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INTRODUCTION

As requested by the District, Webb Associates has updated the Master Sewer Plan for the Fastvale
area to include developments that have been submitted since our original report was completed in
May, 1999. The results of our review are contained in this letter report, which is divided into the
following sections:

Introduction

Projected Land Use

Tributary Wastewater Drainage Areas
Wastewater Design Flow Determinaton
Hydraulic Analysis

Cost Analysis

Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations

BACKGROUND

In May, 1999, Webb Associates completed a Master Sewer Plan for the Eastvale area. Since the
completion of this report, several trunk sewer facilities have been designed and constructed (Plate 1).
Additionally, more detailed development plans have been submitted to the District over the last five
vears in the form of the tentative tract maps and sewer improvement plans. Consequently, we have
updated the May, 1999 report. The updated letter report includes revisions to the tributary
wastewater drainage areas and land use projections. We have also conducted another hydraulic
analysis of the proposed sewer system.

PROJECTED LAND USE

The land use projections incorporated in this revised sewer system are updated from the information
presented in the May, 1999 report. The projected land uses in areas where developments are not
currently proposed were based on the preliminary Riverside County Integrated Project (RCIP)
Fastvale Area Land Use Plan. However, in cases where a proposed tentative tract has been
submitted to the District, the projected land use was based upon the proposed development plans.

TRIBUTARY WASTEWATER DRAINAGE AREAS

The tributary wastewater drainage areas were adjusted based upon the street layouts in areas of
proposed developments that have occurred in the last five years. Each wuibutary area ulimately
drains to a point of collection in the proposed trunk sewer system. As with the original Master Plan,
where no development plans were proposed, the general topography of the undeveloped areas was
used to determine sewerage flow directions. The exact boundaries of these tributary areas may vary
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when future engineering plans are developed. Several tributary areas were reconfigured from the
previous study. The revised tributary wastewater drainage areas are shown on Plate 2.

In additon to land use changes that have occurred during the last five years, two additional triburary
areas have been included in this update. The May, 1999 report did not include the Santa Ana River
Water Company (SARWC) as a tributary area. Because of the topography within the Water
Company boundaries and the shared boarders with the District, it is probable that if sewerlines are
ever constructed within the SARWC area, they would be tributary to the Eastvale trunk sewer
system. Therefore, estimated potential wastewater flows from the SARWC were included in this
study.

The second tributary area incorporated into this update includes an area that was previously

proposed to flow to the SARI line that will now be tributary to the Eastvale trunk sewer system.
The subject area is identified on Plate 2 as the "Proposed CFD Land Conservation Area".

WASTEWATER DESIGN FLOW DETERMINATION

The average daily wastewater flow was determined based upon the land uses for each triburtary area.
A wastewater generation factor was applied to each land use, summarized by the following:

® Residential (single family) 280 gpd/edu
¢ Residential (mulu family) 160 gpd/edu
e Commercial 2,000 gpd/ac
e Industrial
- Heavy 2,000 gpd/ac
- Light 1,120 gpd/ac
® Schools
- Elementary 10 gpd/student
- Middle 15 gpd/student
- High 25 gpd/student
e Infiltration 100 gpd/ac

A summary of the projected average daily wastewater flows is enclosed in Appendix A.

A peaking factor was applied to the wastewater flow quantties (average daily flows) to obtain the
“design flow” to account for the diurnal flow rate variations. The peak factor utilized in this study
was as follows:

Qpcﬂk = 25Q DI 0.91)

Where Q.. and Q ;. are in millions of gallons per day (mgd)

pea
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It should be noted that the District standard peak factor equaton is somewhat conservatve in
comparison to recent District flow measurements (flow meter data) as indicted on Figure 1 and in
comparison to other jurisdictions as shown on Figure 2.

HYDRAULIC ANALYSIS

The computer software utilized for hydraulic analysis and modeling was SewerCAD. Input for this
model consisted of pipeline diameters, nodal elevatons, pipe flow line elevations, and wastewater
design flow quantities and locations. Based on this input information, the software calculated the
pipeline capacities for the sewer system and determined if the pipeline diameters were sufficient for
the design flows.

All pipelines in the proposed sewer system are trunk sewers which are 10” in diameter or larger.
The maximum pipeline design capacity was based upon a maximum flow depth ("D") to diameter
("d™) rado (D/d) of 0.75. An assumed Manning’s roughness coefficient “n” of 0.013 was taken into
account as well except for a reach of pipeline along the Hall Avenue extension between Chandler
Street and the River Road Lift Statton. In this reach, a roughness coefficient of 0.009 was used to
reflect the currently proposed pipeline design material of PVC lined RCP pipe. Nodal elevations of
proposed sewerlines were based upon the natural terrain of the undeveloped regions, design slopes
(if available), and minimum slope requirements for each pipe diameter.

All but one of the projected average daily flows shown in Appendix A were muluplied by the
appropriate District standard peak factor and were applied to the computer model at the locatons
indicated on Plate 2. The one flow that did nor follow this methodology was Tributary Area 1 ("Sky
Country"), which is completely developed. The flow input into the model for Tributary Area 1 was
based upon the highest actual peak flow that was measured by the District.

