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Executive Summary 

A Facilities and Financial Master Plan for the Laguna County Sanitation District (the District 
or LCSD) was prepared by CH2M HILL. The purpose of the master plan is to provide a 
clear direction for design and implementation of the next expansion and upgrades to the 
LCSD Wastewater Reclamation Plant (WWRP). 

The objectives of the master plan are as follows. 

 Provide an assessment of the District’s service area growth rates 
 Define future wastewater flows and loads 
 Provide an assessment of the condition and capacity of the existing assets 
 Evaluate treatment options and identify the best option for plant upgrades 
 Develop an implementation plan for plant upgrades 
 Develop a user charge/development impact fee model 

CH2M HILL has executed numerous tasks to meet the master plan objectives and to provide 
a clear roadmap for implementation of future plant upgrades. In addition, the master plan 
addresses the financial impact of the capital and operations and maintenance (O&M) costs 
on the sewer users. The executed tasks were summarized and submitted to LCSD as five 
separate technical memorandums (TMs). This report combines all six TMs.  

TM 1 (Background Evaluation of Laguna County Sanitation District’s Wastewater 
Reclamation Plant) evaluated existing planning documents as well as raw wastewater flow 
and quality to project future wastewater flows and loads.  
The raw wastewater quality presented in Table ES-1 reflects the current water quality, based 
on historical water quality data from the WWRP. It was assumed that the raw wastewater 
quality will not change in future. Therefore, the concentrations presented in Table ES-1 
reflect future raw wastewater quality.  

TABLE ES-1 
WWRP Current and Future Raw Sewage Quality 

Constituent Concentration (mg/L) 

Five-day biochemical oxygen demand (BOD5)  232 

Total suspended solids (TSS) 210 

Ammonia (N,)  29 

Total Kjeldahl nitrogen (TKN) 42 

Average low total dissolved solids (TDS) 767 

Average high TDS 1,758 

mg/L = milligrams per liter 
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Considering the previous planning studies and future flows from additional sources, the 
influent (raw wastewater) flowrate for 2030 is projected to be 5.0 million gallons per day 
(mgd). This projection includes approximately 0.2 mgd wastewater flows from recently 
planned establishments (a new jail and a research park) and a future high total dissolved 
solids (TDS) flow of 0.06 mgd from City of Santa Maria. The projected flowrates are 
summarized in Table ES-2.  

TABLE ES-2 
Future (2030) Plant Flow Projections  
Condition Flow (mgd) 

Average design flow  5.0 

Peak dry weather flow  9.6 

Peak wet weather flow 12.0 

mgd = million gallons per day 

For the future plant expansion, sizing and costing of the hydraulic components of plant 
facilities such as bar screens, grit removal, influent piping, and conveyance structures are 
based on peak wet weather flow of 12.0 mgd. Average daily flow and loads were used for 
sizing and costing of process tanks and equipment and for estimating air requirements, 
chemical and power usage, and biosolids generation.  

A visual inspection was conducted to evaluate the condition of the existing WWRP facilities 
and equipment. The findings are summarized in TM 2 (LCSD WWRP Condition 
Assessment). The majority of electrical equipment is aged and beyond its useful service life, 
therefore requiring replacement in near future. Additionally, some of the mechanical 
equipment such as the primary clarifier drives and mechanisms are nearing the end of their 
useful service life. The concrete structures were generally in good condition, with the 
exception of the trickling filter, which has several deep vertical cracks and water leaks 
through the cracks. The trickling filter concrete structure needs replacement or needs to be 
abandoned in the near future. The WWRP process and mechanical deficiencies are 
summarized in a tabular format to show the facilities and equipment that require priority 
attention during plant upgrade (Table ES-3).  

Liquid and solids treatment alternatives were screened and short-listed using a multi-
criterion analysis in TM 3 (Treatment Alternatives Screening and Short-listing of Treatment 
Alternatives). The technologies were short-listed using weighting factors that were applied 
to a predetermined set of evaluation criteria to develop benefit scores for each alternative.  
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TABLE ES-3 
LCSD WWRP Facilities Planning Priority Review of Existing Treatment Units 

Criteria Headworks 
Primary 

Clarifiers 
Trickling 

Filter 
Secondary 

Clarifier 

Zeeweed 
Ultrafiltration 

System 

High TDS 
MBR 

System 

High TDS 
RO 

System 
UV 

Disinfection 
Anaerobic 
Digestion 

Sludge 
Drying 

Aging-condition 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 2 1 2 

Repair and maintenance 
requirement 2 1 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 

Capacity 1 2 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 

Performance 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 1 2 

Reliability 1 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Regulatory concerns 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 0 

0- Not acceptable, does not meet one or more parameters presented in the table, requires immediate attention-first priority  
1- Still meets all the criteria presented in the table currently or in near future (till 2014), deserves secondary priority 
2- Meets all the expectations and does not require attention in near future, deserves tertiary priority 
 
MBR = membrane bioreactor  
RO = reverse osmosis 
TDS = total dissolved solids 
UV = ultraviolet 
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The short-listed technologies included: 

 Secondary treatment alternatives 
 Conventional activated sludge (CAS) 
 Membrane bioreactor (MBR) 

 Tertiary filtration alternatives 
 Membrane filtration 
 Cloth media filtration 

 Sludge stabilization alternatives 
 Single-phase mesophilic anaerobic digestion 
 Two-phase anaerobic/aerobic digestion 
 Cannibal process 

TM 4 (Identifying Most Suitable Treatment Options for Laguna County Sanitation District 
Wastewater Reclamation Plant), includes and evaluation of 16 treatment alternatives that 
combine secondary, tertiary and sludge stabilization options. Each alternative was 
evaluated in terms of 20-year life cycle costs in an effort to identify the treatment 
alternative(s) that exhibited highest benefit-to-cost ratio(s). The analysis identified one CAS 
alternative (Alternative 1) and one MBR alternative (Alternative 9) as the best alternatives, 
with virtually identical benefit-to-cost ratios. Based on further evaluation of these two 
alternatives, and feedback from the District’s Operations staff, the MBR technology 
(Alternative 9) was selected.  

A comprehensive implementation plan was developed in TM 5 (Laguna County Sanitation 
District Wastewater Reclamation Plant Facilities Planning Implementation Plan). 

The objectives of TM 5 included the following: 

 Establish project phasing  

 Establish flow and solids mass balance, develop process flow diagram, and facility 
layout for the planning phases 

 Identify project elements that will have impact before and during construction activities 

 Develop cost estimate for the implementation plan elements and the costs for 
construction based on manufacturer quotes, recent project bids, and market conditions 

 Develop an implementation schedule 

A two-phase approach, as presented in Figure ES-1, is considered appropriate, in view of the 
size of the facility. 
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FIGURE ES-1 
Proposed Timeframes for Phase I and Phase II Plant Upgrades 

 
mgd = million gallons per day 
TDS = total dissolved solids 

For Phase I, the priority was given for upgrading: 

 Unit treatment processes that are at or approaching their useful life 

 Unit treatment processes that can handle current flows and loads but have difficulty in 
safely handling flowrates that will occur in the near future  

 Key unit treatment processes without redundancy 

Because of the need to replace aged infrastructure and concerns related to the available 
capacity of the existing ultrafiltration facility, the initial project phase (Phase I) activities 
should start as early as possible. Ideally, the initial phase, low TDS liquid treatment capacity 
of approximately 3.3 mgd (blue line in Figure ES-1), should be completed before 2014. The 
capacity of 3.3 mgd is the upper limit of the low TDS flow that can be treated without 
expanding the existing UV system and was estimated using the liquid treatment mass 
balance presented in TM 5. Ultimately, the plant low TDS liquid capacity should be 
expanded to 4.5 mgd (Phase II) by 2023.  

