¥ST  3/23/2016  1,000,000.00  1,000,000.00 1590  1,001,220.00 1.590 3/23/2017 3/23/2020 1.40
L hoa1y | 3133EFX36 100d¥ST 4/20/2016  1,000,000.00 999,300.00  1.680 999,300.00 1.695  4/5/2017  4/5/2021 1.40
ET}§332%2156 313083570 MM 1271672015 1,000,000.00 999,000.00  0.625  1,000,570.00 0.732 11/23/2016 1.40
;;'1"3/26817 313084Q54 NN 3272015 1,000,000.00  1,001,690.00  0.800  1,001,910.00 0.720 5/17/2017 1.41
57;52627 3130A5KHL  No°YST 772272015 1,000,000.00  1,001,140.00  0.900  1,002,190.00 0.847 9/28/2017 1.40
FHLB 1 3130A7MB8  MO°dYST 359/2016 1,000,000.00  1,000,000.00  1.000  1,000,030.00 1.000 3/29/2017 3/29/2018 1.40
3/29/2018-17 Aaa /000, /000, /000,
';;'}-250%%18 3133830v4  ho°YST 42572016 1,000,000.00  1,004,950.00  1.200  1,006,190.00 1.010 12/20/2018 1.41
L25/3021-16  3130A7I5S Wood¥ST 4/20/2016  2,000,000.00  2,000,000.00  2.000  2,004,760.00 2.000 7/29/2016 4/29/2021 2.81
D oo0a-16  3130A76Q3 100d¥ST  2/26/2016  2,000,000.00  2,000,000.00  0.750  2,000,060.00 2.138 5/26/2016 2/26/2021 2.81
g?fg/zsctqu-m 313087666 LoV 3/15/2016 1,000,000.00  1,000,000.00  1.000 999,370.00 2.216 6/15/2016 3/15/2021 1.40
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Credit

Rating Settlement Face Coupon YTM @ Next Call Maturity % of

Description  CUSIP/Ticker 1 Date Amount/Shares Cost Value Rate Market Value Cost Date Date Portfolio
FHLB Step 3130A7PRO Moodys- 4/28/2016 1,000,000.00 1,000,000.00 1.000 998,490.00 2.114 10/28/2016 4/28/2021 1.40
4/28/2021-16 Aaa
FHLB Step Moodys-
4/28/2021-16 3130A7QX6 Aaa 4/28/2016 1,000,000.00 1,000,000.00 1.250 998,010.00 2.021 10/28/2016 4/28/2021 1.40
FHLMC 0.8 Moodys-
8/25/2017-16 3134G8L49 Aaa 2/25/2016 1,000,000.00 1,000,000.00 0.800 1,000,040.00 0.800 5/25/2016 8/25/2017 1.40
FHLMC 1 Moodys-
7/25/2017 3134G3ZH6 Aaa 6/24/2015 1,000,000.00 1,004,540.00 1.000 1,003,070.00 0.780 7/25/2017 1.41
FHLMC 1.25 Moodys-
10/28/2019-17 3134G8XQ7 Aaa 4/28/2016 1,000,000.00 1,000,000.00 1.250 1,000,090.00 1.250 4/28/2017 10/28/2019 1.40
FHLMC 1.27 Moodys-
3/29/2019 3134G8QB8 Aaa 3/29/2016 1,000,000.00 1,000,000.00 1.270 1,001,080.00 1.270 3/29/2019 1.40
FHLMC Step Moodys-
3/30/2020-17 3134G8ST7 Aaa 3/30/2016 1,000,000.00 1,000,000.00 1.000 1,001,130.00 1.744 3/30/2017 3/30/2020 1.40
FHLMC Step Moodys-
4/28/2021-16 3134G8VzZ9 Aaa 4/28/2016 2,500,000.00 2,500,000.00 1.250 2,490,425.00 2.116 10/28/2016 4/28/2021 3.51
FHLMC Step Moodys-
7/28/2020-16 3134G8X20 Aaa 4/28/2016 1,000,000.00 1,000,000.00 1.300 997,920.00 1.709 10/28/2016 7/28/2020 1.40
FNMA 0.625 Moodys-
8/26/2016 3135GOYE7 Aaa 12/16/2015 1,000,000.00 999,540.00 0.625 1,000,710.00 0.691 8/26/2016 1.40
FNMA 1.25 Moodys-
1/30/2017 3135G0GY3 Aaa 12/16/2015 1,000,000.00 1,004,790.00 1.250 1,004,830.00 0.820 1/30/2017 1.41
Sub Total / 28,500,000.00 28,513,150.00 1.157 28,508,925.00 1.454 39.99
Average
CAMP
CAMP LGIP LGIP4000 None 5/31/2011 9,816.69 9,816.69 0.480 9,816.69 0.480 N/A N/A 0.01
Sub Total / 9,816.69 9,816.69  0.480 9,816.69 0.480 0.01
Average
Certificates of Deposit
Lst Source Bank  335460Gk4  None 12/18/2015 245,000.00 244,816.25  0.600 244,934.58  0.701 9/15/2016 0.34
0.6 9/15/2016
Ally Bank 1
10/24/2016 02006LKM4 None 10/23/2014 240,000.00 240,000.00 1.000 240,388.80 1.000 10/24/2016 0.34
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Description

Credit
Rating
CUSIP/Ticker 1

Settlement
Date

Face
Amount/Shares

Cost Value

Coupon
Rate

Market Value

YTM @
Cost

Next Call
Date

Maturity
Date

% of
Portfolio

American
Express Bank
1.1 10/24/2016

American
Express
Centurian 1.05
6/5/2017

Bank Hapoalim
0.85 2/17/2017

Bank of Baroda
Ny 0.65
10/27/2016

Bank of India NY
0.65 10/26/2016

BankUnited NA
0.9 5/24/2017

Bar Harbor Bank
0.7 1/30/2017

Capital One
Bank 1
10/24/2016

Capital One
National Asso
Bank 1.25
8/28/2017

Compass Bank
0.95 6/5/2017

Discover Bank
0.751/3/2017

First Niagara
Bank 1.1
10/30/2017

Goldman Sachs
Bank 1
10/16/2017

Great Midwest

Bank 0.75
7/27/2016
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02587CBz2 None

02587DYJ1 None

06251AL65 None

06062QCSs1 None

06279HBX0 None

066519BE8 None

066851TT3 None

140420QG8 None

14042E6B1 None

20451PLE4 None

254672QZ4 None

33583CSV2 None

381481QX2

None

39083PCK6 None

10/23/2014

6/5/2015

2/18/2016

10/27/2015

10/30/2015

11/24/2015

6/30/2015

10/22/2014

8/26/2015

6/5/2015

7/1/2015

10/30/2015

4/27/2015

10/27/2014

240,000.00

240,000.00

248,000.00

245,000.00

245,000.00

240,000.00

240,000.00

240,000.00

245,000.00

240,000.00

240,000.00

245,000.00

240,000.00

240,000.00

240,000.00

240,000.00

248,000.00

245,000.00

245,000.00

240,000.00

240,000.00

240,000.00

245,000.00

240,000.00

240,000.00

245,000.00

239,520.00

240,000.00

1.100

1.050

0.850

0.650

0.650

0.900

0.700

1.000

1.250

0.950

0.750

1.100

1.000

0.750

240,400.08

240,258.00

248,205.84

245,057.82

245,023.03

240,309.12

240,174.24

240,388.80

246,016.50

240,258.24

240,175.92

245,866.81

240,844.32

240,139.68

1.100

1.050

0.850

0.650

0.650

0.900

0.700

1.000

1.250

0.950

0.750

1.100

1.069

0.750

10/24/2016

6/5/2017

2/17/2017

10/27/2016

10/26/2016

5/24/2017

1/30/2017

10/24/2016

8/28/2017

6/5/2017

1/3/2017

10/30/2017

10/16/2017

7/27/2016

0.34

0.34

0.35

0.34

0.34

0.34

0.34

0.34

0.34

0.34

0.34

0.34

0.34

0.34



Credit

Rating Settlement Face Coupon YTM @ Next Call Maturity % of

Description  CUSIP/Ticker 1 Date Amount/Shares Cost Value Rate Market Value Cost Date Date Portfolio
Marlin Business 57116ALG1 None 2/24/2016 248,000.00 248,000.00 0.850 248,554.03 0.850 8/24/2017 0.35
Bank 0.85
8/24/2017
Medallion Bank
1.15 10/30/2017 5840382L9 None 10/28/2015 245,000.00 245,000.00  1.150 245,864.12 1.150 10/30/2017 0.34
Merrick Bank 0.9
5/19/2017 59013JLK3 None 11/19/2015 240,000.00 240,000.00 0.900 240,294.48 0.900 5/19/2017 0.34
Patriot Bank 70337MAH1  None 12/30/2015 240,000.00 240,000.00  0.650 239,961.36  0.650 6/30/2016 0.34
0.65 6/30/2016 ! : ! ' ! ! ' ' '
Safra National
Bank 0.7 78658QSF1 None 11/30/2015 245,000.00 245,000.00 0.700 245,009.80 0.700 11/29/2016 0.34
11/29/2016
santander Bank  g454.9 g None 2/17/2016 248,000.00 248,000.00  0.800 248,206.34  0.800 2/17/2017 0.35
0.8 2/17/2017
TCF National
Bank 0.85 872278SHO None 2/17/2016 248,000.00 248,000.00 0.850 248,538.66 0.850 8/17/2017 0.35
8/17/2017
Wex Bank 0.85
5/19/2017 92937CDES None 11/20/2015 245,000.00 245,000.00 0.850 245,324.14 0.850 5/19/2017 0.34
Sub Total / 5,832,000.00 5,831,336.25 0.877 5,840,194.71 0.884 8.18
Average
Corporate Issues
Caterpillar Moodys-
Financial 1 149121570 A2 y 12/23/2014 1,313,000.00 1,307,603.57 1.000 1,315,744.17 1.190 3/3/2017 1.83
3/3/2017
Chevron Corp Moodys-
2.193 166764AN0 y 2/26/2016 1,160,000.00 1,167,806.57 2.193 1,187,828.40 2.004 11/15/2019 1.64

Aa2
11/15/2019
General Electric Moodys-
Capital Corp 5.4 36962G2G8 Al Y 3/2/2015 1,085,000.00 1,179,514.35 5.400 1,124,049.15 0.890 2/15/2017 1.65
2/15/2017
HSBC Holdings Moodys-
3.4 3/8/2021 404280AV1 Al 3/28/2016 2,000,000.00 2,055,027.54 3.400 2,071,580.00 2.800 3/8/2021 2.88
IBM Corp 1.8 Moodys-
5/17/2019 459200JE2 Aa3 3/18/2016 1,000,000.00 1,005,370.00 1.800 1,012,670.00 1.624 5/17/2019 1.41
459200HL8 11/26/2013 1,000,000.00 996,840.00 0.450 1,000,000.00 0.580 5/6/2016 1.40
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Credit

Rating Settlement Face Coupon YTM @ Next Call Maturity % of
Description  CUSIP/Ticker 1 Date Amount/Shares Cost Value Rate Market Value Cost Date Date Portfolio