The results of the hydraulic computer analysis indicated five reaches of pipeline were over design
capacity (D/d < 0.75) and three reaches of pipe were over the pipeline's full flow capacity. The
pipelines that were over "design” capacity were still below full flow capacity thereby indicating pipe
flow surcharging will not occur. The data for the three reaches of pipe theoretically over full flow
capacity are shown on Table 1.
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Table 1 — Pipeline Reaches Requiring Additional Capacity Review

Percentage
Modeled Pipeline Full Pipe Above Full

Reach Pipeline Reach Description Peak Flow (mgd)  Capacity (mgd)  pjpe Capacity

A Cleveland Avenue north of 3.70 3.54 4.5%
Schleisman Road

B Citrus Street between Sumner 10.29 837/ 22.9%
Avenue & Cleveland
Avenue

C Easement pipeline between 5.74 5.41 6.1%
Hamner Avenue & Tract
28784

Reaches A and C are not of a concern since, as previously stated, the District's peak factor equation
is conservative and the theoretical percentage above full flow pipe capacity is small. Further
investigation of Reach B indicated the peak factor (District standard) applied to this reach was 2.2.
As shown on Figure 2, this peak factor, for a projected average daily flow of 4.4 mgd, is much higher
than other local jurisdictions. Further, the Eastvale computer model was also analyzed using the
District's actual metered peak factor curve shown on Figure 1. The results of the analysis udlizing
the actual experienced peak flows indicated all pipelines as shown on Plate 1 would flow at a
capacity below the District standard design flow criteria (D/d < 0.75). Therefore, the Eastvale plan
sewer system shown on Plate 1 is adequate to convey the projected wastewater peak flows.

COST ANALYSIS

Pipelines

The unit costs used for sewerlines include pipeline material and installadon, manholes, asphalt
concrete removal, disposal, and replacement. Construction costs were determined by reviewing the
three lowest bids of similar recent projects and through a cost study where a “generic bid” was sent
to three prominent contractors in the area. The generic bid was based on the assumptons that an
average project for the District would consist of 2,500 linear feet of pipe, and that asphalt concrete
roads would be removed, disposed of, and replaced. Road reconstruction was assumed to be 25 feet
wide with 4 inches of AC pavement over 8 inches of Class II base. The average depth of the pipe
was assumed to be 20 ft and would require B-2 bedding. It was assumed nine, 5 ft diameter
manholes would be installed for each project. Not included in the unit cost estimates are
extraordinary construction items such as bore casings, dewatering, rock removal, etc... A summary
of these estimated unit costs are as shown on Table 2.
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Table 2 — Estimated Unit Cost of Pipelines

Sewer Line Dia. (in.) Construction Cost Project Cost’
10 $£145.00 £205.00
12 £165.00 £230.00
15 $175.00 £245.00
18 $195.00 $275.00
21 $210.00 $295.00
24 $240.00 $335.00
27 $260.00 $365.00
30 $290.00 $405.00
36 $335.00 $470.00
39 $400.00 $560.00
42 $440.00 $615.00
48 $485.00 $680.00

"Project cost is 1.4 times construction cost rounded 1o nearest $5.  Project cost includes: construction cost, construction

contingencies, design engineering including plans and specifications; design and construction surveving and mapping:
geotechnical evaluation and  report: engineering contract administration; field inspection and basic environmental
documentation. Costs are based on Engineering New Record (E.N.R.). The Engineering news Record Construction Cost Index
Jor the Los Angeles Areas for October 2003 was utilized.  This value is 7,543.67. Escalation, financing, interest during
construction, legal, land, R.O.W. agent, and environmental impact report costs are nol included in construction costs.
Additionally, not included in the unit cost estimates are extraordinary construction items such as hore casings, dewatering. rock
removal etc...

Lift Stadon, Forcemain, and Treatment Plant Capacity

Additonal lift station, forcemain, and treatment plant capacity project costs associated with the
Eastvale Master Sewer Plan update include the River Road lift station and force main and
wastewater treatment capacity purchase at the Western Riverside County Regional Wastewater
Reclamation Plant (WRCRWRP). The River Road lift staton and force main estimated project cost
is $6,650,000". The purchase of treatment plant capacity at WRCRWRP was assumed to reflect the
current costs to construct a wastewater treatment plant. Presently, due to the increasing costs of
solids treatment and disposal, a typical unit construction cost is $8/gallon. Using an estimated unit
construction cost of $8/gallon multplied by the projected ultimate average daily flow of 9.6 mgd
and the aforementioned 1.4 project cost factor, the total estimated project cost for treatment is
$107,520,000. The project cost could be even more considering that the increasing cost for solids
treatment and disposal 1s amongst other unknowns.

""River Road Lift Station Preliminary Design Report”, November 2003, prepared by Albert A. Webh Associates.
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A summary of the estumated project costs for the Eastvale sewer system are shown on Table 3. As
shown on Table 3, the total project cost estimate of the updated sewer system is about $140 million.