The major upgrades in Phase I include addition of new headworks facility, new primary 
clarifiers, a new MBR system, a sludge thickening system, and lining of the existing sludge 
drying bed area. Phase II upgrades primarily include expansion of the Phase I facilities. The 
projected capital costs including project contingencies and contractor markups are 
$45.8 million and $30.7 million for Phases I and II, respectively.  

A rate modeling developed by inputting projected Phase I and II capital and operating costs 
was presented to LCSD as part of TM 5. Based on the cost allocation and the value of the 

1.00

1.50

2.00

2.50

3.00

3.50

4.00

4.50

2010 2014 2018 2022 2026 2030 2034

Period

Lo
w

 T
D

S 
Fl

ow
, m

gd

 P
ha

se
 II

Pl
an

ni
ng Ph

as
e 

II 
Im

pl
em

en
ta

tio
n

Phase II

 P
ha

se
 I 

Im
pl

em
en

ta
tio

n

 P
ha

se
 I 

Pl
an

ni
ng

Phase I



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

GEN050410064106SCO/10130022 ES-6 

existing infrastructure that would be used by new users, the connection fee would need to 
rise to $7,960. This increase from the existing connection fee is attributable to significant 
escalation in construction costs that were substantially greater than the consumer price 
index over the past several years. The increase also reflects costs for a new recycled water 
distribution system. User charges would expect to see an increase of approximately $10 per 
month once the bulk of the capital improvements begin construction.  

TM 6 (Evaluation of Current Energy and Greenhouse Gas Regulations), provides an 
overview of greenhouse gas (GHG) regulations that may affect the District’s WWRP, based 
on the primary GHG emissions sources at the existing plant and on the estimated sources 
based on the future plant recommendations described in this report. GHG emissions from 
the WWRP were estimated for carbon dioxide, methane, and nitrous oxide emissions, based 
on methodologies and emission factors in the California mandatory reporting of GHG 
emissions regulation in the California Code of Regulations. Emissions were estimated for 
combustion of natural gas, digester gas, and diesel for three scenarios: current (2009), Phase 
I, and Phase II.  

TM6 describes the current status of California’s Renewable Portfolio Standards, Renewable 
Electricity Standard, and other relevant energy policies. In addition, TM6 includes a 
summary of the various funding opportunities administered by the California Public 
Utilities Commission to assist LCSD in considering its options regarding renewable energy 
development.  
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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 Objective  
Laguna County Sanitation District (District or LCSD) is preparing a Facilities and Financial 
Master Plan for the LCSD wastewater reclamation plant (WWRP). The purpose of the 
master plan is to provide a clear direction for design and implementation of the next 
expansion and upgrades to the reclamation plant. 

The objectives of the master plan are as follows. 

 Provide an assessment of the District’s service area growth rates 
 Define future wastewater flows and loads 
 Provide an assessment of the condition and capacity of the existing assets 
 Develop a user charge/development impact fee model 
 Evaluate treatment options and identify the best option for plant upgrades 
 Develop an implementation plan for plant upgrades 

This technical memorandum (TM) summarizes the background information that will be the 
basis of the master plan. The major elements of this TM include the following. 

 Summary of existing planning documents 
 Existing and future regulatory requirements 
 Evaluation of existing raw influent flow and quality, as well as effluent quality 
 Projection of future wastewater flows and loads 

The information summarized in this TM will serve as a basis for TM 2 (Alternative 
Screening) and TM 3 (Alternative Evaluation and Selection).  

1.2 Project Location and Background 
LCSD owns and operates a WWRP located at the western terminus of Dutard Road off Black 
Road on a 20-acre parcel (No.113-240-005) in Santa Maria, California (Figure 1-1).  
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FIGURE 1-1 
Laguna County Wastewater Treatment Plant Location Map (Feasibility Study of Treated Wastewater Discharge Options, 
2008) 

 

The treatment facility serves the unincorporated areas of Santa Maria, portions of the city of 
Santa Maria, and the unincorporated community of Orcutt. Figure 1-2 illustrates the WWRP 
existing service area boundary and the Orcutt community planning boundary.  
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FIGURE 1-2 
Laguna County Wastewater Treatment Plant Service Area (GSWC, 2006) 

 

LCSD owns and maintains 129 miles of collection system piping and one lift station and force 
main. Wastewater is generated primarily from domestic sources with minor contributions 
from commercial establishments. Previously, the facility treated wastewater to undisinfected 
secondary treatment levels, which was stored in holding ponds onsite before being pumped 
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to site and offsite locations for spray irrigation over 410 acres of surrounding pasture lands 
(historically sugar beet fields). The WWRP was built in 1959 with an initial capacity of 
1.6 million gallons per day (mgd). The WWRP capacity was increased to 2.4 mgd in 1974 and 
increased again in 1986 to 3.2 mgd. In 2004, LCSD completed upgrades to the reclamation 
plant to address water quality issues, including total dissolved solids (TDS), sodium, and 
chloride. The 2004 upgrades added a second plant to process the salt loading condition and 
increased capacity to 3.7 mgd of Title 22 disinfected tertiary recycled water for unrestricted 
reuse, which began in June 2005. The 2004 project included 3.7 mgd ultraviolet (UV) 
disinfection facility, tertiary filtration to the old plant, and a new 0.5-mgd treatment train to 
treat the high-TDS wastewater produced by the nightly regeneration of water softeners. 
LCSD made an attempt to enact a Brine Ordinance to prohibit the use of home regenerating 
saltwater softeners by 1996; however, the Ordinance was successfully challenged in court 
(Community of Orcutt, 1997).  

The plant currently treats low- and high-TDS streams separately once preliminary treatment 
(screening, grit removal) is provided for low- and high-TDS streams. The low-TDS 
treatment train includes trickling-filter-based-biological treatment, secondary clarification, 
and membrane filtration. The high-TDS treatment train includes membrane bioreactor 
(MBR) and reverse osmosis (RO). The membrane filtration effluent and RO permeate from 
low- and high-TDS treatment systems are blended prior to the UV disinfection. Reverse 
osmosis concentrate is disposed into a Class 1 nonhazardous injection well. The plant is 
regulated by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) – Central Coast Region 
under Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) and Master Reclamation Permit Order 01-042 
adopted May 22, 2001. The injection well is regulated by U.S. Environmental Agency 
(USEPA) permit# CA/000001. 

The primary and secondary sludge are digested in the anaerobic digesters. The digested 
sludge is dewatered in sludge drying beds. The cake from sludge drying beds is periodically 
collected and sent it to a composting facility.  

Recycled water is used for agricultural uses at one offsite user location and on permanent 
pastureland used for grazing nondairy cattle. Recycled water not used at the time of 
production is stored in a reservoir or ponds owned and operated by LCSD for later 
irrigation on the District properties.  

1.3 Previous Planning Studies 
The documents and previous planning study reports used to develop this TM include: 

1. Draft Sewer Collection System Master Plan (January 2009) prepared by Penfield and Smith 
Engineers for Laguna County Sanitation District.  

2. Feasibility Study of Treated Wastewater Discharge Options (May 2008) prepared by 
CH2M HILL for County of Santa Barbara Public Works Department – Laguna County 
Sanitation District.  

3. Golden State Water Master Plan for Orcutt System (2007) prepared by CH2M HILL for 
Golden State Water Company (GSWC) as part of planning reports for updating the 
existing Orcutt System Master Plan.  
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4. 2005 Urban Water Management Plan; Orcutt (Final Report, June 2006) prepared by 
CH2M HILL for Golden State Water Company Region I Headquarters.  