Internaltional Moodys-

Business Machs Aa3

0.45 5/6/2016

JP Morgan Chase Moodys-

& Co 2 48126EAA5 Y 2/16/2016 1,000,000.00 1,008,859.00 2.000 1,009,650.00 1.400 8/15/2017 1.42
A3

8/15/2017

JP Morgan Moodys-

Securities 0 46640PED1 y 8/19/2015 1,000,000.00 995,235.56 0.000 999,809.44 0.653 5/13/2016 1.40
P1

5/13/2016

Royal Bank of Moodys-

Canada 1.2 78010UNX1 Y 10/2/2015 1,000,000.00 1,003,960.00 1.200 1,002,420.00 0.895 1/23/2017 1.41
Aa3

1/23/2017

Royal Bank of Moodys-

Canada 2.3 78008TLB8 y 12/23/2014 1,190,000.00 1,217,310.50 2.300 1,194,284.00 0.830 7/20/2016 1.71
Aa3

7/20/2016

Toyota Motor Moodys-

Credit 1.55 89236TCP8 Y 3/16/2016 1,000,000.00 1,002,490.00 1.550 1,009,300.00 1.440 7/13/2018 1.41
Aa3

7/13/2018

US Bankcorp 2.2 Moodys-

11/15/2016 91159HHB9 Al 3/31/2015 900,000.00 920,304.00 2.200 906,111.00 0.797 11/15/2016 1.29

Sub Total / 13,648,000.00 13,860,321.09 2.098 13,833,446.16 1.375 19.44

Average

LAIF

LAIF LGIP LGIP1002 None 4/30/2011 18,083,636.18 18,083,636.18 0.460 18,083,636.18 0.460 N/A N/A 25.37

Sub Total / 18,083,636.18 18,083,636.18 0.460 18,083,636.18 0.460 25.37

Average

Treasury

T-Bond 0.25 Moodys-

5/16/2016 912828VCl1 Aaa 1/24/2014 1,000,000.00 994,530.00 0.250 1,000,030.00 0.488 5/16/2016 1.39

T-Bond 0.5 Moodys-

3/31/2017 912828392 Aaa 3/9/2016 1,000,000.00 998,417.43 0.500 999,450.00 0.650 3/31/2017 1.40

T-Note 0.5 Moodys-

6/15/2016 912828VG2 Aaa 3/27/2014 1,000,000.00 999,530.00 0.500 1,000,320.00 0.521 6/15/2016 1.40

T-Note 0.875 Moodys-

1/15/2018 912828H37 Aaa 6/1/2015 1,000,000.00 1,001,560.00 0.875 1,002,230.00 0.815 1/15/2018 1.40
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Credit
Rating Settlement Face

Coupon YTM @ Next Call Maturity % of

Description  CUSIP/Ticker 1 Date Amount/Shares Cost Value Rate Market Value Cost Date Date Portfolio
T-Note 0.875 912828G20 Moodys- 6/24/2015 1,000,000.00 1,001,060.00 0.875 1,002,460.00 0.830 11/15/2017 1.40
11/15/2017 Aaa
Sub Total / 5,000,000.00 4,995,097.43 0.601 5,004,490.00 0.661 7.01
Average
Total /

71,073,452.87 71,293,357.64 1.101 71,280,508.74 1.084 100

Average

All investment actions executed since the last report have been made in full compliance with the District’s Investment Policy.
The District will meet its expenditure obligations for the next six months.
Market value sources are the LAIF, CAMP, and BNY Mellon monthly statements.

Broker/Dealers: BOSC, Inc.; Cantella & Co.; First Empire Securities; Ladenburg, Thalman & Co, Inc.; UBS Financial Services; Wells Fargo Securities.
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Union Sanitary District
Board Report - Activity

Portfolio/Report Group: All Portfolios

From 4/1/2016 To 4/30/2016

Face Coupon YTM @ Settlement
Description CUSIP/Ticker Amount/Shares Principal Interest/Dividends Rate Cost Date Total

BUY
FFCB 1.4 4/13/2020-17 3133EF2L0 1,000,000.00 998,500.00 466.67 1.400 1.439 4/25/2016 998,966.67
FFCB 1.58 10/13/2020-16 3133EF2A4 1,000,000.00 1,000,000.00 0.00 1.580 1.580 4/13/2016 1,000,000.00
FFCB 1.68 4/5/2021-17 3133EFX36 1,000,000.00 999,300.00 1,120.00 1.680 1.695 4/29/2016 1,000,420.00
FHLB 1.2 12/20/2018 313383DY4 1,000,000.00 1,004,950.00 4,166.67 1.200 1.010 4/25/2016 1,009,116.67
FHLB 2 4/29/2021-16 3130A7355 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 0.00 2.000 2.000 4/29/2016 2,000,000.00
FHLB Step 4/28/2021-16 3130A7QX6 1,000,000.00 1,000,000.00 0.00 1.250 2.021 4/28/2016 1,000,000.00
FHLB Step 4/28/2021-16 3130A7PRO 1,000,000.00 1,000,000.00 0.00 1.000 2.114 4/28/2016 1,000,000.00
FHLMC 1.25 10/28/2019-17 3134G8XQ7 1,000,000.00 1,000,000.00 0.00 1.250 1.250 4/28/2016 1,000,000.00
FHLMC Step 4/28/2021-16 3134G8VvzZ9 2,500,000.00 2,500,000.00 0.00 1.250 2.116 4/28/2016 2,500,000.00
FHLMC Step 7/28/2020-16 3134G8X20 1,000,000.00 1,000,000.00 0.00 1.300 1.709 4/28/2016 1,000,000.00
Sub Total / Average 12,500,000.00 12,502,750.00 5,753.34 12,508,503.34
CALLED
FHLB 0.75 7/28/2017-16 3130A4zV7 1,000,000.00 1,000,000.00 1,875.00 0.750 0.000 4/28/2016 1,001,875.00
Sub Total / Average 1,000,000.00 1,000,000.00 1,875.00 1,001,875.00
DEPOSIT
CAMP LGIP LGIP4000 3.85 3.85 0.00 0.000 4/29/2016 3.85
LAIF LGIP LGIP1002 25,233.78 25,233.78 0.00 0.000 4/15/2016 25,233.78
LAIF LGIP LGIP1002 20,000,000.00 20,000,000.00 0.00 0.000 4/15/2016 20,000,000.00
Sub Total / Average 20,025,237.63 20,025,237.63 0.00 20,025,237.63
INTEREST
Ally Bank 1 10/24/2016 02006LKM4 0.00 0.00 1,203.29 1.000 0.000 4/23/2016 1,203.29

02587CBZ2 0.00 0.00 1,323.62 1.100 0.000 4/23/2016 1,323.62
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Face Coupon YTM @ Settlement

Description CUSIP/Ticker Amount/Shares Principal Interest/Dividends Rate Cost Date Total
American Express Bank 1.1
10/24/2016
CAMP LGIP LGIP4000 0.00 0.00 3.85 0.000 4/29/2016 3.85
Capital One Bank 1 10/24/2016 140420QG8 0.00 0.00 1,203.29 1.000 0.000 4/22/2016 1,203.29
fg}‘i’g‘/‘;%f’;mhs Bank 1 381481QX2 0.00 0.00 1,203.29 1.000 0.000 4/15/2016 1,203.29
f/r;;‘;z"gifg”e“ Bank 0.75 39083PCK6 0.00 0.00 152.88 0.750 0.000 4/27/2016 152.88
LAIF LGIP LGIP1002 0.00 0.00 25,233.78 0.000 4/15/2016 25,233.78
Medallion Bank 1.15 10/30/2017 58403B2L9 0.00 0.00 239.29 1.150 0.000 4/28/2016 239.29
Merrick Bank 0.9 5/19/2017 59013]LK3 0.00 0.00 183.45 0.900 0.000 4/19/2016 183.45
Sub Total / Average 0.00 0.00 30,746.74 30,746.74
WITHDRAW
LAIF LGIP LGIP1002 1,000,000.00  1,000,000.00 0.00 0.000 4/6/2016  1,000,000.00
LAIF LGIP LGIP1002 2,000,000.00  2,000,000.00 0.00 0.000 4/25/2016  2,000,000.00
LAIF LGIP LGIP1002 6,000,000.00  6,000,000.00 0.00 0.000 4/27/2016  6,000,000.00
LAIF LGIP LGIP1002 3,000,000.00  3,000,000.00 0.00 0.000 4/28/2016  3,000,000.00
Sub Total / Average 12,000,000.00 12,000,000.00 0.00 12,000,000.00
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DATE: 5/23/16
MEMO TO: Board of Directors - Union Sanitary District
FROM: Paul R. Eldredge, General Manager/District Engineer

Pamela Arends-King, Business Services Manager
Sheila Tolbert, HR Manager
Laurie Brenner, Organizational Performance Program Manager

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. 6b - Meeting of May 23, 2016
Information Item: Third Quarter FY 16 District-Wide Balanced Scorecard
Measures

Recommendation:
Information Only.

Background:
This report summarizes progress meeting the District’s strategic objectives for the third quarter
of fiscal year 2015-16 (January 1 through March 31, 2016).

Safety
The District experienced challenges in meeting published safety measures in the third quarter

of FY16. Both “Total accidents with lost days” had one additional incident and there were
two “Incidents of vehicle or equipment accidents/damage” in Q3. Unfortunately, neither of
these measures can now meet their annual targets. “Average FTE lost time” was 0.57 against
the goal of <0.5 in Q3, but the measure is only at 0.193 YTD, and not a concern overall.

No safety trainings were offered in Q3, therefore, percent targeted employees receiving that
training was NA; however, corrective actions are currently underway to minimize performance
shortfalls against established goals by the end of the year in both of these measures. The
Training and Emergency Response Programs Manager (TERPM) vacancy continues to
negatively impact performance in this area; however, we are in the final stages of hiring the
top ranked candidate for the position.

See Table 1: Safety Objectives and Measures, for District performance against all safety

measjires in Q1.



Operational Excellence

A few measures did not meet published targets in the Operational Excellence scorecard in the
third quarter of FY16. “Priority CIP Project milestones” came in at 50% against the target of 85%
in Q3, contributing to the 67% YTD value. The District cannot attain the 85% target for the year
at this point. Unexpected work delays, priority re-evaluation, and lack of market responsiveness
to posted District project bids resulted in this shortcoming.

With only four recorded assessments completed, the “# Competency assessments...” measure
in Collections Services (CS) remains substantially behind target at the end of Q3. CS
management reports that there are 63 planned assessments in Q4 and states that the annual
target will be achieved.