Table 3 — Estimated Project Cost Summary

Master Plan Improvement Estimated Project Cost
Trunk & Interceptor Sewerlines $ 25,330,000
River Road Lift Station & Associated Force Mains $ 6,650,0002‘3
Treatment Plant Capacity Purchase at WRCRWRP $107,520,000
Total Estimated Project Cost $139,500,000

'Refer 1o Appendix B for Details

“Total estimated construction cost rounded up to the nearest $10,000.

*Project is 1.4 times the construction cost. Project cost includes: construction cost, construction contingencies, design
engineering including plans and specifications; design and construction surveying and mapping: geotechnical evaluation and
report; engineering contract administration; field inspection and basic environmental documentation.  Costs are based on
Engineering New Record (E.N.R.). The Engineering news Record Construction Cost Index for the Los Angeles Areas for
October 2003 was utilized.  This value is 7,543.67.  Escalation, financing, interest during construction, legul, land, R.O.W.
agent, and environmental impact report costs are not included in construction costs.

FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

As summarized in Appendix A, the total projected average daily wastewater flow for the Eastvale
area is about 9.6 MGD. This amount is approximately 1.4 MGD greater than the 8.2 MGD
projected in the original report primarily due to additional flows from the Santa Ana River Water
Company area and the CFD land conversion area. The updated projected development estimates
27,838 dwelling units as opposed to the original report that projected 24,657 dwelling units. Finally,
the esumated project cost of the updated Eastvale Master Sewer Plan improvements is
$139,500,000.

We have concluded that the proposed trunk sewer system as shown on Plate 1 is adequately sized to
accommodate the projected design flows. As such, it is our recommendation that the Master Sewer
Plan for the Eastvale area be amended as described in this letter report.
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JURUPA COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT
EASTVALE MASTER SEWER PLAN UPDATE

Appendix A- Projected Ultimate Land Use and Average Daily Flow
By Tributary Drainage Area

Residential © Commercial Industrial * Comm'Ind Schools Open Space
Tributary Rural Very Low Low Medium  Med-High High Proposed Developments Toul Retail Office  Community Ligh Heavy Business Pubtic No. of City Conservation Conservation| Recreation  Rural Water Mineral Total
Drainage Arca Residential — Density SP125-W Density Density Pensity Density #of Tract Arca & of Qun ' Centers Park Facilites Qunr ‘ Students Qux : Overlay Habitn Rusources | Agriculural|  Highway Qupe
Area No, i {ac) <0.2 dwac) (0.4-2 dwac)  {2du/ac, 2-5 duiac) (5-8 duiac) (8-14 duiac) (14-20 dwac edu's Number {ac) du's edu's (zpd) (ac) {ac) ac) (ac) {ac) {ac) {ac) (gpd (cach (g {ac) (ac) (ac) {ac) (ac) {ac) (ac (ac) (ac) (zpd)
E3 ] 1943 B o ] N 228 67 67 18,760 o o o L — - e 100 — Tl | PN /18760
. o - 0 208 140 140 39.200 B B ) - 0 = e — - o /39200
0 26.5 112 112 31360 0 17 31360
_ _E6 - 68.8 o138 138 38.640 I 0 o o _ 38640
E7 = 53.5 214 | TT28783 388 143 357 99.960 o R o [ . . 799.960
0 TT 28784 67.1 260 260 72,800 [ 7280 v
___E9 168.2 e I 0 817 4m° 250 70080 o 86S o o . 173,000 B o _ s
EL0 I3 S - 49.6 4 44 68,320 R - i S Y | || B s L i (R L
| 0 s99 21" 42 118.080 0
EI2 | 802 e . [ . [ 0 - o e 802 £ 2007 | 160400 crEemEEE L e ) — I _ 160.400
El3 | 831 | 831 | 332 332 | $2.960 R I Rl i — N e — =] | 92960 |
F14 1072 107.2 429 429 120.120 0 120,120
o o oy " TT 28946 68.6 271 271 75,880 o ] o . o ]
EV7 3213 - L I A 428 TT 28880 1157 499 924 | 258,720 R . R [ 800 ] 8000 . = B — e il
[ TT 29334 6.0 200 200 56,000 [
E21 405 R o = I e e L — Ca S et gm = o e — i 1350 4TS o [— o
E2 ] 1203 . 60.2 o 241 I . o N L 0 1750 43.750 e N A2
E23 94.2 0 TT 30633 16.6 i 33.200 122230
E27 389 o o 0 TT 28821 342 158 158 44240 [ . N —r L | e 2 ey 47 1l 4240
| E28 393 0 TT 2862) 16.5 & | 89 24.920 i o o 0 s = = . 920
0 TT 28622 228 84 84 23.520 0 23.520 |
El1-E30 4.261.2 0.0 1099 939.4 7359 77.8 0.0 0.0 5,588 1.579.8 6,568 12,029 3,368,160 3503 0.0 152.6 0.0 0.0 80.2 0.0 1,166,200 6,630.0 122,800 0.0 0.0 0.0 91.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4,657,160

' Refer 1o Plate 2.