5. Wastewater/Reclamation Treatment plant (WRTP) Conceptual Master Plan for Build Out to 
7 mgd (Final Draft, February, 2001) prepared by CH2M HILL for County of Santa 
Barbara Public Works Department – Laguna County Sanitation District  

6. Orcutt Community Plan, Section G. Sewer, Board of Supervisors Final Plan, (July 1997). 

The Draft Sewer Collection System Master Plan was used to obtain information on updated 
customer connections, results of the recent flow study, return to sewer generation rates (day 
sewer duty factors), and the projected future wastewater flows (Penfield and Smith, 2009). 
In addition, the document provided information on the recommended dry weather peaking 
factor and hourly peaking factors established from the two newly installed flowmeters in 
the North and South Trunks conveying the wastewater to the WWRP.  

The Feasibility Study of Treated Wastewater Discharge Options was used to obtain information 
on the WWRP existing permits and the evaluation of wastewater discharge options 
(CH2M HILL, 2008). The 2007 Water Master Plan for Orcutt System was used to compare the 
existing and future average water demand with the projected future wastewater flows 
(CH2M HILL, 2007). Using a conversion factor, the average water demand for the Orcutt 
system was used to estimate the future wastewater generation. The 2005 Urban Water 
Management Plan provided projected population for the service area and the projected future 
average wastewater flows (CH2M HILL, 2006).  

Document 5 provided information on the WWRP facilities and the Orcutt Community Plan 
(OCP) 1997 provided information on future developments in the community and projected 
flows for Orcutt and WWRP.  
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2.0 Current Discharge Permits 

The main regulatory agencies governing recycled water use in California are the California 
Department of Public Health (CDPH) and the California State Water Resources Control 
Board (SWRCB). The SWRCB is divided into nine RWQCBs that administer the regulations 
for septic reuse projects in conformance with the regulations adopted by the CDPH. The 
LCSD is under jurisdiction of the Santa Barbara District of CDPH, and Central Coast Region 
RWQCB. This section provides an overview of the current permits and regulations 
applicable to LCSD WWRP operation. Anticipated future regulations are discussed in 
Section 5 of this TM. 

2.1 Plant Effluent Quality Requirements 
The WWRP effluent is recycled and reused for irrigation of local pasture and agricultural 
land. Therefore, the WWRP operates under the WDRs and Master Recycling Permit Order 
No. 01-042 (Order No. 01-042). Order No. 01-42 provides for discharge and reuse of tertiary 
treated recycle wastewater.  

The discharge should comply with Division 7 of the California Water Code and any more 
stringent effluent limitations necessary to implement water quality control plans, to protect 
beneficial uses, and to prevent nuisance. Currently, the plant effluent is treated to 
disinfected tertiary levels following the Title 22 requirements. The plant discharge criteria 
per Order 01-042 are shown in Table 2-1. 

TABLE 2-1 
WDRS and Title 22 Recycled Water Requirements for the LCSD WWRP per Order 01-042 (May 2001) 

Constituent Value 

WDRs   

Dissolved Oxygen (DO) ≥ 2 mg/L  

Dissolved Sulfide ≤ 0.1 mg/L  

pH 6.5-8.4 

Maximum Daily Flow  3.7 mgd (Mean)  

Five Day Biochemical Oxygen Demand 
(BOD5) 

10 mg/L (Mean) 25 mg/L    (Maximum) 

Suspended Solids 10 mg/L (Mean) 25 mg/L    (Maximum) 

Settleable Solids -- 0.1 mg/L   (Maximum) 

Oil and Grease 1 mg/L (Mean) 5 mg/L      (Maximum) 

Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) 900 mg/L   (12-month running means)  

Sodium 180 mg/L   (12-month running means) 

Chloride 150 mg/L   (12-month running means) 

Sulfate 300 mg/L   (12-month running means) 

Boron 0.5 mg/L    (12-month running means) 



BACKGROUND EVALUATION OF LAGUNA COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICT’S WASTEWATER RECLAMATION PLANT  

GEN050410064106SCO/101320002  2-2 

TABLE 2-1 
WDRS and Title 22 Recycled Water Requirements for the LCSD WWRP per Order 01-042 (May 2001) 

Constituent Value 

Title 22 Requirements  

Turbidity 
Less than 0.5 NTU at all times 

Not to exceed 0.2 NTU more than 5 percent of the time during a 
24-hour period 

Total Coliform Bacteria  

2.2 MPN per 100 ml per sample, median reading not to exceed 
over any 7-day continuous period 

23 MPN per 100 ml per sample, not to occur more than once 
within 30 days 

Notes:  
mgd – million gallons per day 
mg/L – milligrams per liter 
MPN – most probable number 
NTU – nephelometric turbidity unit 

Recycled water is distributed to user sites or stored in reservoirs for future irrigation or 
distribution. Because the plant does not discharge to a water body or watercourse, it 
operates following the WDRs as opposed to National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permit. Options to pursue groundwater injection disposal or groundwater 
recharge were rejected due to the cost compared to irrigation discharge (CH2M HILL 2008). 
Disposal of brine concentrate from the RO process will continue to be achieved by deep well 
injection into a Class 1 nonhazardous injection well regulated by the USEPA.  

Redundancy is provided with secondary treatment standards for discharge on District 
pastureland used for grazing nondairy cattle. The secondary standards are shown in 
Table 2-2.  

TABLE 2-2 
WDRs for the LCSD WWRP Secondary Treatment Standards per Order 01-042 (May 2001) 

Constituent Mean (mg/L) Maximum (mg/L) 

BOD5 40 100 

Suspended Solids 40 100 

Settleable Solids 0.1 0.4 

Oil and Grease 20 30 

TDS* 1,200 (1,000*)  

Sodium* 250 (200*)  

Chloride* 300 (125*)  

Sulfate* 300  

Boron* 0.5  

Notes:  
* Compliance shall be based on 12-month running means. 
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2.2 Biosolids Quality Requirements 
Biosolids reuse and disposal practices are regulated by federal, state, and local agencies. The 
primary federal regulation for biosolids management is 40 CFR 503 (Part 503 Rule). In 
California, the Part 503 Rule is enforced through NPDES permits. Promulgated in 1993, the 
regulations under the Part 503 Rule apply to land application, surface disposal, and 
incineration of biosolids. The Part 503 Rule standards include pollutant limits, management 
practices, and operational criteria, as well as monitoring, record keeping, and reporting 
requirements for biosolids use and disposal. For land application, the rule establishes metal 
limits, pathogen reduction requirements, and vector attraction reduction requirements. The 
rule establishes two classes of pathogen reduction, Class A and Class B. The level of 
pathogen reduction and the treatment processes used can determine the classification (i.e., 
Class A, Class B, etc.).  

At the WWRP, anaerobic digestion followed by air drying is utilized (LCSD, 2007) to meet 
the requirements of 503 regulations to produce Class “B” biosolids.  

Per Order No 01-042, the District shall provide to the RWQCB an annual list of any new 
industrial and commercial contributors and other sewage facilities along with the waste 
characterization for each. In addition, biosolids shall be disposed of at a site approved by 
the Executive Officer. Biosolids generated at the plant are stored onsite in drying beds and 
periodically removed for transport offsite. The biosolids are currently transported to Engel 
& Gray Inc. composting facility in Santa Maria (CH2M HILL, October, 2003).  

2.3 Recycled Water Quality Requirements 
Recycled water quality must meet not only the criteria set by regulatory agencies, but also 
the individual requirements of the potential users. The production, discharge, distribution, 
and use of recycled water are regulated under California Code of Regulations (CCR) 
Title 22, CCR Title 17, California Water Code, Division 7 – Water Quality, Sections 13000 
through 13999.16 (Water Code), and California RWQCB - Central Coast Region Basin Plan. 