See Table 2: Operational Excellence Objectives and Measures, for District performance against
all operational measures in Q1.
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Table 1: Safety Objectives and Measures

Measures Q3 FY16 FY16 Target FY15 FY14 Comments

Total accidents with 1 0 3 1 Two YTD

lost days

Other OSHA . 0 < 0 0

reportable accidents

# Incidents of vehicle 2 in Q3, but at three YTD; exceeds

or equipment 2 <2 3 4 annual target; all plant vehicles with

accidents/damage minor damage

Cost associated with At $540 YTD; well below target

vehicle/equipment SO <$5000 S444 $7,265

accidents

Ave FTE lost time 0.57 <0.5 0.4875 0.05 Still below annual target; 0.193 YTD

"_Total Costs: Lost $9,645.93 <446,883 $48,903.84 $4.897 At $9,882.79 YTD

time wages only

/-\_ve FTE limited duty 032 <05 053 0 At0.16 YTD

time

"Total costs: Limited At $4,775YTD

duty/Other % wages $2,987.01 <$23,441 $26,545.28 0

X-Mod 1.01 <1.0 1.16 0.95 Improved over last year; now known
that next year is 0.72- the lowest in
District history

# Facility inspections 0 4 4 4 Will make up with two inspections in

completed (SIT) Q4

% of areas of Since no inspection was done in Q3

concern identified

during internal

facility inspections 0 >90% 92% 93%

that are resolved

within 45 days of

report

# work site 248 inspections completed at end of

inspections 81 275 300 323 Q3

completed

# site visits (for PepsiCo being scheduled for Q4

potential BMPS) 0 2 2 2

#GM Q3- Safety survey announcement

communications on and “Days Without Injuries” update

status of safety 2 7 8 7

program and

performance

# of major safety Technical Training Program

training events 0 7 8 7 Manager vacancy impacting this

offered measure negatively; final stages of
hiring

Ave. % of targeted 77.8% >90% 80% 91.8

employees trained
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Legend for Table 1 and Table 2:

Green: meeting or exceeding target or projected to meet target by the end of the fiscal

year

Yellow: Will not meet target if trend continues, and/or not meeting target by <10%-

needs attention

Red: Will not meet FY target by >10%- corrective action needed
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Table 2: Operational Excellence Objectives and Measures

Measures Q3 FY16 FY16 Target FY15 FY14 Comments
Progress Cumulative value now at
implementing 67.61% YTD; not a concern against
ogtreach plan 19.72% 590% 94% 98% planned activities
milestones: %
planned events
completed
Response time to
calls for service: % 96.90% >95% 97.7% 97.1% Q3-62/64
under 1 hour
"New: Response time
to contact USD 100% >90% 96.4% 95% Q3=32/32
inquiries:
# Total adverse None in Q3; at three YTD
impacts on 0 <10 5 12
customers
# Emergency No events planned or held in Q3;
preparedness events 3 5 3 can catch up to annual goal with
(drills, training, 0 two activities in Q4
debriefs, etc.)
Residential SSC
compared to 11.50% <33rd 15.3% 11.50%
. percentile
surrounding areas
# regional
projects/initiatives 3 >3 3 2
with financial benefit
# Critical asset
failures w/o 0 <2 0 1
negative impacts
# critical asset Despite no issues in Q3, Alvarado
failures with negative 0 0 2 0 sinkhole impacted this measure for
impacts the year
Priority CIP Project 5/10 on track in Q3; 67% against
milestones met vs. 50% 85% 92% 100% the annual target; cannot achieve
planned annual goal
# adverse impacts on Despite no issues in Q3, Alvarado
) 0 0 2 1 . . .
environment sinkhole impacted this measure for
the year
# regional
pr.OJECtS/-InItIatIVES 3 >3 3 )
with environmental
benefit
Category 2/3 SSOs Q3- 350 gallons spilled at
Witherly/Mission Blvd.; 300
1 <10 4 4 gallons recovered *86%). Roots
indicated as causal factor
% Training System YTD- FMC= 100%; TPO= 87.5%;
Milestones 67% 100% 100% 66% CS=12.5%
Completed
(accumulative total)
# competency 63 planned for Q4; team indicates
assessments 4 65 60 22 they will complete annual target
completed
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DATE: May 16, 2016

Karen W. Murphy
Attorney

MEMO TO: Board of Directors — Union Sanitary District

FROM: Paul R. Eldredge, General Manager/District Engineer
Sami E. Ghossain, Manager of Technical Services

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. 6.c - Meeting of May 23, 2016
Information Item: Balanced Scorecard Report for the Technical Services Work Group

Recommendation:
Information only
Background:

In the past two quarters, the Board has received reports from the Treatment and Disposal Work
Group and the Collection Services Work Group on the status of their Balanced Scorecards. These
two reports were based on the ‘process scorecards’ developed by the Operating Work Groups.

The Balanced Scorecard for the Technical Services (TS) Work Group has a different look than the
Operating Groups Scorecard. Each of the three teams in the TS Workgroup has a different focus,
therefore, we have not developed a process scorecard. Instead, each team has developed its
strategic objectives represented in their unique scorecards. Each team has selected three to four
of its performance measures to present which are most representative of the objectives of that
team. The complete scorecard (typically 6-10 measures) is available for the Board’s review. A
summary of measures is attached, with those presented being highlighted.

The TS Workgroup consists of three teams. Each team is briefly described below:
Capital Improvements Projects Team (CIP Team): The CIP Team is responsible for the
implementation of the 10-year Capital Improvement Program. Some of the team’s responsibilities

are to: develop the projects scopes, develop contracts for consulting services; coordinate input
from the operating groups; review plans, specifications and reports; hold public information
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Agenda Item No. 6.c
Meeting of May 23, 2016
Page 2

meetings; resolve disputes during construction; monitor contract status; review, negotiate and
approve change orders; and ensure customer satisfaction at the completion of the projects. The
team is also responsible for preparing in-house design and for providing construction management
services for small projects.

The team measures are focused on internal and external customer satisfaction, management of
District funds and successful quality control of capital projects.

Customer Service Team (CST Team): This team has a diverse group of responsibilities focused on
meeting the needs of the District’s commercial, residential and internal customers. The team’s
responsibilities include: conducting plan reviews, issuing permits to individuals and developers;
construction inspection of new or repair of existing sewers on private property; administering the
Sewer Service Charge billing program; collecting Capacity Fees from new developments; reviewing
and responding to tri-city environmental planning documents; and responding to customer
inquiries related to these responsibilities.

In addition, the CST Team is responsible for the reception area, mail distribution, maintenance of
the workroom equipment, dispatching trouble calls received from customers; and assisting other
work groups in providing public information via newsletters and press releases.

The team measures are focused on timely completion of plan reviews, dispatching trouble calls
and collection of fees, providing quality construction inspection of sewer facilities and providing
high-quality customer service to both external and internal customers.

Environmental Compliance Team (EC Team): This team is responsible for the implementation of
the District’s Industrial Pretreatment, Pollution Prevention, and Public Outreach Programs
required as a part of our NPDES Permit, as well as for the $318,000 contract with the City of
Fremont for the Clean Water Program. Day-to-day duties of the team include semi-annual site
inspections of the 81 permitted Class | and Class Il industries; sampling of industrial discharges for
compliance with user permit conditions; review of permit applications of new industries;
education and training on industrial production and treatment processes; issuing groundwater
discharge permits for site clean-up operations; enforcement of Ordinance 36 and other
regulations; collection and preparation of information for capacity and sewer service charge fees;
inspection of non-industrial commercial businesses; the restaurant FOG program; and a school
outreach program.

The EC Team’s measures are related to the protection of District workers, facilities and plant from
potentially harmful discharges, compliance with Local, State, and Federal regulations and
requirements, and developing constructive and professional relationships with our Industrial and
Commercial customers.
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Attached is an organizational chart of the TS Workgroup.
The balanced scorecards are presented in a format that shows each team’s mission statement and
three to four objectives, measures and conclusions.

PRE/SEG:ks

Attachments: TS Organizational Chart
TS Teams’ BSC Graphs
TS Teams’ BSC Measures
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Capital Improvement Projects Team
Balanced Scorecard—FY 16
May 2016

Mission Statement: The Capital Projects Team is committed to providing effective project management, engineering
services, and administrative support for CIP projects and to our customers.

i Objective: Deliver quality i Measure: Individual project customer survey
i engineering projects by maximizing i (operating groups and agencies) regarding

i customer satisfaction on CIP { communication and responsiveness of project
i projects i managers (all projects)

Customer Perspective Surveys
Target90% Min

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

100%

Target:
90% min

80%

60%

40%

20%

Newark Pump Station Waterline Misc. Sanitary Sewer Spot Repairs Newark Backyard Sanitary Sewer
Phs. VI Relocation Phs. Il

Conclusion: This feedback assists the team in understanding and meeting the expectations of both its internal
and external customers.

Page 1 of 3
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Capital Improvement Projects Team
Balanced Scorecard—FY 16
May 2016

Mission Statement: The Capital Projects Team is committed to providing effective project management, engineering
services, and administrative support for CIP projects and our customers.

Objective: Control cost through ! Measure: % of design and construction
: effective management of consultants i management costs (final amounts) to
i and construction projects i i construction cost (base bid amount plus :

- ; Change orders and C|aims)

O % of Design and Const. Mgt to Const. Cost Target 20% Max

25.0%

20.0%

15.0%

10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Newark Pump Station Waterline Misc. Sanitary Sewer Spot Newark Backyard Sanitary Sewer
Repairs Phs. VI Relacation Phs. |l

Notes:

Newark Backyard SS Relocation Ph 2 — Due to late completion by contractor, additional compensation to the
construction management consultant contract was needed.

Conclusion: This data will help project managers better understand and control the effort required by consultants to
design and manage the construction of CIP projects.
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Capital Improvement Projects Team
Balanced Scorecard—FY 16
May 2016

Mission Statement: The Capital Projects Team is committed to providing effective project management, engineering
services, and administrative support for CIP projects and to our customers.

Objective: Control cost through effective management
of consultants and construction projects

Measure: % of total contract change order amounts
(Target is 5% max. for new const., 10% for retrofit) to
construction cost (base bid amount)

% of Total Contract Change Orders to Construction Cost Attributable to Errors & Omissions,
Unforeseen Field Conditions, and Owner Requested Changes

New
1

30.0%

25.0%

3% Unforeseen

‘ 5% Target Max { 10% Target Max \

7% Unforeseen

0
20.0% 1% E&O

1% E&O

15.0%

10.0%

New Target:

5.0%

0.0%

-5.0%

-10.0%

-15.0%

g 1.7% !

0.0%

Newark Pump Station Waterline Misc. Sanitary Sewer Spot Repairs Newark Backyard Sanitary Sewer

Phs. VI

Notes:

Relocation Phs. Il

New

Misc. Sanitary Sewer Spot Repairs Phs. VI - The negative percentage for the Owner Requested CO% is mainly due to the deletion of one
project site. The site was deleted as it required ACWD to relocate an existing ashestos concrete water main that was in close proximity of the
sewer main repair. ACWD provided an estimate to relocate a portion of that staff found to be too cost prohibitive.

Newark Backyard Sanitary Sewer Relocation Phs. Il — The Owner Requested CO% exceeded the 1% target by 0.8%. To safeguard the pipe
sag repair, the District required expanded excavation, lightweight fill, settlement monitoring, etc. for the repair.