" Land use designations for tributary areas E1-E30 were determined from Eastvale Arca Land Use Plan for the Riverside County Integrated Project, April 2001
The foltowing densitics were used (o calculate residential fand usex: Rural Residential (0.2 du‘ac); Very Low Density (2 du‘ac); SP125-W (2du-ac). Low Density (4 dwac): Medium Denxity (7 du-ac); Medium-High Density (12 du’ac); High Density (18 duac)

Based on 280 gpd:edu and 160 gpd for mobile homes and mulii-family units.

P e b . . . . . - . .
Distinction between “light” and “heavy” industrial land use is based on air and noise poliution factors: wastewaler generation is assumed equal for both land uses.

< . .
Commervial and indusirial wastewater flow quantities are based on 2,000 gpdac.

Tot! number of multi-family units. Converted to edu's by multiplving by 160°280.
7 Based on tvpe of school and number of studunts: 10gpdistu for elementary: 15gpdstu for middle: 25gpd/stu highschool

" Area No. 25 will be included in the Sky Country tributary area {Arca No. E1) because therc ix a sewer that connects No. 25 to the north east portion of the Sky Country Development.
Infiltration‘inflow (not shown on this table) was factored into SewerC AD calculations for final pipe designs.
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JURUPA COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT
EASTVALE MASTER SEWER PLAN UPDATE

Appendix A. Projected Ultimate Land Use and Average Daily Flow
By Tributary Drainage Area

Residential © Commercial Industrial * Comm'Ind Schools Open Space
Trbulary Rural Very Low Low Medium  Med-High High Proposed Developments Total Retail Officc  Community Light Heavy Business Public No. of City Conservation Conservation) Recreation  Rural Waler Mineral Total
Drainage Area Resideniial  Densiry SP125-W Density Density Density Density &ol Tract Area #ol Quix ' Centers Park Facilities Qur Students Qe Overlay Habital Rexources | Agriculwral|  Highway Qunr
Area No. ' (ac) {<0.2 dwac) (0.4-2 duwac) (2dwiac)  (2-5 dwac) (5-8 dwac) (8-14 duac) (14-20 duac edu's Number {ac) du's edu's {zpd) {ac) {ac) (ac) {ac) (ac) (ac) {ac) { (cach) {zpd) {ac) (ac) (ac) {ac) {ac) (ac) (ac) {ac) (ac) {
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- — 0 TT28388 236 100 [ 109 | 3050 - - e o I o - o 30.520
- ] TT 28680 259 119 e 33320 _ - 2 —0.— - — = = 33320 l
0 TT 28681 372 98 98 27440 n 27440
R 8 JTT28685 166 118 M8 | 3340 | o - = [ | s == e e L 33040 7
= ] 0 | TT2M686 260 T (I T " e (S ) . AN\ SypESSySyS| Cuu— [N ——— 8 ——— \ 30520
[] TT 28687 36.0 153 153 42.840 0 42,
E38 o 0o - ) 0 o ) 165.1 Aiz0 = | sz v - o - _ - 184912
. B39 e —— 1834 B W 1 T} B 614 171.920 - . I . o S o o - o 171.920
E40 20.7 177.0 749 TT 30480 193 50 799 223,720 0 223,720
Ba [ osey | — 59.7 o 239 - C29 | eso | - 0 I . . 66920
o EAS. 54.9 25.6 =0l R — 168 168 - 47040 = - o 0 i I _— 47.040 B
E46 3105 169.2 677 TT 30480 99.3 256 933 261,240 0 261.240
S == A B 2 . L2 L2 —— oSl e e = = = st e = = SE| [ o =
B N S0 I R —— L e (S ==L === S e Y S . 87
SARWC | 1664 | L 2,100 588,000 ' B I R I B
——— \ .
E31-E50 3.148.8 0.0 73.0 0.0 1,645.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6,726 932.1 3.583 10309 2,886,520 . 10.4 0.0 0.0 363.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 428,144 800.0 12,000 0.0 0.0 0.0 489 757 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3,326,664
7
Eastvale® 7.410.0 0.0 182.9 939.4 23809 77.8 0.0 0.0 123140 25119 10,151 22338 6‘25‘,“0/"( 360.7 0.0 152.6 363.7 0.0 80.2 0.0 @94,344 7,430.0 @4.300 0.0 0.0 0.0 140.1 75.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 /7.933.3@
stvale — )
o 7 e " [ r_d
“ Tributary - =T 7 T 4
Total 9.726 0 182.9 939.4 23809 77.8 0.0 0.0 1231490 0.0 25119 10,151 IT838 7,794,680 360.7 0 152.6 363.7 0.0 80.2 0.0 1,594,344 10,180.0 203,550 [ [ ¢ 1904 75.7 (X1 9.0 0.0 0.0 9,592,874
. ] / 4
Ape'S e
Eyol= I¥
' Refer to Plate 2. otE &
* Land use designations for iributary arcas E31-E50 were determined Itom Eastvake Arca Land Use Plan for the Riverside County Integrated Project, April 2001, . :—,ﬁ-gl
The following densilics were used to calculate residennial land uses: Rural Residential (0.2 dw/ac): Very Low Density (2 duac); SP125-W (2du’ac): Low Density (4 du‘ac); Medium Density (7 dw'ac). Muedium-High Density (12 du‘ac); High Density (1% du‘ac) _?'-
* Based on 280 gpd’edu and 160 gpd for mobile homes and muli-lamily units. i L frar P
* Distinction between “light” and "heavy” industrial land use b based on air and noise pollution factors; wastewater generation is assumed equal for both land uses. { ":,(\ J_s T
N
* Commereial and industrial wastewater flow quantities are based %000 gpdiac £ e
* None. I =
" Based on type of school and number of studunts: 10gpd-stu for elementary; 15gpd sty for middle: 25gpd-stu highschool e O

ibutary arca (Area No. E1) because there is a sewer that connects No. 23 to the north cast portion ol the Sky Country Development.