2.3.1 Title 22 
CCR Title 22 - Security, Division 4 - Environmental Health, Chapter 3, Division 4 – 
Reclamation Criteria establishes the requirements for recycled water treatment, quality, and 
allowable use. The California Water Recycling Criteria in Sections 60301 through 60355, 
inclusive, of the CCR Title 22 prescribe the following parameters. 

 Recycled water quality and wastewater treatment requirements for the various types of 
uses  

 Reliability features required in the treatment facilities to ensure safe performance 

 Use area requirements pertaining to the actual recycled water use location 

Bacteriological water quality standards, as well as treatment processes and/or water quality 
required for an effluent to be used for a specific nonpotable application, are defined in 
Title 22. Division 4, Chapter 3 of Title 22 describes water recycling criteria to protect public 
health and ensure safety in water recycle and reuse practices.  
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2.3.2 Title 22, Article 3 
Title 22 CCR, Division 4, Chapter 3 defines water-recycling criteria. Article 3, Section 60304 
states, recycled water used for surface irrigation of the following shall be disinfected tertiary 
recycled water, unless it has been filtered in accordance with Section 60301.320(a).  

Disinfected tertiary recycled water is defined as a filtered and subsequently disinfected 
wastewater that meets the following requirements. Section 60301.320(a) states that filtered 
wastewater must be oxidized and passed through:  

a)  Natural undisturbed soils or a bed filter media pursuant to the following: 

1. At a rate that does not exceed 5 gallons per minute per square foot of surface area in 
mono, dual, or mixed gravity, upflow or pressure filtration systems, or does not 
exceed 2 gallons per minute per square foot of surface area in traveling bridge 
automatic back wash filters 

2. That the turbidity of the filtered wastewater does not exceed any of the following: 

 An average of 2 nephelometric turbidity unit (NTU) within a 24-hour period 
 5 NTU more than 5 percent of the time within a 24-hour period 
 10 NTU at any time 

or 

b) Microfiltration, ultrafiltration, nanofiltration or reverse osmosis membrane following 
which the turbidity does not exceed any of the following:  

 0.2 NTU more than 5 percent of the time within a 24- hour period 
 0.5 NTU at any time 

The filtered wastewater has been disinfected by either: 

a)  A chlorine disinfection process following filtration that provides a chlorine 
residual/contact time value of not less the 450 milligram-minutes per liter at all times 
with a modal contact time of at least 90 minutes, based on peak dry weather design flow. 

b)  A disinfection process that, when combined with the filtration process, has been 
demonstrated to inactivate and or remove 99.999 percent of plaque forming units of 
F-specific bacteriophage MS2, or polio virus in the wastewater. A virus that is at least as 
resistant to disinfection as polio virus may be used for purposes of demonstration 
(applicable to the current treatment process at LCSD). 

In each disinfection option, the median concentration of total coliform bacteria measured in 
the disinfected effluent does not exceed: 

 A most probable number (MPN) of 2.2 per 100 milliliters utilizing the bacteriological 
results of the last 7 days 

 An MPN of 23 per 100 milliliters in more than one sample in any 30-day period 

 An MPN of 240 total coliform bacteria per 100 milliliters at any time 
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2.3.3 Title 17 
Title 17 focuses on the protection of drinking (potable) water supplies through control of 
cross-connections with potential contaminants, including nonpotable water supplies such as 
recycled water. Title 17 specifies the minimum backflow protection required on the potable 
water systems for situations in which there is potential for contamination to the potable 
water supply. The local county health departments are responsible for overseeing 
cross-connection programs implemented by potential recycled water users.  

2.3.4 Water Code 
The Water Code requires the owner of a WWRP to obtain approval from the SWRCB prior 
to making any change in the point of discharge, place of use, or purpose of use of treated 
water.  

2.4 Basin Plan 
The California RWQCB for the Central Coast Region adopted a Basin Plan on November 19, 
1989. The Basin Plan is a water quality control plan for the surface and groundwater in the 
Central Coast Region. The Basin Plan identifies the water uses; describes the water quality 
that must be obtained to allow the uses; and describes the programs, projects, and actions 
necessary to achieve the water quality standards. In addition, the Basin Plan identifies state 
policies to protect water quality and state programs for surveillance and monitoring. 
Among the state policies identified in the Basin Plan is the Anti-degradation Policy, which is 
intended to  ”maintain high quality waters in California.” The policy provides conditions 
under which a change in water quality is allowable. A change must:  

 Be consistent with the maximum benefit to the people of the state 

 Not unreasonably affect present and anticipated beneficial uses of water 

 Not result in water quality less than that prescribed in water quality control plans or 
policies 

The Basin Plan does not designate surface water quality objectives for Orcutt Creek. The 
median groundwater quality objectives for TDS, chloride, sulfate, boron, sodium, and 
nitrate (N) for the Orcutt Sub-Area and the Upper Guadalupe Sub-Area are listed in the 
WDRs Order No. 01-042. 
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3.0 Wastewater Characterization 

The purpose of this section is to identify influent flows and current wastewater quality 
based on the plant historical data.  

3.1 Historical Flow Data 
Flows to the reclamation plant were historically recorded on a daily interval. The flowmeter 
is located between the secondary clarifier and Pond A. The flow at this location does not 
include the high-TDS flow. Figure 3-1 shows the plant low-TDS flow during January 2006 to 
December 2008.  

FIGURE 3-1 
Historical Daily Plant Flows Measured Upstream of Pond A from 2006 to 2008 
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In August 2008, the District installed a permanent flowmeter on each of its trunk lines to 
monitor influent flows to the WWRP. The locations of the flowmeters are shown in 
Appendix A. For the purpose of this TM, the flow data for the two newly installed 
flowmeters, manhole (MH) 1959 on the North Trunk line and MH 1816 on the South Trunk 
line, were downloaded from Hach Data Delivery Services web site. The flow rates were 
recorded every 15 minutes starting on August 7, 2008. The total flows of the system through 
the North and South Trunk lines are shown in Appendix B. Because the flow measurements 
prior to August 2008 were recorded downstream of secondary clarifier, they did not reflect 
actual flows coming to WWRP. As such, daily and instantaneous flow variations in raw 
wastewater could not be evaluated; therefore, flow measurements recorded after August 
2008 were used in this evaluation. Table 3-1 summarizes the flow data in each trunk line and 
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the total flows (sum of flows in the North and South Trunk lines) on a monthly basis from 
August 2008 to May 2009. 

TABLE 3-1 
LCSD Plant Influent through the North and South Trunk Lines (from Hach Data Delivery Service Web Site) 

 North Trunk South Trunk Total 

 (mgd) (mgd) (mgd) 

Month 
Min 

Hourly 
Avg 

Monthly 
Max 

Hourly 
Min 

Hourly 
Avg 

Monthly 
Max 

Hourly 
Avg 

Monthly 

Max 
Instantaneous 

Flow 

Aug  2008 0.45 1.47 2.67 0.07 0.30 0.67 1.77 3.34 

Sept  2008 0.41 1.49 2.73 0.07 0.29 0.72 1.79 3.45 

Oct  2008 0.46 1.61 3.13 0.07 0.30 0.72 1.91 3.85 

Nov  2008 0.50 1.75 3.49 0.09 0.33 0.90 2.08 4.40 

Dec  2008 0.52 1.75 3.19 0.09 0.36 0.85 2.11 4.04 

Jan  2009 0.51 1.69 3.06 0.08 0.37 0.83 2.06 3.89 

Feb  2009 0.51 1.76 3.11 0.09 0.39 0.89 2.15 4.00 

Mar  2009 0.49 1.73 3.08 0.08 0.36 0.87 2.09 3.95 

Apr  2009 0.48 1.69 3.03 0.08 0.35 0.80 2.05 3.83 

May  2009 0.48 1.71 3.13 0.07 0.35 0.79 2.05 3.92 

Notes: 
Min(imum) and Max(imum) hourly flow rates refer to min(imum) and max(imum) instantaneous flow rates. 