Conclusion: This data will assist staff in minimizing errors and omissions costs by improving quality control and by identifying
potential problems during design.
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Customer Service Team
Balanced Scorecard—FY 16
May 2016

Mission Statement: To provide high quality service to customers in a courteous and efficient manner; to
enforce the District’s ordinances and specifications for sewer construction and repairs; to process sewer service
charges for properties served by the District; and to provide reception, communication and resource services.

Objective: Timely and accurate collection i Measure: Number and amount of refunds and invoices needed

i of fees (SSC, Capacity, and Permit Fees) i { due to administrative oversight

1

0
FY15-4th Qir FY16-1stQir FY16-2nd Qir FY16 - 3rd Qir

TARGET: Maximum

of 5 refunds per year.

Conclusion: The Sewer Service Charge (SSC) database continues to be updated as information is received.
Team members are meeting and exceeding the goal which is maximum of five refunds per year.

Objective: Timely plan checking Measure: % plans checked within 10 working days
A S .
100% 0 TAR_GET.
Minimum 90% of
90% Plans Checked
within 10 Working
80%
g 9 3 3 Days
X ¥ X X
70% = 2] o [
£ 2 £ 2
60% ‘g o E <§
e} o™
o LI 8 g 2 2
w© ~
30%
20%
10%

FY15 - 4th Qtr FY16 - 1st Qtr FY16 - 2nd Qtr FY16 - 3rd Qtr

Conclusion: Team members met and exceeded the plan checking goals
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Customer Service Team
Balanced Scorecard—FY 16
May 2016

Mission Statement: To provide high quality service to customers in a courteous and efficient manner. To enforce
the District's ordinances and specifications for sewer construction and repairs. To process sewer service charges
for properties served by the District, and to provide reception, communication and resource services.

Objective: Timely dispatch of trouble calls and Measure: % of calls relayed within
i relay service requests : i 10 minutes

% Trouble Calls Relayed Within 10 Minutes
Target >90%

100% Target:

Dispatch 90%
in 10 min.

90%

80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%

10%

0%
FY15 - 4th Qtr FY16-1st Qtr FY16-2nd Qtr FY16 - 3rd Qtr

Conclusion: Front desk staff is continuing to dispatch trouble calls within 10 minutes of receiving a call.
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Environmental Compliance Team
Balanced Scorecard — FY16
May 2016

Mission Statement: To effectively and efficiently implement environmental protection and compliance
programs; to protect District personnel and facilities, public safety, and the environment from deleterious
discharges; to preserve resources for beneficial use and reuse; to be responsive to the needs of the District,
business community, and the general public; and to provide innovation and leadership in the areas of pollution
prevention and industrial and commercial environmental compliance.

Target: 100%

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10

0

FY15 Fourth  FY 16 First FY 16 FY 16 Third
Quarter Quarter Second Quarter
Quarter
Conclusion: The team continues to provide quality public outreach programs in a professional manner
with 100% positive feedback.

R o ————— : — F——— R
i Objective: To stay within i City of Fremont Billing FY 16 ! Measure: % of

! the line item budget FY 16 Budget: $318,000 : budget spent and
i negotiated with the COF for 10% or $31,800  : invoiced :
E the 5_year Contract E Unspent -----------------------------------------

17% or $54,565
23% or $74,251

26% or $81,259
Target: to stay

within 90% to

24% or $76,125

100% of annual
budget

BFirst Quarter @ Second Quarter OThird Quarter B Projected 4th Quarter OBudget $ Unspent

Conclusion: Projecting 90 % of annual budget to be used in FY 16
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Environmental Compliance Team
Balanced Scorecard—FY 16
May 2016

Mission Statement:

To

effectively and efficiently implement environmental protection and compliance programs; to protect District personnel
and facilities, public safety, and the environment from deleterious discharges; to preserve resources for beneficial
use and reuse; to be responsive to the needs of the District, business community, and the general public; and to
provide innovation and leadership in the areas of pollution prevention and industrial and commercial environmental

compliance.

Objective: Monitor compliance of Commercial /
Industrial Businesses

Measure: % of COF business plan facilities inspected

Target: 100%
of Planned

Inspections _
20% or 133 facilities

facilities

City of Fremont Business Inspection Plan
FY 16 Planned Inspections : 665 Facilities

7% or 49 facilities
'went Out of
'Business 22% or 148
(O0B) facilities

28% or 185 facilities

BFirst Quarter
D Third Quarter
B OOB as of end of Q3

BSecond Quarter
BRemaining No. of Businesses to be inspected

Conclusion: Team is projected to meet the targeted goal for COF contract.

Objective: Monitor compliance of Industrial
Businesses

Measure: Sampling events completed based on sampling
plan

250

m# of Samples

200

150

100

Taken

B Stated Goal for
Quarter

50
FY 16 First Quarter FY 16 Second FY 16 Third FY 16 Fourth
Quarter Quarter Quarter Estimated
- Mgﬁonclusion: The team will continue to exceed goals for conducting sampling of industrial sites.
Q
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Technical Services Work Group
Team Performance Measures Summary
Fiscal Year 2016

Note* Shaded measures are shown in graphs

OBJECTIVE

MEASURE

Customer Perspective

CIP Individual project customer survey (operating groups and agencies) regarding
Deliver quality engineering projects by maximizing communication and responsiveness of project managers (all projects).
customer satisfaction on CIP Projects Target: 90% min.

Track number and nature of complaints from our external customers, track
response time of complaints directed to USD.
Financial Perspective
% of design and construction management costs (final amounts) to
Control cost through effective management of construction cost (base bid amount plus change orders and claims).
consultants and construction projects. Target: 20%
% of total contract change order amounts
Target is 5% max. for new const.,
10% for retrofit to construction cost (base bid amount). Percentage of
Change Orders shall be separated by the following three categories:
Errors and omissions — Target 1% max. for new const. and retrofit,
Unforeseen field conditions — Target 3% max. for new const.7% for retrofit,
Owner requested changes — Target 1% max. for new const.2% for retrofit.
Internal Processes
Maintain communication and education so that there | Internal customers survey (operating groups) regarding communication and
are clearer and more realistic project expectations responsiveness of project managers (all projects) Target: 90% min.
between Operating Groups and CIP
Quality review and coordination of studies, master Percentage of construction cost (base bid amount) attributable to Contract
plans, and construction documents Change Order amounts due to errors and omissions Target 1%
Employee Growth and Development Perspective
Be aware of industry trends to implement efficient # of ideas (training, informational, educational, technological) shared at team
and cost effective technologies meetings — Target 6 ideas shared/year.
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Technical Services Work Group
Team Performance Measures Summary
Fiscal Year 2016
Note* Shaded measures are shown in graphs

OBJECTIVE MEASURE

Customer Perspective -
Customer Service | Provide professional, courteous and timely | % positive responses on customer feedback surveys
services to internal and external customers

Financial Perspective

Timely and accurate collection of fees Number and amount of refunds and invoices issued due to
(SSC, Capacity, and Permit Fees) administrative oversight
Internal Processes - )
Timely Plan Checking % plans checked within 10 working days
Accurate Plan checking and inspection # of problems reported within one year of approval
Timely dispatch of trouble calls % calls relayed within 10 minutes (SLA)

Employee Growth and Development Perspective
Enhance emp|0yee skills (Computer, new Number of team members who have attended at least one

technology, updated regulations, cross- outside training event (not including mandatory training)
training, etc.)
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Technical Services Work Group
Team Performance Measures Summary
Fiscal Year 2016

Note* Shaded measures are shown in graphs

OBJECTIVE MEASURE
Customer Perspective ) )
Environmental Provide services in a professional manner | % of comments from customers during annual evaluation process
Compliance with appropriate level of policy enforcement that indicate fair and professional behavior and responsiveness
balanced by providing technical N _
information, advice and regulatory % positive responses to customer service survey

requirements.

Deliver quality Public Outreach Programs Achieve the P2 Report Goal (40% of 119 classrooms = 48
presentations)

% of positive comments from teachers

Financial Perspective _ _ ) ] _ )
Invoice appropriate fees for recovery of % of violating industrial users invoiced
cost from enforcement actions.

Stay within City of Fremont contract line % of budget spent and invoiced
item budget

Internal Processes ] ] ] ) )
Ensure Industrial and Commercial % of violations addressed with corrective measures to achieve
violations are appropriately addressed compliance with all ordinances.
Monitor compliance of industrial and % of COF business plan facilities inspected

commercial businesses
Sampling events completed based on sampling plan

Employee Growth and Development Perspective

Complete mandatory training Average percentage of training completed
Transfer knowledge from external % of info shared based on number of committees and
committees and conferences conferences (info, materials)
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DATE: May 16, 2016
TO: Board of Directors - Union Sanitary District
FROM: Paul R. Eldredge, General Manager/District Engineer

Pamela Arends-King, Business Services Manager/CFO
Maria Buckley, Principal Financial Analyst

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. 9 - Meeting of May 23, 2016
Scheduling Public Hearing to Consider Collection of Sewer Service Charges on the Tax
Roll for Fiscal Year 2017

Recommendation:

Set the time for holding the public hearing to consider collection of sewer service charges on the tax roll
for fiscal year 2017, at 7:00 p.m. or as soon thereafter as the matter may be heard, on June 23, 2016, in
the Boardroom at 5072 Benson Road, Union City, California.

Background:

On January 25, 2016, the Board approved sewer service charge rates for fiscal years 2017 through 2021.
The collection of the sewer service charges on the tax roll requires an annual hearing and consideration
of the Board. The District may authorize the sewer service charges for fiscal year 2017 to be collected on
the tax rolls, consistent with past practices, by 1) creating a report setting forth the amount of the sewer
service charges to be assessed on each parcel in the District; 2) filing the report with the Secretary of the
Board; 3) scheduling a public hearing for the Board to hear all objections and protests (if any); 4) and
authorizing the collection of the sewer service charges on the tax rolls, if there is no majority protest.

If the Board would like to consider placing the sewer service charges for fiscal year 2017 on the tax rolls,
it should set the date for the public hearing to consider authorizing the collection. After the hearing is set
by the Board, staff will prepare the report to be considered at the public hearing and will publish the
attached Notice of the time and place of the hearing in the Argus newspaper on June 3, 2016, and June
10, 2016, and in the Tri-City Voice on June 7, 2016 and June 14, 2016.
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UNION SANITARY DISTRICT

NOTICE OF FILING REPORT AND PUBLIC HEARING IN CONNECTION WITH THE COLLECTION OF FISCAL
YEAR 2017 SEWER SERVICE CHARGES ON THE PROPERTY TAX ROLL

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that pursuant to Sections 5471 and 5473, et seq. of the Health and Safety
Code of the State of California and Union Sanitary District Ordinance No. 31, the Board of Directors of
Union Sanitary District will consider whether to collect its charges for sewer services for fiscal year 2017
on the tax roll, in the same manner as general taxes, consistent with past practices.

The District has filed a written report with the Secretary of the Board of Directors describing each parcel
of real property subject to the charges and the amount of the charges against that parcel for fiscal year
2017. The District’s report is on file and available for public inspection at the District Offices.