" The District Total
"' Total District Resid
Infiltration‘inflow (not shown on this table) was factored into Sew er(C AD calculations for final pipe designs
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PIPELINE COST ESTIMATES

APPENDIX B

N_odal Map Construction
Pipe Reach  Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Cost Project Cost'
Label

1 10 inch 1,168 LF $145 $169,360 $237,104
2 10 inch 1,232 LF $145 $178,640 $250,096
3 10 inch 1,436 LF $145 $208,220 $291,508
4 10 inch 2,070 LF $145 $300,150 $420,210
5 15inch 720 LF $175 $126,000 $176,400
6 18 inch 2,145 LF $195 $418,275 $585,585
7 42inch 1,263 LF $440 $555,720 $778,008
8 42inch 46 LF $440 $20,240 $28,336
9 42inch 1,985 LF $440 $873,400 $1,222,760
10 42 inch 300 LF $440 $132,000 $184,800
11 42 inch 3,000 LF $440 $1,320,000 $1,848,000
12 42 inch 202 LF $440 $88,880 $124,432
13 12inch 367 LF $165 $60,555 $84,777
14 12 inch 2,306 LF $165 $380,490 $532,686
15 12 inch 2,248 LF $165 $370,920 $519,288
16 NOT USED

17 NOT USED
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APPENDIX B
PIPELINE COST ESTIMATES

N'odal Map Construction
Pipe Reach  Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Cost Project Cost'
Label

18 NOT USED

19 27 inch 1,122 LF $260 $291,686 $408,360
20 10 inch 3,650 LF $145 $529,250 $740,950
21 12 inch 670 LF $165 $110,550 $154,770
22 15 inch 1,950 LF $175 $341,250 $477,750
23 12 inch 860 LF $165 $141,900 $198,660
24 18 inch 1,806 LF $195 $352,170 $493,038
25 18 inch 2,664 LF $195 $519,480 $727,272
26 18 inch 1,976 LF $195 $385,320 $539,448
27 12inch 1,972 LF $165 $325,380 $455,532
28 10 inch 4,000 LF $145 $580,000 $812,000
29 30 inch 2,641 LF $290 $765,867 $1,072,214
30 12inch 2,170 LF $165 $358,050 $501,270
31 10inch 2,351 LF $145 $340,939 $477,315
32 12inch 1,588 LF $165 $262,020 $366,828
33 15inch 2,830 LF $175 $495,250 $693,350
34 18 inch 1,297 LF $195 $252,915 $354,081
35 18 inch 2,829 LF $195 $551,655 $772,317
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PIPELINE COST ESTIMATES

APPENDIX B

Nodal Map Construction
Pipe Reach  Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Project Cost'
Cost
Label

36 21 inch 2,833 LF $210 $594,930 $832,902

37 21 inch 2,826 LF $210 $593,460 $830,844

38 21inch 2,841 LF $210 $596,610 $835,254

39 21inch 2,181 LF $210 $458,010 $641,214

40 21 inch 856 LF $210 $179,760 $251,664

41 21 inch 345 LF $210 $72,450 $101,430

42 21 inch 2,570 LF $210 $539,700 $755,580

43 21inch 5,270 LF $210 $1,106,700 $1,549,380

44 42 inch 2,115 LF $440 $930,600 $1,302,840

45 12 inch 106 LF $165 $17,490 $24,486

46 12 inch 1,203 LF $165 $198,495 $277,893

47 30 inch 1,322 LF $290 $383,380 $536,732

48 21 inch 1,325 LF $210 $278.250 $389,550

49 21 inch 1,262 LF $210 $264,957 $370,940

50 21inch 350 LF $210 $73,500 $102,900
Totals: 84,269 LF $18,094,824 $25,330,000

'Project cost is 1.4 times construction cost rounded to nearest $10,000. Project cost includes: construction costs, construction
contingencies, design engineering including plans and specifications; design and construction surveying and mapping;
geotechnical evaluation and report; engineering contract administration; field inspection and basic environmental documentation,
Costs are based on Engineering News Record(ENR) The Engineering News Record Construction Cost Index {Los Angeles) for
October, 2003 is 7,543.67 Escalation, financing, interest during construction, legal, land, R-O-W agent, and environmental impact
report costs are not included.