Maximum hourly to average monthly flow ratios are much higher in the South Trunk line 
than in the North Trunk line, indicating that more flow fluctuations are occurring in the 
South Trunk. However, the South Trunk contributes a minor fraction of the total flow; 
therefore, flows in the North Trunk line will primarily determine the WWRP flow peaking 
ratios. The existing WWRP headworks capacity can handle these peak flows, and low- and 
high-TDS ponds dampen the diurnal flow fluctuations. 

3.1.1 Rainfall Records 
The monthly average rainfall records for the stations in the LCSD service area, Orcutt 
Station, Santa Maria - Orcutt Flood Control, and Santa Maria City are presented in 
Figure 3-2. The records indicated the most rain occurred in November, December, and 
February. 
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FIGURE 3-2 
Rainfall Data Recorded in Santa Maria – Orcutt Flood Control Station and Santa Maria City Station 

Source Santa Barbara County Web site:  https://www.countyofsb.org/pwd/water/raindailys.htm 

There were no rainfall data available prior to September 2008. The rainfall data for March 
through May 2009 were not available at the Santa Maria City Station. The highest rainfall 
occurred in February. The 30-year historical precipitation data (CH2M HILL, 2006) also 
identified February as the wettest month followed by January, March, December, 
November, and April in that order. The dry weather occurred from May through 
September.  

3.1.2 Plant Diurnal Flows and Peaking Factors 
Figures 3-3 and 3-4 show dry weather, wet weather periods, and maximum and average 
daily flows in the North and South Trunks during August 7, 2008, and June 11, 2009, on a 
daily basis. 

0.0

1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb March April May

2008-2009

M
on

th
ly

 P
re

ci
pi

ta
tio

n 
(in

ch
es

) 
Santa Maria City

Santa Maria-Orcutt 



BACKGROUND EVALUATION OF LAGUNA COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICT’S WASTEWATER RECLAMATION PLANT  

GEN050410064106SCO/101320002  3-4 

FIGURE 3-3 
Maximum and Average Daily Flows in the North Trunk from August 7, 2008, to June 11, 2009 

FIGURE 3-4 
Maximum and Average Daily Flows in the South Trunk from August 7, 2008, to June 11, 2009 
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The flow monitoring in the North Trunk was interrupted from January 12 through 
February 3, 2009, during which time either no flow was recorded or the recordings were 
limited to only a few times per day. The flow monitoring in the South Trunk was 
interrupted from February 8 through February 16, 2009. In addition, the flow was not 
monitored on February 27 and February 28, 2009. According to the flow data illustrated in 
Figures 3-3 and 3-4, the dry weather period was from August 7 to October 13, 2008.  

High flows through the North Trunk occurred in November and December. The highest 
flow of 3.49 mgd was observed on November 27, 2008. Figure 3-5 shows the diurnal flow on 
November 27.  

FIGURE 3-5 
Maximum Wet Weather Flow in the North Trunk (Recorded on November 27, 2008) 
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The flow rates through the South Trunk were significantly lower and ranged from 0.07 mgd 
to 0.90 mgd. Figure 3-6 shows the diurnal flow in the South Trunk on November 27, 2008, 
when the highest flow of 0.90 mgd was observed. Although the rainfall in February 2009 
was the highest, it was not reflected in the February flow data for both lines.  
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FIGURE 3-6 
Maximum Wet Weather Flow in the South Trunk (Recorded on November 27, 2008) 
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The maximum dry weather flow occurred on September 1. The diurnal flows in the North 
and South Trunks are shown in Figures 3-7 and 3-8, respectively.  
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FIGURE 3-7 
Maximum Dry Weather Flow in the North Trunk (Recorded on September 1, 2008) 
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FIGURE 3-8 
Maximum Dry Weather Flow in the South Trunk (Recorded on September 1, 2008) 
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According to the flow data shown in Figures 3-5 through 3-8, the peak flow generally occurs 
around late morning; and the lowest flow is observed between midnight and the early 
morning hours. The flow patterns presented in Figures 3-9 and 3-10 are in agreement with 
those typically observed in wastewater treatment facilities that primarily treat domestic 
sewage.  

Using the equation below, the peaking factor was developed based on the ratio of the 
peak-hour flow and the average dry weather flow for the entire system that included the 
North and South Trunk lines: 

 
FlowrateLongtermAverage

FlowrateHourlypeak
PFFactorPeakingSustained   (Metcalf &Eddy, 2004) 

Where, 
Peak hourly flow is the average of the peak flows sustained for a period of 1 hour during the 
evaluation period 
Average long-term flow rate is the average flow rate over a defined period (such as, 1 year, 
3 years) 

The average long-term flow rate in the equation was replaced with the average dry weather 
flow because of the limited influent flow data. Where flow rates are available, at least 
3 years of data are analyzed to define the peak to average day peaking factor. The average 
dry weather flow (ADWF) is the average of the daily flows sustained during dry weather 
periods with limited infiltration. For the purpose of this TM, the ADWF was determined as 
the average of the average daily flows from August 7 through October 13, 2008.  

In the North Trunk, the peak hourly wet weather flow on November 27, 2008, was 3.32 mgd, 
which lasted for 1 hour. On the same day, the peak hourly wet weather flow in the South 
Trunk was 0.87 mgd, which lasted for 1 hour. The wet weather peaking factor for the system 
was then calculated as the ratio between the peak hourly wet weather flow of 4.2 mgd (the 
sum of the peak hour wet weather flows in both trunk lines) and the ADWF of 1.78 mgd 
(Figure 3-9). The system dry weather peaking factor was calculated in a similar manner 
(Figure 3-10). 



BACKGROUND EVALUATION OF LAGUNA COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICT’S WASTEWATER RECLAMATION PLANT  

GEN050410064106SCO/101320002  3-9 

FIGURE 3-9 
System Maximum Wet Weather Flow and Wet Weather Peaking Factor (Recorded on November 27, 2008) 

FIGURE 3-10 
System Maximum Dry Weather Flow and Dry Weather Peaking Factor (Recorded on November 27, 2008) 
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Table 3-2 summarizes the ADWF, wet weather, and dry weather peaking factors.  

TABLE 3-2 
Plant Dry and Wet Weather Flows and Peaking Factors 

Condition North Trunk South Trunk 
System 

Total 

Maximum Peak Hour Wet Weather Peak Flow – mgd 3.32 0.87 4.20 

Maximum Peak Hour Dry Weather Peak Flow – mgd 2.72 0.71 3.43 

Average Dry Weather Flow (ADWF) – mgd 1.49 0.29 1.78 

Dry Weather Peaking Factor based on ADWF -- -- 1.93 

Wet Weather Peaking Factor based on ADWF -- -- 2.40 

Notes: 
Dry Weather: August 7 to October 13, 2008 
Wet Weather: October 14, 2008, to June 11, 2009 
System Maximum Day Dry Weather: September 1, 2008 
System Maximum Day Wet Weather: November 27, 2008 
Flow Evaluation Period: August 7, 2008, to June 11, 2009  

The peaking factors presented in Table 3-2 are based on limited flow data measured 
between August 7, 2008, and June 11, 2009. Based on this limited information, the wet 
weather peaking factor of 2.40 was estimated and considered to be used for the LCSD 
Facility Master Plan. The flow data were also monitored in April, May, and the first part of 
June 2009. However, the data still indicated a relatively high flow period (see Figures 3-3 
and 3-4).  