For reference, the charges for a single family home owner (the majority of USD’s customers) are based
on the adopted rate of $380.05 for Fiscal Year 2017. All other rates for individual customers can be
found by contacting the District at (510) 477-7500 or on the Districts website
WWWw.unionsanitary.ca.gov/sewerservice.htm

NOTICE IS FURTHER GIVEN that on Monday, the 23 day of June 2016, at the hour of 7:00 p.m.or as
soon thereafter as the matter may be heard, at the Union Sanitary District Boardroom, 5072 Benson
Road, Union City, California, in said District, the Board will hold a hearing to consider the report and
whether to collect the sewer service charges for fiscal year 2017 on the property tax roll. At the hearing,
the Board of Directors will hear and consider all objections or protests, if any, to the District’s report.
Any questions regarding the charges may be directed to Business Services Manager/CFO Arends-King.

Publish dates:  June 3, 2016 — Argus
June 10, 2016 — Argus
June 7, 2016 — Tri-City Voice
June 14, 2016 — Tri-City Voice

By order of the Board of Directors of Union Sanitary District.
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DATE: May 16, 2016
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MEMO TO:  Board of Directors - Union Sanitary District

FROM: Paul R. Eldredge, General Manager/District Engineer
Sami E. Ghossain, Manager of Technical Services
Raymond Chau, CIP Coach

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. 10 — Meeting of May 23, 2016
Accept the Final Seismic Assessment Reports from Degenkolb Engineers

Recommendation

Staff recommends the Board accept the final seismic assessment reports, dated April 22, 2016,
from Degenkolb Engineers.

Background

The District owns and operates a large number of facilities, including 86 structures that were built
between 1962 and 2013. The majority of the structures were built in 1978, 1985 or 1995. Nearly
all of the structures are reinforced concrete structures with a mixture of precast and cast in place
components. The District also operates 26 miles of wastewater forcemains and other large
pipelines for the conveyance of wastewater.

On November 25, 2013, the Board authorized the General Manager to execute an agreement
and Task Order No. 1 with Degenkolb in the amount of $148,399 to conduct preliminary seismic
assessments of the District’s structures and major pipelines. The goal of the assessments was to
identify major seismic vulnerabilities and determine the serviceability of the District facilities
after amajor seismic event. Based on the findings on the preliminary assessment, Amendment
No. 1 to Task Order No. 1 with Degenkolb in the amount of $62,336 was executed on January 26,
2015, to conduct a detailed seismic assessment of the Administration, Field Operations, Control,
and Primary Clarifiers 1-4 Buildings.

Staff presented Degenkolb’s findings to the Board during a workshop on March 21, 2016. During

that workshop, three (3) seismic performance levels were introduced and discussed. However,
the definitions of the performance levels were somewhat unclear. So, staff has provided a
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summary from the American Society of Civil Engineers on the performance levels definitions, as
staff believes they provide more clarity.
Preliminary Seismic Assessment

Design Basis Earthquake

Degenkolb assessed the District structures and major pipelines against the 2013 California
Building Code. Degenkolb determined that a 6.3 magnitude earthquake on the nearby Hayward
Fault, is the Design Basis Earthquake.

Seismic Performance Levels

Based on staff’s input, Degenkolb assessed the structures at the “Life Safety” performance level.
The seismic performance levels are defined by the American Society of Civil Engineers in their
standard, Seismic Evaluation and Retrofit of Existing Buildings. Below the “Operational”
performance level, the standard defined three other performance levels that are briefly
summarized as follows:

1. Immediate Occupancy — “Immediate Occupancy” means the post-earthquake structural
damage is very limited and the risk of life-threatening injury is very low, and, although
some minor structural repairs might be appropriate, these repairs would generally not be
required before re-occupancy. Continued use of the building is not limited by its
structural condition but might be limited by damage or disruption to nonstructural
elements of the building, furnishings, or equipment and availability of external utility
services.

2. Life Safety —“Life Safety” means the post-earthquake structural damage is significant but
some margin against either partial or total structural collapse remains. Injuries might
occur during the earthquake; however, the overall risk of life-threatening injury as a result
of structural damage is expected to be low. It should be possible to repair the structure;
however, for economic reasons, this repair might not be practical. Although the damaged
structure is not an imminent collapse risk, it would be prudent to implement structural
repairs or install temporary bracing before re-occupancy.

3. Collapse Prevention —“Collapse Prevention” means the post-earthquake damage state in
which the building is on the verge of partial or total collapse. Significant risk of injury
caused by falling hazards from structural debris might exist. The structure might not be
technically practical to repair and is not safe for re-occupancy because aftershock activity
could induce collapse. It is noteworthy to clarify that “Collapse Prevention” may not
necessarily allow occupants to evacuate a building safely.
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Staff and Degenkolb determined that assessing the structures at a level more stringent than the
Life Safety performance level is not necessary since it is not required by code and since
retrofitting structures to this level would not be feasible.

Seismic Performance Rating

Staff and Degenkolb selected 25 structures that were a representative sampling of the District’s
86 total structures. The structures were grouped according to construction type and vintage of
construction. Based on their preliminary seismic assessment, Degenkolb found many of the
structures have significant seismic deficiencies and a significant amount of seismic remediation
work will be required to protect the structures from extensive damage and potential loss of life
in a significant earthquake event. Table 1 lists the 25 structures with their seismic vulnerability
rating in descending order; the higher number represents the more vulnerable the structure is.
The seismic vulnerability rating is the product of each structure’s seismic performance rating and
importance rating.

Table 1 — Seismic Vulnerability Rating

Seismic Seismic Importance
Vulnerability | Performance Rating
Structure Name Rating Rating 1t010°?
1to 100 1to10?

(AxB) (A) (B)
Administration Building 72 8 9
Irvington Pump Station 64 8 8
Field Operations Building 63 7 9
Control Building 60 6 10
Primary Clarifiers 1-4 54 9 6
Primary Clarifiers 5-6 54 9 6
Maintenance Shop Building 54 6 9
Degritter Building 50 10 5
Alvarado Pump Station 48 6 8
EBDA Pump Station 40 5 8
Generator Building 2 36 6 6
EBDA Surge Tower 32 4 8
Paseo Padre Lift Station 30 6 5
Primary Digester 5 25 5 5
Aeration Basins 1-4 24 6 4
Secondary Digester 1 20 5 4
Thickener 1 15 3 5
Chlorine Contact Tank 14 2 7
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Lift Station 1 12 3 4
Covered Storage Building 10 5 2
Main Electrical Distribution Building 9 1 9
Heating and Mixing Building 2 8 2 4
Secondary Clarifiers 1-4 8 2 4
Control Box 3 8 2 4
Alvarado Influent Valve Vault 8 1 8

L A seismic performance rating of 10 indicates that the structure has a very low
probability of meeting “Life Safety” performance in the design basis earthquake.
2 The importance ratings prioritize mitigating life-loss as a result of a seismic event.

Major Plant Pipelines

Degenkolb found the plant’s gravity liquid piping that is made of welded steel pipe with double
flexible joints are expected to perform well. The combination of welded steel pipe and double
flexible joints should accommodate expected differential settlement without causing pipe failure.
However, the pressure piping that is shallow and the sludge piping that connects facilities
towards the western side of the plant are subject to differential settlement and pipe failure.

Based on Degenkolb’s preliminary assessment of the plant’s buried piping, the overall seismic
performance rating of the piping is 6 on a scale of 1 to 10. A seismic performance rating of 10
has a low probability the piping’s ability to transport flows after an earthquake event. Further
study of the piping should be conducted and localized mitigation efforts where flexible joints and
coupling were not used should be considered.

Force Mains

The District owns twin 33-inch diameter force mains that convey wastewater between the
Irvington Pump Station and the Newark Pump Station, and twin 39-inch diameter force mains
that convey wastewater from the Newark Pump station to the plant. The Irvington to Newark
force mains are each 40,513 feet in length for a total of 81,026 feet of pipe for both mains. The
Newark to Alvarado force mains are each 26,171 feet in length for a total of 52,342 feet of pipe
for both mains. The force mains, built in the late 1970s, are constructed with 12-foot segments
of reinforced concrete pipe with bell and spigot single-gasketed joints.

The loose, poorly graded sands below the groundwater table are highly susceptible to
liquefaction. Considering there are randomly occurring lenses of liquefiable material along the
force main corridor, it is estimated that only 25 percent of the corridor along the liquefiable area
will liqguefy based on the opinion of Degenkolb and their geotechnical and pipeline
subconsultants. An average of two inches of settlement is estimated in the areas that liquefy.
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However, Degenkolb noted that settlement due to liquefaction of up to three to five inches is
expected in the area of the Newark Pump Station, and % to 3-%2 inches in the vicinity of the plant
with an average of one to two inches. Settlement due to liquefaction is also anticipated along
the 1,850-foot force main corridor that approaches (from the south) and crosses Alameda Creek
located west of Ardenwood Boulevard in Fremont.

The preliminary seismic performance rating for the pipeline at the Alameda Creek is 9, but
Degenkolb recommended further investigation is required to better assess the mitigation of
liquefaction concerns along this Alameda Creek force main corridor.

Based on the estimated 25 percent of the force mains is located in areas susceptible to an average
of two-inch settlement due to liquefaction, Degenkolb estimates a total of nine failures in the
force mains in areas beyond the Alameda Creek corridor. Because the expected failures of the
force mains beyond Alameda Creek are localized, the seismic performance rating of this section
of pipe is 6. The location of these failures will be distributed along the force mains so mitigation
of the entire force main would be prohibitively expensive. Degenkolb recommended that the
District address this deficiency by enhancing their ability to quickly make repairs. The District can
purchase repair sleeves for both the 33-inch and 39-inch force mains and store them, making
them available for repair in the days following the earthquake.

Retrofit Estimate

Based on the preliminary investigation, Degenkolb recommended seismic mitigation at the force
mains near the Alameda Creek crossing and for structures that are critical for life-safety or the
primary transport and disinfection process. Degenkolb estimated that a rough order of
magnitude construction cost to seismically upgrade the most vulnerable structures and pipelines
will be on the order of $40,000,000 in 2016 dollars.

Detailed Seismic Assessment

Three of the four structures with the highest seismic vulnerability rating in Table 1 are buildings
that house the majority of the District’s personnel. In order to minimize the number of injuries
during an earthquake event, staff decided to pursue detailed seismic assessments of these three
buildings and the development of the strengthening schemes to mitigate the structural
deficiencies. Additionally, staff included the Primary Clarifiers 1-4 Building in the detailed seismic
assessment scope due to its importance in receiving wastewater from the force mains and in
providing at least primary wastewater treatment.

Based on the detailed assessments performed by Degenkolb, the nature of the seismic

deficiencies and scope of retrofit work required to mitigate those deficiencies are in line with the
findings of the preliminary assessment.
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In the Administration Building, the major seismic deficiencies are non-ductile braced frames and
inadequately braced precast panels. The deficiencies can be mitigated by replacing the existing
braces with new buckling restrained braces and bracing the precast panels.