G:\2001\01-0288\scad\Eastvale_3rd Edition\Cost Estimate_3rd Edition.xIs



Plate 1

/
‘. ‘ |
T 33903 l
{ TT 33461
TT 31768 \\
|
\
|
TT31778 N
o OV
COMMU VI S
NITY SERVICES DISTRICT e
Q
Tratees 31
™
’\(L“\(')gO'ZE’ 4
S% 480 9 JURUPA RD
QdeS
32
o OV
5 \0- ©
I\Sg? O?l mgd
Qdes_
«%"“6‘8:&9 o @
5= p0®
Qdes’l' | |§
< A
'(\.D\P\?> | w (%]
\%: 0_00?’ gd , i &
S // 2.13«6 | } —_J QI
Qdes = ’} } TT 16676 I.>|.I O?
; TT 30466
@ Ij\ TT 289101 \ § 5
) | &
oA -\“622&,5‘ o T728910-2 \\\ w g E
(;; = 240 b TT 289331 \\\ > ‘ "/ u
el 731063 stmo 5 =
Ll
- T 28910-3 § & E
O\ 7 [ 728933 = 1 < Q I
N Q8T o (e & = =
s*% . A6“\g ) LN g R i n
;rL J n Do Q
3es o9 \) > T
(el @ co i’ 30 00 1| =
Y2 p — <3 N Q )
TT 31252 § @ a8 Q E
cC O
£ (14
2\ ‘\“‘gé;:l 3 TT31734 ) (I/I)
o209 60 - TT 30633
Qdes‘l TT 32821
TT 29207 12in. DIA
38 . S =0.0059
1132797 S =|8..0?)'8A7 Qdes = 0.68 mgd @
TT 31580 TT/32909 Qdes = 0.68 mgd TT 30810
‘ 4
815 ig.ot(;lj\2 15in. DIA 121 DIA
CLOVERD i 2 S =0.0042 : Qdes = 0.68 mgd / LIMO
= = : NITE AVE
gé TLLT | = jEE—_— JZ‘S'U‘ZLAD 15 in. DIA 12in. DIA
| =0 = _
£00 &9 BT S SN =ty A | giigare AR &\ JOin-CIA mamse | Qdes =056 madfl (23 Stor mga (@) %dess - 8'.235mgd
Ol ot— T e e~ N — : . o ]
? < T 29148-1 2 = i= : .-"I'Ii i Tr2egosa ',’I I_I i J Qdes = 1.12 mgd @
K To; = TT30575-1 ﬁ i Lt i’ T728880-3 i TT 28943.2 gkt - G
/ b~ Tr29208 | | | 1] < = S N
l.f ‘é TT 31220 ————— % g < — TT 29124 64TH ST = % § \‘\0\"‘1\E
{ \ 2 »
& 5 @ = 4 LA e rao: 2
= 1 | ~» < T2
o = ? 1l TT 29148-3 i‘ TT 28821-3 < 8 @
N o [[lif29188:2 Yne! E TT 28821 TT 28880-2 w e 131496
21in. DIA | =
S =0.0088 i -l
—— = | o
F TT29148 ! | C g 66TH ST
' \ 3 s <
TT 30933 = L —__/“ 75 2 do ~Q’0\Qb'\ 696
o TT 288212 Y © \ 538 TT 29093 Ao N o> a2 ¢
1130893 <9 < T bias i<""*—' <™ ? \‘ c g o X i g %// //‘),. @ =
aQ § 2 TT 31726 Ve = a) é N \ TR N “ TT2ems o N LES2036 Ob?:’ H“-'
) =N 4% | = | Al 75} =
A\ V4 E = E TT 2882141 = f < y i 1 § b in. DIA @ 18_in. DIA (&)
TT 31308 N g N o i 1= 0,0041 S =0.0027 =
f S i > H0-in-"DIA YA VA e e e —t/ S i % /[ (11 Qdes=0. d 3 Qdes = 2.72 mgd -~
/7~ N, o & S=0.005 o - <o &
TT 31803 ..%: g % Qdes = 0.29 mgd /¢——5~F'| TT 28621 TT 30931 <© © -Z ?§ (9? .. 26 68TH ST
S - g I 3 B TS S5 Iog PN | 21in. DIA
____________ E L :,', <8 E ,/// i co T,) TT 31107 = g S H-F87844 Yo &g .. S =0.0029
SuEEEEEEE} DRz ac=R A ! — g T 28946-2 TT 31386 =0 : o o Qdes = 4.38 mgd
! i & TT 3149 7z c g = / TT29104 Yoo T3ter R 12in. DIA S TT 34201
I ] = / TT 28622 . g s/£0:041 | ,
i TT31931 i ol g [ 21in. DIA C Shr=————r— | 21in. DIA
| RD i » 3 J S =003 mwr [Gdes =086 mad - S = 0.0206