Table 3-3 summarizes the calculated average flow, dry weather average flow, and wet 
weather average flow for the evaluation period. 

TABLE 3-3 
Average Flows during August 2008 to March 2009 

Condition North Trunk South Trunk 
System 

Total 

Average Flow during the Evaluation Period– mgd 1.65 0.34 1.99 

Average Dry Weather Flow (ADWF) – mgd   1.78 

Average Wet Weather Flow (AWWF) – mgd   2.05 

Notes: 
Flow Evaluation Period: August 7, 2008, to June 11, 2009 

According to the new flowmeter readings, the average flow to the treatment plant was 
approximately 1.99, with an average flow of 1.65 mgd from the North Trunk and average 
flow of 0.34 mgd from the South Trunk during the evaluation period. 

The Draft Sewer Collection Master Plan recommended peaking factors for gravity sewer 
design (Penfield and Smith, 2009). The peaking factors are presented in Table 3-4.  
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TABLE 3-4 
Recommended Peaking Factors for Gravity Sewer Design  

Condition Peaking Factor 

Maximum Day Dry Weather 1.6 

Peak Hour Dry Weather 2.4 

Peak Hour Wet Weather Not Analyzed 

Source: Penfield and Smith, 2009 

The peaking factor of 2.4 was based on the maximum day historical factor of 1.59 
(December 2007), and the diurnal peak that was recorded during the flow study of two 
flowmeters (MH 1861 in the North Trunk and MH 1816 in the South Trunk) during a 3-week 
period in 2008. The peaking factors shown in Table 3-4 were recommended for individual 
development of the sewer system design. 

3.2 Historical Raw Wastewater Characterization 
Plant data records containing daily and monthly values for parameters tested from 2006 
through 2008 were used to define the raw wastewater quality.  

The plant influent quality is characterized as high-TDS and low-TDS flow streams. The 
WWRP influent high TDS is attributed to regenerating water softeners in homes in the 
Santa Maria and Orcutt areas. The brine used to recharge these softeners enters the 
wastewater stream, causing a high-TDS flow that generally reaches the plant between 
5:00 a.m. and 10:00 a.m. To reduce TDS in the final effluent, the high-TDS stream is treated 
separately. The capacity of the high-TDS treatment train is 0.5 mgd. TDS is monitored in 
samples collected from the high-TDS Basin, whereas the quality of the low-TDS stream is 
monitored at Pond A (also referred to as ZeeWeed® Feedwater). Figure 3-11 shows the TDS 
concentrations in the high- and low-TDS streams.  
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FIGURE 3-11 
TDS Concentration in the High-TDS and Low-TDS Flow Streams at the WWRP 

 
TDS does not typically change during treatment; therefore, TDS samples collected from the 
WWRP can reflect raw wastewater TDS values. Currently, LCSD is trying to enforce the use 
of canister exchange water softeners to eliminate high-TDS loads to the WWRP. If this 
approach is approved by the community, it will reduce TDS loads to the plant.  

Los Angeles Sanitation District recently enforced the Santa Clara River Chloride Reduction 
Ordinance in the Santa Clarita Valley. The ordinance prohibits the use of residential 
automatic (self-regenerating) water softeners that use either sodium chloride or potassium 
chloride for regeneration. The ordinance was approved in November 2008 and taken into 
effect on January 1, 2009. Effective June 30, 2009, all residential automatic water softeners 
whether they are rented or owned have to be switched to nonregenerated types.  

The plant influent biochemical oxygen demand (BOD) and total suspended solids (TSS) 
concentrations during 2006 to 2008 are presented in Figure 3-12.  
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FIGURE 3-12 
Historical Plant Influent Monthly Average BOD and TSS Concentrations 
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Table 3-5 summarizes the plant influent annual average and maximum concentrations of 
BOD, TSS, and chemical oxygen demand (COD). According to Table 3-5, a 3-year average 
concentration of BOD and TSS is approximately 232 and 210 milligrams per liter (mg/L), 
respectively. The average BOD and TSS concentrations in Table 3-5 indicate a 
medium-strength wastewater (Metcalf & Eddy, 2004).  

TABLE 3-5 
Plant Influent Quality 

 
BOD 

(mg/L) 
TSS 

(mg/L) 
COD 

(mg/L) 

Year Average Max Average Max Average Max 

2006 238 303 206 258 570 827 

2007 232  297 229 273 547 611 

2008 225  260 195 262 513 606 

Average 232  210  543  

 

Table 3-6 presents the plant influent BOD and TSS loads in pounds per day (lb/d) based on 
average influent flows derived from Figure 3-1 and average concentrations data derived 
from Figure 3-11 recorded during 2006 and 2008.  
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TABLE 3-6 
Plant Influent Flow and BOD and TSS Loads 

Year 
Average Influent Flow 

(mgd) 
Average BOD Load 

(lb/d) 
Average TSS Load 

(lb/d) 

2006 1.8 3,651 3,026 

2007 1.9 3,107 3,068 

2008 2.0 3,607 3,163 

 

LCSD recently conducted a composite sampling campaign to fill the water quality data gap 
for influent ammonia, alkalinity, total Kjeldahl nitrogen (TKN), volatile suspended solids 
(VSS), and orthophosphate concentrations. During the sampling campaign, BOD and TSS 
samples were also collected to compare the recent BOD and TSS data with the historical 
data. The testing results and average values of three measurements are presented in 
Table 3-7.  

TABLE 3-7 
Recent WRP Influent Water Quality Data  

Date Unit 

Total 
Ammonia 

(as N) TKN 

Ortho-
phosphate 

(as P) 
Alkalinity 
as CaCO3 

Total 
BOD5 TSS VSS 

04/21/09 mg/L 31 46 3.5 318 230 216 197 

05/06/09 mg/L 29 38 3.2 330 241 246 215 

05/20/09 mg/L 28 68a 2.6 332 243 226 205 

Average  29 42 3.1 327 238 229 206 

Notes: 
a  Identified as an outlier and therefore not included in the average calculation. 
TKN: Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen 
VSS: volatile suspended solids 

The influent ammonia concentrations measured in 3 days in April and May 2009 were 
consistently around 29 mg/L whereas TKN concentrations were widely varied. 
Ammonia-to-TKN ratio in a typical municipal wastewater influent is between 0.6 and 
0.75 (Metcalf & Eddy, 2004). Based on this ratio and average ammonia-N concentration of 
29 mg/L, the expected TKN concentration is between 38 and 48, which suggests that the 
TKN value of 68 mg/L is an outlier and therefore was excluded in the average calculations.  

The recent BOD and TSS concentrations were within the range of historical BOD and TSS 
data (Table 3-5). For modeling and sizing of the unit treatment facilities that will be 
performed in TM 4, the average BOD and TSS values (232 and 210 mg/L) derived from 
Table 3-5 will be used. The plant influent orthophosphate concentrations were consistent 
with the levels normally observed in a low- to medium-strength wastewater (Metcalf & 
Eddy, 2004).  
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3.3 Historical Effluent Quality 
LCSD has controlled TDS in the effluent via water source management and effluent 
management (Community of Orcutt, 1997). The effluent management has been addressed 
by separate treatment of high- and low-TDS flow streams. Figure 3-13 illustrates the annual 
average concentrations of TDS and salts species in the effluent during 2006 and 2008.  