In the Field Operations Building, the major seismic deficiencies are inadequate connections
between the roof and the precast panels and the potential for pounding between the two
separate structures (office building and the taller warehouse and auto shop). The deficiencies
can be mitigated by improving the diaphragm to precast panel connection and reducing the
anticipated displacement between the structures with new exterior buttresses.

The Administration and Field Operations Buildings were designed to the 1994 Uniform Building
Code before significant code revisions were made as a result of the Northridge Earthquake (1994)
and Kobe Earthquake (1995).

In the Control Building, the major seismic deficiencies are inadequate shear walls, discontinuous
shear walls and diaphragms. The deficiencies can be mitigated by strengthening the existing
shear walls with plywood, strengthening the diaphragm with plywood, and strengthening the
connections at the discontinuous walls and diaphragms.

In the Primary Clarifiers 1-4 Building, the major seismic deficiencies are the inadequate inter-
connection between adjacent precast roof beams and the connection between the precast walls
to the roof and cast-in-place concrete walls below. The deficiency can be mitigated by improving
the connections of precast beams and precast wall panels.

Degenkolb prepared a rough order of magnitude cost estimate for the seismic strengthening
schemes that is summarized in Table 2.

Table 2 — Seismic Strengthening Construction Cost Estimate

Building Area (sf) Cost/sf Cost
Administration Building 28,328 $166 $4.7 Million
Field Operations Building 19,065 $79 $1.5 Million
Control Building 11,855 $160 $1.9 Million
Primary Clarifiers 1-4 Building 26,430 $129 $3.4 Million

Total | $11.5 Million
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Next Steps

Based on the assessment results, staff will proceed with the following next steps:

1

Proceed with the design phase for the retrofit of the Administration Building in FY 17.
This will also include remodeling of the existing Maintenance Shop Building that will
house some of the personnel when the construction in the Administration Building
begins. Construction will begin after the new FMC Building is complete.

Proceed with the design phase for the retrofit of the Field Operations Building, the
Control Building, and the Primary Clarifiers 1-4 in FY 22.

Conduct further geotechnical investigation along the force main corridor near the
Alameda Creek to address liquefaction concerns. This can be included in the force
main condition assessment that is tentatively scheduled for FY 17.

Conduct further study of the plant buried piping and develop localized mitigation
efforts where flexible joints and coupling were not used.

Conduct additional preliminary and detailed seismic assessments of District
structures. Staff will review the next structures to include in the assessmentsin  FY
17.

PRE/SEG/RC:ks

Attachments:  Seismic Vulnerability Assessment Final Report

57 of 446

Detailed Seismic Assessments & Conceptual Strengthening Concepts Final
Report



A; Degenkolb

Union Sanitary District

Seismic Vulnerability Assessment
Union City, California

FINAL REPORT

April 22, 2016
Degenkolb Job Number B3215013.00

No. 4510

Exp. 12-31-17

Roger S. Parra

£

=}

This report has been prepared solely for the benefit of Union Sanitary District and is not for any other person §
or entity. Third party use and/or reliance or information contained in the report is at the third party’s sole risk. )

500
i}
=
. 2
Degenkolb Engineers n
O
235 Montgomery Street
58 of 446 10| 392.6952 phone
S| 544.0783 fax




UNION SANITARY DISTRICT SEISMIC VULNERABILITY ASSESSMENT

Table of Contents

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ..ottt bbb b bbbttt 6
1.00 INTRODUGCTION ..ottt sttt bbbt b b1 8 bbb £ bbb bbbttt 7
2.0:  IMPORTANCE RATING AND SEISMIC VULNERABILITY ..ottt 7
3.0: STRUCTURE ASSESSMENT ...ttt 10
3.1 STRUCTURE PERFORMANCE SUMMARY ......veieitetiteresssesetesessssessasessssessssesessesassasessssessssesessassssasessssensssesessesessesessssensssesensans 10
3.2 TIER-1 SCREENING PROCEDURE ........cucutuetttttiatsesetetetstststseset e bbb be bbbttt s bbb bbbt h bbb bbbt bttt 13
3.3 INDIVIDUAL STRUCTURE ASSESSMENT AND POSSIBLE SEISMIC REMEDIATION .......ccuiueueiiiinirenerinerereeseseisisisesis e eseseses 14
3.3.1 Degritter Building — Seismic Performance Rating = 10.......ccccuvieiiiiieeiiiiee e 15
3.3.1.1  TIEI-L DEFICIBNCIES ... uvuieieirieireii sttt 16
3.3.1.2  REMEUIALON SITAIEGIES ... . vvereerieeireiseiiieieieiete ettt bbb 18
3.3.1.3  Other STTUCIUTNES IN GIOUP .....vuveerieirireitisietesies ettt 18
3.3.2  Primary Clarifiers 5-6 — Seismic Performance Rating = 9..........cociiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 18
3.3.2.1  THEI-1 DEFICIBNCIES. ... uvueuiaireeisis ettt bbb 20
3.3.2.2  REMEUIALON SIIALEGIES ... . cvureerieritescescieseis ettt bbbt 21
3.3.2.3  Other STIUCIUINES N GIOUP .....vuceereiriseiiiisetet ettt 22
3.3.3 Primary Clarifiers 1-4 — Seismic Performance Rating = 9..........cciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 22
3.3.3.1  THEI-1 DEFICIBNCIES ... ervuieirteieeis ettt 23
3.3.3.2  REMEUIALON SHIALEGIES ... .. vuivercerieiseisciiseisee sttt 25
3.3.3.3  Other STIUCIUINES N GIOUP .....eueeereriresetiieet ittt 25
3.3.4 Irvington Pump Station — Seismic Performance Rating = 8........c..uuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeiiieee e 25

3.34.1  TIEI-L DEFICIBNCIES. ... vtttk

3.3.4.2  REMEUIALION SHTAIEGIES ... .ivuiviriesiiiseisiieieietsts ettt et bbb bbb

3.3.4.3 Other Structures in Group

3.3.5 Administration Building — Seismic Performance Rating = 8..........ccccceviiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 28
3351 TIEr-1 DEfICIENCIES. ... e 30
3.35.2  REMEAIAtION SAIEGIES ... v.uvvurveeseeseisriisi it 31
3.3.5.3  Other SIUCIUTES IN GIOUP ...vuerrueiiieiiieeeeseriee bbb 31
3.3.6  Field Operations Building — Seismic Performance Rating = 7 ........ccoeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 32
3.3.6.1  TIEI-L DEFICIBNCIES. ... eereeieeretceicteti ettt bbb 33
3.3.6.2  REMEUIALON SHTALEGIES ... .. vuceereerceesercieeseiset et ses et ss bbb s bbb bbb 34
3.3.6.3  Other STIUCIUINES IN GIOUD .....vuceeercerceesetceseetet sttt ss bbbt 34
3.3.7 Paseo Padre Lift Station — Seismic Performance Rating = 6............coiiiiiiiiiiiiieie e 34
3371 TIEr-1 DEfICIENCIES. ....euveuiiiriii bbb 36
3.3.7.2  REMEUIALION SHTAIEGIES ... .. ivuiviseisiieiseisiteissi ettt ettt s bbb bbb 36
3.3.7.3  Other STTUCIUTES IN GIOUD ....uvuivisiieiieiseiiieieseies ettt bbb 36
3.3.8 Generator Building #2 — Seismic Performance Rating = 6 .........c..uuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 36
3.3.8. 1 TIEr-1 DEfICIENCIES. ..ot e 38
3.3.8.2  REMEUIALION SHIAEGIES ... ivuivisiisiiisiiseiiisi ettt bbb bbb bbb 38
3.3.8.3  Other STTUCIUTES IN GIOUD .....cvuiviscisiieisciiiese sttt bbb bbb 38
3.3.9 Alvarado Pump Station — Seismic Performance Rating = 6.........cccceeiiiirieiiiiiieeiiieie s 38
3.3.9.1  TIEI-L DEFICIBNCIES. ... eerreuieerieceisei ettt bbb 40
3.3.9.2  REMEUIALION SHTALEGIES ... . cvuieuireriiirisetiteeet ittt ss ettt 41
3.3.9.3  Other SIUCIUTES IN GIOUD ...vuvrviesiieiiieeeees et 42
3.3.10 Aeration Basins 1-4 — Seismic Performance Rating = 6...........cooiiiiiiiiiiieiiiie e 42
3.3.10.1 TIE-1 DEFICIBNCIES. ... evreuceeireereeeseeseiees ettt bbbt 43
3.3.10.2 REMEAIAtION SHAIEJIES ....vuvuirreeseiiiiiei i 44
3.3.10.3 Other SIUCIUMES IN GIOUD ...vvvvviesiieieiseeseessi st 44
3.3.11 Control Building — Seismic Performance RatiNg = 6..........ccoriuiiiiiiiiieiiiee e 44
A Degenkolb Engineers i Final Report—April 2016