z = — O . Qdes =73:7-mod L L N, 1| anwy, %, ] Qdes = 4.38 mgd
u “ : | | T = S =0.0061 \QL
i} TT 31526 : ! flbids i o ‘g’u Qdes = 0,86 mgd 5%- . 51‘3'0%5‘1
— —Y | T 3B ‘ 583 T 28763 5 Qdes = 4.47 mgd
@ g Y e ‘I TT28623 TT 28624 <3 -Z — ST 2 § = TT 34014 udgsidININNN sz—lgo?lz'; = S (% es mg
R jISS): (5@) < \ | 5 b 3 % L No 8 I Qdes = 6.16 mgd g1in. DI
2 & gf /oé . Q s ik / S @) c ANRNRNEAS Qdes = 4.47 mgd
_ S S o < e\ BEm L] 5 :
10-in. DIA = o;/ 0/)/ / e “i, =3 \;, I| I TT 28642
S =.0.0081 @ [ TI 30896 T X M w. ‘ ! TT 30904
o i 4 - i TT 30895
Qdes = 0. ($) : »eo
. 9 o | e Ta . . EASTVALE
] - g o 21in. DIA
0\2@ @c? < T 28387 (‘ ! s ) _ - osis c S N TT31323 o o* S
N QL © \ - < N =o.
TT 31476 TS > 3 <o & M3 \ | = RN e TT 292481 ¢ 5 E = 3) 2 A Qdes = 5.74 mgd
1 ) \(0/, S Z AIRRRERINATA as 9 <) } Traseadd | Siclc S O g
10!n. DIA be? ___*? 77071 1 {!! TN = <|:|) T ,¢¢¢4’ TT 28683 i i e - p— (; (LIS g é Q
S =0.0046 ¢ Qdes = 1/34 mgd f N o a L | TT 286442 i osasd TT 29248 Tng TT 295421 120604 = ..I?
i 5 | 3 12 in.DIA E 30 DA 30in. DIA ] 30in. DIA 30in. DIA 30in. DIA N " 3
2) WALTERS ST ~—7 e e o C-TREL Y S =0.002 $ = 0.001 S =0.0011 s=o001 8
s es =1. = = = = _ .
“ TT 30480 ‘ ,o" | R . J. Q
| | % |
5 II \ ) E o ] T UPDATE
ot 6 — ;-_-_-_-_-_-‘g-é‘ DN { Trasees i\'—g 12in. D TT 27591
098 ‘- \ i h| SF7 / S 70 21in. DIA
= ; A N 5 go¢ | Trzmaz - Ddeg = 0.1 mgd S =0.0604
oA i _— (MARCH, 2005)
SBA | W TN Y/ = ) o
-&1 42 in/DIA 9 42 in. DIA !L=!;;1-;;:;;_7_=4=— 2
] in. in/ DIA i
T \/s 70,0008 7 S =0.0009 S=0.0011 33(5:'3:0%'?2 o> LEGEND
— = = L ‘///
| o i LT S
L i y
| @ o cHANDLER ST y EASTVALE ANNEXATION AREA BOUNDARY
LI ! TT 30905 S 20.2065
-o =3
HSELE Eolets o s === PROPOSED TRUNK SEWER PIPELINES
i' %: g8 TT 30701 l
)]
l Sun i Jsan m=mmmmmmmmm: EXTSTING TRUNK SEWER PIPELINES
\) wé’ @ e TT29677 TT 30735
\ O 7
\ |~ § s PROPOSED FORCE MAIN
\\ /42in.DIA s 1
\ el € 5 ——— NON-MASTER PLANNED SEWER PIPELINE
| —————— —<{
PROPOSED RIVER _ | = SAWPA SARI LINE
ROAD DIKE O
04
- ==[s e PROPOSED STORM DRAIN
> H (@
N~
< 588 ~— o PIPELINE REACH TERMINUS LOCATIONS
= Yo i Fmar m PROPOSED LIFT STATION
-~ 12/in. DIA SN
| : PG
i S = 0.04 N Q
o enon R A HEADWORKS WASTE WATER TREATMENT PLANT
Qdes = 20.23 mgd y olien < )
S =0.0026
RIVER RD — N @ PIPELINE REACH NUMBER
®) / / FLOOD PLAIN (SHOWN ONLY FOR STUDY BOUNDARY)
TT 30825
TT3t08 / PROPOSED TRACT DEVELOPMENT
WrP) e N
/ \ CFD REZONED AREA
|
=1 WEBB
W GIS E
\
S
WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY REGIONAL WASTEWATER AUTHORITY 1" =1,000'
REGIONAL WASTEWATER RECLAMATION PLANT
0 500 1,000 2,000 3,000 4,000 NOTES: ALBERT A
J