FIGURE 3-13 
Plant Effluent Average TDS, Sodium, Chloride, and Sulfate Concentrations 
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The annual average TDS was consistently reduced from its upper level of 700 mg/L to 
approximately 600 mg/L. The 2008 annual average TDS was well below the TDS permit 
limit of 900 mg/L. The concentrations of sodium and sulfate fluctuated over the 3 years but 
were the lowest in 2008 and below the respective sodium limit of 180 mg/L and sulfate limit 
of 300 mg/L in 2008. Although a slight (but consistent) reduction in chloride concentration 
was observed, the 2008 annual average chloride concentration of 173 mg/L was above the 
permit limit of 150 mg/L. The reported data from April and May 2009, however, showed 
further reduction in effluent chloride concentrations of 140 mg/L and 160 mg/L, 
respectively.  

If the plant effluent quality is not in compliance with the first tier WDRs requirements 
(Table 2-1) but meets the second tier WDRs (Table 2-2), about 25 percent of the plant 
discharge is sent to the local farmers; a small percentage is sent to an oil company, and the 
rest is used for spray irrigation on the pastureland surrounding the plant.  
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4.0 Flows Projections 

The Orcutt area is divided into residential neighborhoods and key sites. A key site is a 
vacant and underdeveloped area, generally larger than 3 acres. The OCP indicated 
21 residential neighborhoods and 43 key sites, each identified as areas having the greatest 
potential for development in the future (Penfield and Smith, 2009). Residential development 
represents the predominant land use in the Community of Orcutt with 97 percent of the 
existing housing in the single-family category (CH2M HILL, 2006). The Orcutt area average 
annual population growth was 4.1 percent between 1980 and 1990. An average annual 
growth of 2.5 percent was expected between 1990 and 2020. After 2030, the service area is 
assumed to have reached a near build-out condition with minimal housing development 
projects after 2030. The following sections discuss the population growth and wastewater 
generation projected for the LCSD service area by previous planning studies. 

4.1 Population Projections 
The historical and projected population and number of households within the Orcutt service 
area based on the build-out data in the OCP (1997) are compared with the 2005 Urban Water 
Management Plan (UWMP) projected population and wastewater generation (CH2M HILL, 
2006) in Table 4-1.  

TABLE 4-1 
Orcutt Service Area Historical and Projected Population and 2005 UWMP 30-Year Population and Wastewater Flow 
Projections 

 1997 Orcutt Community Plan 2005 Urban Water Management Plan 

Year 
Service Area 
Population 

Service Area 
Household 

Projected Population 
in Service Area 

Wastewater Collected 
and Treated in Service 

Area* 

1998 27,263 9,950 -- -- 

2000 27,654 10,093 27,682 2.2 mgd 

2005 29,577 10,795 29,189 2.3 mgd 

2010 31,499 11,496 30,696 2.5 mgd 

2015 33,003 12,045 32,738 2.7 mgd 

2020 34,508 12,594 34,779 2.8 mgd 

2025 35,257 12,888 34,779 2.8 mgd 

2030 36,006 13,141 34,779 2.8 mgd 

Notes:  
* The wastewater flows are based on a wastewater generation rate of 80 gallons per day (gpd) per capita.  

The annual growth rate predicted in the 1997 OCP is 0.9 to 1.4 percent between 2000 and 
2020 with only 0.4 percent growth between 2020 and 2030. The 2005 UWMP predicts a 
maximum annual growth of 1.3 percent between 2000 and 2020, and no population growth 
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between 2020 and 2030. Projected growth rates in the 1997 OCP and 2005 UWMP are both 
lower than the annual growth rate (2.5 percent) mentioned earlier.  

The 2005 UWMP wastewater rates were calculated based on the LCSD per capita 
wastewater generation factor of 80 gallons per day (gpd) generated by the population using 
the system.  

According to the LCSD 2008 Tax Records, the population in the service area was recorded as 
31,184. The total existing connections in the service area were 11,700 of which the residential 
connections, representing 99 percent of the total connections, were 11,507 (single-family 
homes accounted for 8,866 and multifamily homes accounted for 2,641). The remaining 
1 percent of the accounts was composed of commercial/industrial (C/I) users including 
schools, churches, parks, and agriculture. The number of residents per household as 
reported in the Census was 2.71 (Penfield and Smith, 2009).  

A comparison between the population and household connections in 2010 (Table 4-1) and 
the 2008 records indicates a faster population growth than expected. On the other hand, the 
2005 UWMP projections do not indicate population growth after 2020.  

4.2 Return to Sewer Rates 
The Penfield and Smith (2009) Draft Sewer Collection Master Plan reported the data from a 
flow metering study that included nine manholes located in nine different neighborhoods in 
Orcutt. Based on this study, which was performed from June 16 to July 25, 2008, the average 
day duty factors (that is, the return to sewer generation rates) for the LCSD customer 
connections were determined. Table 4-2 presents the average day sewer duty factors.  

TABLE 4-2 
Average Day Sewer Duty Factors  

Service Type Unit 2009 Projected Duty Factor 

Single Family gpd per connection 220 

Multi-Family gpd per connection 155 

Mixed-Use Commercial gpd per acre 1,400 

Professional  gpd per acre 420 

Church gpd per acre 300 

Parks and Open Space gpd per acre 27 

Source: Penfield and Smith, 2009 

Residential sewer duty factors were determined by distributing flow throughout the system 
on a per-connection basis. Tax records provided by LCSD were used to account for every 
active service at the time of the study. Commercial sewer duty factors were calculated based 
on the water meter data provided by LCSD.  

The study concluded that the duty factors calculated for the study were lower than the 
existing LCSD sewer duty factors. The results indicated different usage characteristics per 
household due to a number of factors (for example, conserving fixtures in newer areas, 
household densities, and wastewater exfiltration from old clay pipes). The residential usage 
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rates were more representative of peak flow from a small planning area such as a single 
housing connection. The commercial rates showed the largest discrepancy.  

The duty factors established for this Draft Sewer Collection System Master Plan are intended to 
be used for planning purposes and formation of the development impact fee structure for 
the OCP (Penfield and Smith, 2009).  

4.3 Wastewater Flow Projections 
Table 4-3 presents the existing and future wastewater flow projections recommended by 
Penfield and Smith (2009). The future developments in the area were assumed to include 
full implementation of the OCP, additional possible developments within the OCP 
boundary including septic-to-sewer conversions and larger lots, and Santa Maria Public 
Airport District. The flow projections were based on the assumptions that the LCSD service 
area would extend beyond the OCP boundary shown in Figure 1-2, incorporating portions 
of the city of Santa Maria.  

TABLE 4-3 
Existing Flows and Future Wastewater Flow Projections  

 
Average Daily Flow 

(mgd) 
Maximum Daily Flow 

(mgd) 

Condition 
North 
Trunk South Trunk 

System 
Total 

North 
Trunk 

South 
Trunk 

System 
Total 

Existinga 1.66 0.54 2.2 2.66 0.86 3.5 

Approved 1.67 0.73 2.4 2.67 1.21 3.9 

Futureb 2.64 1.16 3.8 4.18 1.85 6.0 

Future + Infill 3.16 1.24 4.4 4.98 1.99 7.0 

Notes: 
a Existing flow data were based on flow data monitored by Fluid Resource Management from June 16 to July 25, 
2008. 

b Because the future date was not specified in the study, it is assumed that the future is year 2030.  

Source:  Penfield and Smith, 2009 

 

In Table 4-3, the “approved” condition represents sewer demand from all currently 
approved development, and accounts for all new homes currently constructed but not 
occupied. “Future” values account for all potential customers to the existing wastewater 
treatment plant including the future flows from the current city of Santa Maria Swap 
Agreement.  