59 of 446

P:\project.B03\215\B3215013.00\Reports\Locked\160422rpt-Final Report Tier 1.docx



UNION SANITARY DISTRICT SEISMIC VULNERABILITY ASSESSMENT

3.3.11.1 TIET-1 DEFICIBNCIES ... uvureeieireeirercieiseis ettt ettt s bbbttt
3.3.11.2 Remediation Strategies........
3.3.11.3 Other Structures in Group
3.3.12 FMC Maintenance Building/Generator Building #1 — Seismic Performance Rating = 6.................. 47
3.3.12.1 TIEr-1 DEFICIBNCIES ... uerreeieireicieretieeie ittt bbbt
3.3.12.2 Remediation Strategies
3.3.12.3 Other STTUCIUTNES IN GIOUP .....cvuvuerreererriereeseeseisesetsies ettt s et s bbbttt 49
3.3.13 EBDA Pump Station/Reclaim Water Room — Seismic Performance Rating =5.........ccccccoviveinnnnn. 50
3.3.13.1 TIET-1 DEFICIENCIES. ... vvueuceriririieee st
3.3.13.2 REMEAIAtION SHAIEGIES ....vuvuvrirrresrieieieese st
3.3.13.3 Other SIrUCIUTES iN GIOUP c...vuvriieieieeireiseiseee sttt
3.3.14 Covered Storage — Seismic Performance Rating =5
3.3.14.1 Tier-1 DEfiCIBNCIES.....cvvvvevririeeieireieieireieceeieeseeeiesieenas
3.3.14.2 REMEAIAtION SHAIEJIES ... vuvvurvriseriieserieiei et
3.3.14.3 Other STTUCIUTNES IN GIOUP .....vvuveeriisirciireisetessesse sttt bbbttt
3.3.15 Primary Digester #5 — Seismic Performance Rating = 5.......cc.ceeiiiiiiiiiiiie e 55
3.3.15.1 TIEI-1 DEFICIBNCIES . ... vurvuivieiriieiseiscieiseiseitisi et et bbbt
3.3.15.2 Remediation Strategies........
3.3.15.3 Other Structures in Group
3.3.16 Secondary Digester #1 — Seismic Performance Rating = 5.........ccovieiiiiiiiiiiiieeiiiiiiiiee e 58
3.3.16.1 TIEI-1 DEFICIENCIES. ... vueuceuieerceiseerciesiet sttt 59
3.3.16.2 Remediation Strategies........ ... 60
3.3.16.3 Other STIUCIUINES IN GIOUP .....vuveereisercicreeseesesee et eiss ettt bbbttt 60
3.3.17 EBDA Effluent Surge Tower — Seismic Performance Rating = 4 ... 61
3.3.17.1 TIEI-1 DEFICIBNCIES. ... vueuceieerceiseeri sttt 62
3.3.17.2 Remediation Strategies........ ... 63
3.3.17.3 Other STIUCIUINES IN GIOUP .....cvuvueriisercicseeseesese et eiss ettt 63
3.3.18 Thickener #1 — Seismic Performance RatiNg = 3 ........ooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiea e 63
3.3.18.1 TIEI-1 DEFICIENCIES. ...vuvuivieiriieiseiscieiseiseiise bbb bbbt 64
3.3.18.2 REMEAIAtION SHAIETIES ... vuvuerirerieseiieieee bbb 64
3.3.18.3 Other STTUCIUTNES IN GIOUR ....uvvervisiiisiiseiiseisetsses et sses bbb bbbttt bbbt 65
3.3.19 Lift Station #1 — Seismic Performance RatiNng = 3 ........ciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiic e 65
3.3.19.1 Tier-1 Deficiencies
3.3.19.2 REMEUIALION SITALEYY ....vvevuivrsiisieireisiiiteie ittt ettt bbbttt 67
3.3.19.3 Other STTUCIUTNES IN GIOUP ....uvvvvisiieisiseiiseisetsie ettt bbbt 67
3.3.20 Heat Mix Building #2 — Seismic Performance Rating = 2 .......ccuvvivieiiiiiiiiiiiii e 67
3.3.20.1 TIET-1 DEFICIBNCIES. ... . vueeieerieiseercieeseeetese et eese et ettt s bbbttt
3.3.20.2 Remediation Strategies........
3.3.20.3 Other Structures in Group
3.3.21 Chlorine Contact Tank — Seismic Performance RatiNg = 2..........cccoeeiiiiieiiiiieeieee e 69
3.3.21.1 TIEI-1 DEFICIENCIES. ..o vvueuirieereistiesseie ettt 70
3.3.21.2 REMEIALION SITAEUY ......evuivrriisieiseisiiiiei ettt bbbt bbbt bbbt 70
3.3.22 Secondary Clarifiers 1-4 Seismic Performance Rating = 2.........ccoeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 70
3.3.22.1 TIEI-1 DEFICIENCIES. ..o cvureuirieere it 72
3.3.22.2 Remediation Strategy........... o 12
3.3.22.3 Other SIIUCIUTES iN GIOUP ....vuvvirrieceeiseierseee st ses bbb 72
3.3.23 Control Box #3 — Seismic Performance RatiNG = 2 ......c.oooiiiiiiiiiiiieeee e 72
3.3.23.1 Tier-1 Deficiencies
3.3.23.2 REMEAIATION SHAIEGY ... vvuvvucerrrseeserieserisieiee bbb 74
3.3.23.3 Other STTUCIUTNES IN GIOUP .....vuveericrisciireisetesses et ettt bbbt 74
3.3.24 Alvarado WWTP Force Main Influent Valve Vault — Seismic Performance Rating =1.................... 74
3.3.24.1 TIE-1 DEFICIBNCIES. ... urvuivieriiiiseisie sttt bbbttt
3.3.24.2 Remediation Strategy
3.3.24.3 Other STTUCIUTES IN GIOUP .....vvuveerirsirsiiseisetsesesse ittt s bbbttt 75
3.3.25 Main Electrical Distribution/Generator Room 3 — Seismic Performance Rating = 1 .........ccccceovvveeen. 76
3.3.25.1 REMEUIALON SIIALEGY ... . cvurverererieriireseieireseieestsee ettt 77
A Degenkolb Engineers il Final Report—April 2016

60 of 446

P:\project.B03\215\B3215013.00\Reports\Locked\160422rpt-Final Report Tier 1.docx



UNION SANITARY DISTRICT SEISMIC VULNERABILITY ASSESSMENT

3.3.25.2 Other STTUCIUTNES IN GIOUP .....cvuveeriecrireicseiseeeses ettt se bbb bbbttt 77
4,00 PIPELINE ASSESSMENT ..ottt sttt bbb bbbt b bRt bbbt et n et 77
4.1 ONSITE BURIED PIPING SEISMIC ASSESSMENT ......cuttttrtresereseseresetstesstseststsesesesesesesssssssssssstsssesesessssssssssssssssssesesesssssassssaes 7
4.2 FORCE MAIN SEISMIC ASSESSMENT .....uvuveteutetestteressesestesessesessasesassessssesessssessasesessessssesessssessasessssessssesessssessasessssensssesessasenss 79
4.2.1  OVEIVIEW Of FOICE IMAINS .....eeiiiiiee ittt e e e e ettt e e e e e e e atb et e e e e e e e e nnreeeeennsaneeas 79
4.3 FORCE MAIN EARTHQUAKE DAMAGE .......civiieiiteiestessiete st tetete et ese et e te s te et essstese st se s ase e e s ene b ete st se st ase e asensseerennaneneas 83
4.3.1 Possible Mitigation ABINALIVES ...........uiiiiiiii e 86
5.0:  CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ..ottt bbbt 89
APPENDIX A — Geotechnical TM 6.17.14 Final Report
APPENDIX B - Checklist
List of Figures
FIGURE 1: EXTERIOR VIEW OF DEGRITTER BUILDING ......ccooiiiiieieiiiisiitceees s 15
FIGURE 2: DEGRITTER BUILDING FIRST FLOOR CONCRETE WALL LOCATIONS ..ottt 16
FIGURE 3: NEW CONCRETE PARTITION WALL IN DEGRITTER BUILDING ......cccvviiiiiiinisisieeei s s 17
FIGURE 4: EXTERIOR VIEW OF PRIMARY CLARIFIERS 5-6/PUMP ROOM #3........ccoviiieiiiseiiis e enenns 19
FIGURE 5: PRIMARY CLARIFIERS 5-6 PRECAST CONCRETE WALL LOCATIONS ......ccoitiiiieeeieie s 19
FIGURE 6: PORTION OF 1991 STRUCTURAL RETROFIT TO PRIMARY CLARIFIERS 1-4.....ccceoviiiiiieiiieecseeee s 22
FIGURE 7: PRIMARY CLARIFIERS 1-4 PRECAST CONCRETE WALL LOCATIONS
FIGURE 8: EXTERIOR VIEW OF IRVINGTON PUMP STATION .....ociiiiiitieteeeie sttt
FIGURE 9: IRVINGTON PUMP STATION MASONRY WALL LOCATIONS AND EXPANSION EXTENT ......ccccovvvrinneririrnnnns 27
FIGURE 10: EXTERIOR VIEW OF ADMINISTRATION BUILDING .....ccoitititiiiiiiiiiiissisieee s ns 29
FIGURE 11: FIRST-STORY BRACED-FRAME LOCATIONS IN ADMINISTRATION BUILDING.......c.c.ccocveeiiiiiriceeeeenane 29
FIGURE 12: EXTERIOR VIEW OF FIELD OPERATIONS BUILDING .....ccvotitiieteieie ittt e 32
FIGURE 13: WALL LOCATIONS IN FIELD OPERATIONS BUILDING ....ccvitiiiiieiiiiiiisisieeee s 33
FIGURE 14: EXTERIOR VIEW OF PASEQ PADRE LIFT STATION .....cocieiiiiitiiiiesieeiss sttt 35
FIGURE 15: PASEO PADRE LIFT STATION WALL LOCATIONS ..ottt 35
FIGURE 16: EXTERIOR VIEW OF GENERATOR BUILDING H2 ......cciiiiitiiiieeeieieisissisiesa e 37
FIGURE 17: GENERATOR BUILDING #2 WALL LOCATIONS ..ottt 37
FIGURE 18: ALVARADO PUMP STATION RETROFIT BRACING .......ccceotiiiiiieieeie s 39
FIGURE 19: ALVARADO PUMP STATION CONCRETE WALL LOCATIONS .....coct ittt 40
FIGURE 20: VIEW OF AERATION BASIN ROOF ......cooiiiiiiieieiiititss ettt sttt 42
FIGURE 21: AERATION BASIN CONCRETE WALL LOCATIONS ..ottt s 43
FIGURE 22: EXTERIOR VIEW OF CONTROL BUILDING ...c.covitiiiieieiiiiistsieteee st 45
FIGURE 23: CONTROL BUILDING X-STRAP WALL LOCATIONS ......ccotiiititiiieeeeest sttt 45
FIGURE 24: EXTERIOR VIEW OF FMC MAINTENANCE BUILDING .....ccoctiiiiiiiiinissee e s 48
FIGURE 25: FMC MAINTENANCE BUILDING REINFORCED MASONRY WALL LOCATIONS......cccooorvriiiiiissieeee s 48
FIGURE 26: EBDA PUMP STATION RETROFIT BRACING ......ciiiiiiiiiiciii ettt 50
FIGURE 27: EBDA PUMP STATION CONCRETE WALL LOCATIONS ..ottt s 51
A Degenkolb Engineers iv Final Report—April 2016

61 of 446

P:\project.B03\215\B3215013.00\Reports\Locked\160422rpt-Final Report Tier 1.docx



UNION SANITARY DISTRICT SEISMIC VULNERABILITY ASSESSMENT

FIGURE 28:
FIGURE 29:
FIGURE 30:
FIGURE 31:
FIGURE 32:
FIGURE 33:
FIGURE 34:
FIGURE 35:
FIGURE 36:
FIGURE 37:
FIGURE 38:
FIGURE 39:
FIGURE 40:
FIGURE 41:
FIGURE 42:
FIGURE 43:
FIGURE 44:
FIGURE 45:
FIGURE 46:
FIGURE 47:
FIGURE 48:
FIGURE 49:

EXTERIOR VIEW OF COVERED STORAGE BUILDING.........cccoiiiiiiiitiiiciiiis e
COVERED STORAGE BUILDING COLUMN AND MASONRY WALL LOCATIONS

EXTERIOR VIEW OF PRIMARY DIGESTER #5......cciiiiiiiiiin s
EXTERIOR VIEW OF SECONDARY DIGESTER #1 ..ottt
SECONDARY DIGESTER #1 NEW STEEL ROOF AND ANCHORAGE ........ccccoiiviiiiniii
EXTERIOR VIEW OF EBDA EFFLUENT SURGE TOWER ......cccooiiiiiiiiiis s
EXTERIOR VIEW OF THICKENER #L.......ciiiieiitiii e
EXTERIOR VIEW OF LIFT STATION #L ..ottt
LIFT STATION #1 CONCRETE WALL AND CONCRETE DIAPHRAGM LOCATIONS ..........cccoovvivnicniiies 66
EXTERIOR VIEW OF HEAT MIX BUILDING #2 ......cccitiiiiiiiiitein s 68
HEAT MIX BUILDING #2 WALL LAYOUT ...ttt 68
EXTERIOR VIEW OF CHLORINE CONTACT TANK .....oiiiiiiiii s 69
SECONDARY CLARIFIER 1-4, EMPTY CELL ..ottt 71
SECONDARY CLARIFIERS 1-4 CONCRETE WALL LOCATIONS ........oiiiiiiierieiseeie e 71
CONTROL BOX #3 WALL LOCATIONS ...ttt 73