1. SHOWN TO DELINEATE ASSUMED WASTEWATER FLOW INPUT LOCATIONS. -
ASSOCTIATES

ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS

2. REFERTO APPENDIX "B" FOR ESTIMATED PROJECT COST.

L:\Agen_gis.dta\Jcsd\Master_Plan\sewer.mxd

Map revised March 23, 2005.



PLATE 2

i

PROPOSED CFD |
LAND CONVERSION AREA

AEL_LJ;
-
=
1]

=
e
=l
=1l
= L

e,

in

e
] EHELL

R
TTT
\

WLA
1

T T T
\

-
_;T |
—
-
st

i
=0
=

ST TS

-
B
[PH
-

i }@i
—

j
=1
Es
mil
4‘1
:i
™ B

il
T
=

COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT

T
i

ég—j
=

[

1 [

J L

- \ AL * ) ] ‘
| \ [ / |
B TTT

T

-

IEF*
=
—
g
JLI
|

+TH
J

slisil]

ok
=

ST

H]
—
)
I d |
E_; ) ]
>

.
\ﬁﬂf
[ITTTTTTT

<

2|
REIN

.

1]
5

WINEVILLE AVE
b

(/]

yg .

—

|
[
L
-

—
}7
T T 7

M
FTTT]
N

|

l

|
AP PPt P T

- 4j\\
il

| - N\ O N\
| T \ P
P_F T T T T 70—t/ /) /) / L)
[ | / . ~L_/ / s | < \
[ LI ) )Ty L 3\ 1] \ > -
VA Ay =\ < /
T 77 ~L_/ /| T \ Vs /

) T

—

[TTTT 111 17

NI

=

’ﬁu\uu\
—

B

Wj\\\\
Ll

mmyy

=
]

—

‘\,—!—

LT

\?\\\\\\ !
AN

EEmmmin== =
E F\@% T TS
S F%TT ‘jﬂ &HH v
7 //\E% i JT_—LT Tﬁj%{ TT TLTLTLTL—,:;;L/'\"

\ [ ]| |
L,LJ_LJ_LH\‘\\\\\\HL‘

1]

I8
1
11717

-
[

h g
i“F\Q‘H
{

LIMONITE AVE

MEEE =
= :Hmmg ]
- plEfEEEEEES
i) '
Sl

'

J r

L

. = ; fi:] B =Y | ErTeman i | ~ AN ST T 1T j =
_ — = Eﬁﬂ %{% \‘\‘ ) :f _n“,,\i 3 7 {][ — —
- | Bl IS -
r = = T
, \ 4TH
I : : Ji [
1 - .
| g — :
mE T p I f
1 N /\LJ - ] N e ]
I ‘ ¥ QD]]IL@ I / | ]
7 y { S K = 1/ T [] = I E— — N ) /1] [T (T1\ T [\ N \ Y p i ~ [
i | \% ENY | HEN AN L (e | SO (T | L':L\jw‘:m (T AT 4 % — : e ' 1 = = ] \ P 1l 1 j
I ae\e =R =S| TS ST 2SS LTI I (SRR | {11111 - — AL % |
I §L4/ T HHE TTTTT (TTTTT] \ c E; ng /{[ \%%E ARRNRNAFPR] = {WTD‘ )= =) HE*:}
L= S FEANY A AL H > %@i N\ 7 P f —— ] 1
éﬁi S B PO A N g sl ﬁtj%gﬂ&ﬁﬁéﬁg < ?g e | ) T =
—— 7} = T § Ej[‘jiU_j — ?GE/H Z‘ J“" ‘ / |W/+ 4f£ jf:ii;,ﬂjjl
: ANE y T (17 FEL LIITTTD e IO (o] ganaice iy o U A Sy S ‘ = 1 ‘TTH‘ \
0 i QOO g~ RN AR T AN T - S —r Logo 1 LT LI ] |
: EEmamnE 0 RS AL IO
S 3 - O S
[E=|EAN: RO 3 SRV DPHENIITDE
- CO T . ERf= {=E BRI,
L O ATy
b (177 e A
| g A '

et n\VE IR
BN 2

]

VEL

CLE

AN T
| LiaunnnnnntAnawagi Yomun:

T'Tt?
\/,/ ’ 4

I‘ “\\\} Wit \\\ B
| 1 \ v+ /T
v, T A \\\/ ]
/ HLJLJ/T,AX /

PN
' FIEEIE e
Ry
IRIEEYS sy 404
i!-I-£=I-;;‘/

1 W
LI
/4

\‘\
L
1]

TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH

| TOWNSHIP 3 SOUTH

L

RANGE 7 WEST
RANGE 6 WEST

38% / > /
_ Col

AVE ™

LMAN

HEL

EASTVALE MASTER SEWER PLAN UPDATE

(FEBRUARY, 2004)
TRIBUTARY WASTEWATER DRAINAGE AREAS
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EASTVALE ANNEXATION AREA BOUNDARY

29 TRIBUTARY DRAINAGE AREA BOUNDARY AND IDENTIFICATION
NUMBER (REFER TO APPENDIX A IN REPORT)

------ EXISTING AND / OR DESIGNED TRUNK SEWER PIPELINE '

PROPOSED TRUNK SEWER PIPELINE'

| 1" = 1.000° +—+—+—+~ PROPOSED FORCE MAIN

NON-MASTER PLANNED SEWER PIPELINE SHOWN TO
DELINEATE ASSUMED WASTEWATER FLOW INPUT LOCATIONS ALBERT A.

'8" DIAMETER PIPELINES ARE NEITHER - APPROXIMATE WASTEWATER INPUT LOCATION FOR TRIBUTARY AREA
SHOWN NOR CONSIDERED TO BE (INPUT IS 100% UNLESS OTHERWISE ANNOTATED)

TRUNK SEWERS AND ARE ASSUMED TO
BE CONSTRUCTED BY PRIVATE DEVELOPERS. 1] PROPOSED SEWER LIFT STATION ASSOCIATES
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