List of Tables

TABLE 1:  DISTRICT FACILITIES AND IMPORTANCE RATINGS .....oitiiieieieieee e 8
TABLE 2A: SEISMIC VULNERABILITY SUMMARY - SORTED BY SEISMIC PERFORMANCE RATING ....ccccoovviviiiiiiieins 11
TABLE 2B: SEISMIC VULNERABILITY SUMMARY - SORTED BY SEISMIC VULNERABILITY RATING ......cccooiviiiiieine 12
TABLE 3: K1 VALUES FOR PGV FRAGILITY DETERMINATION.......ccttttiiiiiiiititeticieieieis e 83
TABLE 4: K2 VALUES FOR PGD FRAGILITY DETERMINATION .....c.ctitiirireiriiiriiceieieisis st 84
TABLE 5:  RESULTING PIPE REPAIRS ..ottt ettt sttt 86
A Degenkolb Engineers \Y Final Report—April 2016

62 of 446

P:\project.B03\215\B3215013.00\Reports\Locked\160422rpt-Final Report Tier 1.docx



UNION SANITARY DISTRICT SEISMIC VULNERABILITY ASSESSMENT

Executive Summary

This report summarizes the findings from an initial seismic assessment of the Union Sanitary
District’s major pipelines and a representative sampling of its structures. This report discusses
the vulnerability that the Union Sanitary District’s major pipelines and structures have with
respect to a significant seismic event, and then discusses how these seismic vulnerabilities can
be mitigated. Based on the conclusions of this study, we believe that some of the structures and
pipeline sections critical to delivering service to system are seismically vulnerable and therefore
damage could be expected following a large seismic event. From discussions with Union
Sanitary District management, it has been determined that protecting loss of life during the
seismic event and restoring a minimal level of service shortly following a seismic event should
be the primary targets of seismic mitigation efforts. Consequently, this report rates structures
and pipeline sections based on seismic vulnerability and relative importance to inform a targeted
mitigation effort. The most critical structures to retrofit are important structures with significant
occupancy and seismically venerable structures with pre-cast concrete roofs. The main force
main pipelines are expected to perform relatively well in a seismic event except at the Alameda
Creek crossing. Based on this limited preliminary study, we estimate that a rough order of
magnitude construction cost to seismically upgrade the most vulnerable structures and pipelines
will be on the order of $40,000,000.
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1.0: Introduction

The Union Sanitary District is located in a seismically active region that could see strong ground
shaking from earthquakes on the Hayward, San Andreas and Calaveras faults. Of the three faults,
the nearby Hayward fault has the greatest chance of generating an earthquake strong enough to
produce significant ground shaking at the Union Sanitary District site. Because the magnitude
of an expected earthquake at the Union Sanitary District site increases based on the length of the
time period considered, it is necessary to define the magnitude of the earthquake for the purposes
of structure and pipeline assessment. This study assessed the structures and major pipelines

for an earthquake equal to the level of earthquake that a new building per the 2013 California
Building Code would be designed for. This earthquake represents approximately a M6.3
magnitude earthquake on the nearby Hayward Fault, assuming that the fault ruptures nearby the
Union Sanitary District Site. This level of ground motion at the site is expected to occur roughly
every 200 years, and therefore has a significant chance of occurring within the lifetime of the
structures and pipelines. This earthquake is commonly referred to as the “DBE” (“Design Basis
Earthquake™) throughout this report.

The demands on the Union Sanitary District’s systems following this “DBE” seismic event will
be driven by the loads from the Alameda County Water District (ACWD). It is our understanding
that ACWD has conducted seismic assessments for earthquakes with similar magnitudes as the
DBE earthquake used for this study. Based on discussions with ACWD personnel, we would
expect to see some user discharge to the sewer system within 3 days following the DBE event
associated with provision of impaired water service to critical customers and near normal user
discharge to the sewer system within 8 days following the event associated with impaired flow

to customers. Consequently, it will be desirable to be able to restore some process capacity to

the Union Sanitary District system within the days following the significant seismic event.

2.0:  Importance Rating and Seismic Vulnerability

To establish a targeting seismic mitigation approach, it is necessary to establish the relative
importance of different structures and pipelines. Based on discussions with USD Management,
the following importance ratings have been established. These importance ratings prioritize
mitigating life-loss as a result of a seismic event, and protecting pipelines and structures that
are critical to the primary transport and primary disinfection of sewage.
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Table 1:  District Facilities and Importance Ratings
Importance

Ratin ‘ Categories
Life Safety — occupied full time
10 e Control Building
Life Safety — occupied during working hours
e Administrative Building
9 e Field Operations Building
e FMC Building (includes Generator Room No. 1)
e Paint Shop
Electrical - EBDA PS
9 e Substation Nos. 1, 2, and 4
e Main Distribution Building (Generator Room No. 3)
Electrical — Pump Stations
8 e Generators at pump and lift stations
Hydraulic transport
e [Force Mains
e Force Main ARV, blowoff, and access manholes
e Surge Towers (IPS, NPS, EBDA)
e Irvington PS
e Newark PS
e Hayward 60" valve vault
e Alvarado Influent PS
8 e EBDAPS
e Reclaimed Water Room (This is part of the EBDA PS building)
e EBDA Effluent Valve Vault
e Alvarado Force Main Influent Valve Vault
e Newark PS Influent Valve Vault
e Newark PS Effluent Valve Vault
e Irvington PS Valve Vault
e Emergency Outfall Control Valve Structure
Disinfection
e Chlorine Contact Tank
7 e Odor Control Building
e Odor Control Building (OCB) Chemical Containment
7 e BoycelS
Primary Treatment
e Control Box Nos. 1 and 2
e Headworks
6 e Primary Clarifier Nos. 1 thru 4 (includes Sludge Pump Room No. 1)
e Primary Clarifier Nos. 5 and 6 (includes Sludge Pump Room No. 3)
e Site Waste PS
Electrical — Other
6 e Generator Building No. 2
e Cogeneration Building
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Importance

Rating Categories

Sludge Treatment — Phase 1

e Degritter Building
Thickener Nos. 1 thru 4
Thickener Control Building
Primary Digester Nos. 1 thru 6
Sludge Transfer Tank

e Cherry PS, Fremont LS, Paseo Padre LS
Irvington PS Equalization Storage Tank

Secondary Treatment

Lift Station Nos. 1 and 2

Aeration Basin Nos. 1 thru 4

Aeration Basin Nos. 5 thru 7

West Aeration Blower Building

East Aeration Blower Building

RAS Pump Station

Control Box Nos. 3 and 4

Secondary Clarifier Nos. 1 thru 4 and Sludge Pump Room No. 2
Secondary Clarifier Nos. 5 and 6 and Sludge Pump Room No. 4
¢ Hayward Marsh (Dechlorination Facility, Parshall Flume)

Sludge Treatment — Phase 2
e WAS Thickening Building
e Centrifuge Building
4 e Secondary Digester Nos. 1 and 2
e Heating and Mixing Building Nos. 1 thru 4
e Heating and Mixing Building #1 Electrical Room

Truck Storage
e Covered Storage

2 e Solar Carport
e FuellIsland
Miscellaneous
Safety Center
FMC Mgmt Trailer
1 IPS Satellite Trailer

IPS Emergency Storage Pond
INKA MCC Building (will be demolished soon)
Alvarado Influent PS Flow Meter Pit

Coupled with the relative expected seismic performance of a structure, a “seismic vulnerability
rating” can be established. A very critical structure that is expected to perform well in a seismic
event would not be as high a priority to retrofit as a somewhat critical structure that is expected
to collapse in a seismic event. Likewise, a non-critical structure that may sustain heavy damage
in a seismic event would not be as high a retrofit priority as a critical structure that might sustain
moderate damage in a seismic event. Therefore, a “seismic vulnerability rating” for a structure
or pipeline is the product of its expected seismic performance rating (with higher values
indicating worse performance) and its importance rating. The higher the seismic vulnerability,
the more critical it is to seismically retrofit the structure.
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3.0:  Structure Assessment

3.1 Structure Performance Summary

This section summarizes the findings from an initial seismic screening of 25 structures at the
Union Sanitary District sites. The 25 structures were selected as a representative sampling of
the 86 total structures that comprise the Union Sanitary District structural stock. Based on a
preliminary review of the drawings for each structure, the structures were grouped according
to construction type and vintage of construction. From discussions with Union Sanitary
District staff, we selected one structure from each group (typically the most critical structure
for day-to-day operations) on which to perform an initial seismic screening. This structure
serves as the “archetypal” structure for the group. The findings from each of these screenings
can be found in the Structure Assessment and Possible Seismic Remediation section of this
report.

Based on our preliminary seismic assessment of these 25 structures, we have found that many
of the structures have significant seismic deficiencies and a significant amount of seismic
remediation work will be required to protect Union Sanitary District’s structural stock from
extensive damage and potential loss of life in a significant earthquake event. While the 25
preliminary seismic assessments that were conducted on each archetypal give us a general
understanding of the vulnerability of the district’s structural stock, they do not necessarily give
us an idea of what remediation work will be required for each individual structure. For example,
we have evaluated a number of structures that have been previously seismically retrofitted, and
have found seismic deficiencies based on our evaluation to the current standards. Consequently,
it is not always appropriate to extrapolate the deficiencies of each archetypal structure (or lack
of deficiencies) to the other “similar” structures.

In an effort to better understand how our 25 evaluations fit into the larger vulnerability of the
site, we have done a very cursory review of the documents in each group of structures. We
have then used our engineering judgment and the knowledge from the evaluations on the
archetypal structures to document how reasonable we believe it is to extrapolate the findings
of the archetypal structure to that group as a whole. Where we believe it is unreasonable to
extrapolate our findings, we have noted that further assessment of more structures within the
group is recommended. These discussions can be found in the Structure Assessment and
Possible Seismic Remediation section of this report.

Each of the 25 structures considered as part of this study has been given a seismic performance
rating 1 through 10, and an importance rating 1 through 10. The seismic ratings are based on
our seismic assessments, and the importance ratings are based on our discussions with Union
Sanitary District Management per the previous section of this report. The product of these
ratings identifies the “seismic vulnerability rating” for the structure. This information is
summarized in Tables 2a and 2b below. Note that the both the seismic performance rating
scale is relative, not absolute. As more structures at the Union Sanitary District are assessed,
the ratings of the 25 structures included in Tables 2a and 2b may be adjusted to reflect a more
complete knowledge of the structural stock. Table 2a is sorted by seismic performance rating,
while Table 2b is sorted by seismic vulnerability rating.
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Table 2a: Seismic Vulnerability Summary — Sorted by Seismic Performance Rating

UNION SANITARY DISTRICT - SEISMIC VULNERABILITY SUMMARY
Seismic Importance Seismic
St