Table 4-4 shows the wastewater flow projections presented in the 1997 and 2002 Orcutt 
Community Plans. 
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TABLE 4-4 
LCSD Plant Capacity and Demand (Orcutt Community Plan, 1997) 

Condition Units 
Demand 

(mgd) C/I (sf) 
Demand 

(mgd) 
Total 
(mgd) 

Existing Capacity 11,000 2.2 609,000 0.34 2.54* 

Orcutt Community Plan 3,100 
additional 

0.62 2,589,445 1.48 2.1 

Total Build-out Demand 
(existing + plan)  

14,100 2.82 3,198,445 1.82 4.64* 

Plant Capacity     3.2 

Permitted capacity (75% of 
Plant Capacity) 

    2.4 

Permitted Capacity Deficit 
(Build-out)  

    2.24 

* This figure is higher than actual treatment levels as it does not subtract for vacant houses and vacant C/I space. 
1996 treatment levels were just under 2.4 mgd (OCP, 1997).  

Source: Orcutt Community Plan (1997) 

 

Based on the anticipated development in the Orcutt community, the projected wastewater 
flow was estimated to be 4.64 mgd (Table 4-4). It was, however, noted in the report that the 
full build-out of the proposed plan especially in the C/I category was not anticipated to 
occur in 2017 or later. The wastewater flow projections from the previous planning studies 
are compared in Figure 4-1.  

FIGURE 4-1 
Summary of the Wastewater Flow Projections 
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In Figure 4-1, the population-based wastewater flow projections for the OCP service area 
household connections were calculated based on the Census value of 2.71 people per 
household and the LCSD wastewater generation factor of 80 gpd per capita and were 
compared to the 2005 UWMP wastewater flows projections. The “Future+Infill“ average 
daily flows (Table 4-3) in the 2009 Draft Sewer Collection System Master Plan were used to 
show the anticipated flows from all categories. The “Future” was assumed to be 2030. These 
flows were then compared with the 1997 OCP total build-out demand flow (Table 4-4). The 
2009 Draft Sewer Collection System Master Plan flow projection for 2030 included the Swap 
agreement with the city of Santa Maria that ends in 2017.  

The flow projections based on OCP household connection (the dark blue line) and 2005 
UWMP (the pink line) are significantly lower than those projected by the 2009 Sewer 
Collection System (the olive green line) and OCP Residential with C/I (the light blue line). 
For planning purposes, using the largest flow rate for sizing future plant facilities is a 
reasonable approach. Therefore, the projected average total flow for 2030 including both 
residential and C/I will most likely be around 4.64 mgd (blue line). The projected 4.64-mgd 
future flow does not include any industrial and nonresidential discharges that will be 
incorporated into the sewer system in the future.  

The District recently reported that a new jail will be established in the LCSD service area. 
The new jail will be located in the southwest corner of Betteravia Road and Black Road. The 
initial wastewater flow was estimated to be 36,000 gpd with phases adding 59,000 gpd and 
another 83,000 gpd for a total of 178,000 gpd or approximately 0.2 mgd. In addition, the flow 
and TDS measurements from Semco (Waller) flow metering station manhole indicated a 
high-TDS flow of approximately 10,250 gallons per hour with a 6-hour duration. This 
high-TDS stream will be diverted from the City of Santa Maria Plant to LCSD WWRP for 
treatment in the future. This will add approximately a 62,000-gallon flow that needs to be 
treated in the future.  

The flow projections shown in Figure 4-1 did not include these additional flows. Taking into 
account all the additional flows, an average total daily flow of 5.0 mgd is recommended for 
sizing future treatment facilities. Table 4-5 presents the WWRP future flow projections.  

TABLE 4-5 
Future Plant Flow Projections in 2030 

Condition Flow (mgd) 

Average Design Flow  5.0 

Peak Dry Weather Flow  9.6 

Peak Wet Weather Flow 12.0 

 

For sizing future hydraulic components of plant facilities such as bar screens, grit removal, 
influent piping, and conveyance structures, the plant needs to be designed using peak wet 
weather flow of 12.0 mgd. A safety factor of 1.2 will be applied for sizing of the hydraulic 
components. 
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5.0 Future Discharge Regulations 

Anticipated and potential future regulations applicable to the facilities planning for the 
WWRP are discussed in this section.  

5.1 Title 22 Requirements 
Per Title 22, reliability features in the treatment facilities are required to ensure safe 
performance. Currently, some of the unit processes, such as the trickling filter and the 
secondary clarifier, have no redundancy, which could result in a significant interruption in 
plant operations. Aging of the existing infrastructure is also an important factor that needs 
to be considered in maintaining a safe operation and plant performance.  

5.2 Disinfection By-Products and Emerging Contaminants 
The CDPH is constantly reviewing the ongoing research on disinfection by-products (DBPs) 
and emerging contaminants that can be found in wastewaters. The most recent CDPH 
Groundwater Recharge (GWR) regulations set an action limit of 10 nanograms per liter 
(ng/L) for nitrosodimethylamine (NDMA) and recommended monitoring of up to 
25 emerging contaminants in GWR projects. Although these compounds are yet to be 
regulated, some or all monitored contaminants will more likely be regulated in the future. 
Therefore, it is necessary to take a closer look at the performance of the biological treatment 
units and the need for advanced tertiary treatment. In addition, controlling of 
nitrogen-containing compounds (specifically nitrate-nitrogen) in reuse projects is the focus 
of the regulatory agencies, indicating that certain reuse projects might require partial 
reduction in nitrogen loads. Therefore, future plant expansion should consider treatment 
options, or maintain sufficient flexibility to comply with more stringent future discharge 
regulations.  

5.3 New Recycled Water Policy 
The new recycled water policy that was adopted by SWRCB on May 14, 2009, may shape the 
future regulations for the reclamation plant. The intent and purpose of this policy will: 

 Support the SWRCB’s strategic plant to increase sustainable local water supplies  

 Provide direction to the RWQCBs, proponents of recycled water projects, and the public 
to increase the beneficial use of recycled water from municipal wastewater sources in a 
manner that fully implements state and federal water quality laws 

 Include a consistent salt/nutrient management plan for every groundwater 
basin/sub-basin in California 

The salt and nutrient plans under the new recycled water policy must focus on basin water 
quality near water supply wells and areas close to large water recycling projects, 
particularly GWR projects and are required to address the following: 
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 Water quality concerns and constituents other than salt and nutrients that impact water 
quality in the basin/sub-basin.  

 Identification and implementation provisions, as appropriate, for all sources of salt 
and/or nutrients to groundwater basins, including recycled water irrigation projects and 
groundwater recharge reuse projects. 

 A basin/sub-basinwide monitoring plan that can adequately provide a reasonable, 
cost-effective means of determining whether the concentrations of salt, nutrients, and 
other constituents of concern are consistent with applicable water quality objectives. The 
frequency of the monitoring plan should be included in the plan and will be approved 
by the RWQCB. 

 Annual monitoring of Emerging Constituents/Constituents of Emerging Concern (e.g., 
endocrine disrupters, personal care products, or pharmaceuticals) (CECs) consistent 
with recommendations by CDPH and SWRCB. 

 Salt and nutrient source identification, basin/sub-basin assimilative capacity and 
loading estimates, together with fate and transport of salts and nutrients 

 Water recycling and stormwater recharge/reuse goals and objectives 

It is required that salt and nutrient plans be completed and proposed to the RWQCB within 
5 years from the date of this Policy unless a RWQCB finds that the stakeholders are making 
substantial progress towards completion of a plan. The completion of a plan should not 
exceed 7 years. Within 1 year of the receipt of a proposed salt and nutrient management 
plan, the RWQCBs shall consider for adoption revised implementation plans, consistent 
with Water Code section 13242, for those groundwater basins within their regions where 
water quality objectives for salts or nutrients are being, or are threatening to be, exceeded. 
SWRCB will soon assign an advisory panel that will identify actions related to the use of 
recycled water regarding the CECs. The results are expected to be available in 1 year.  

5.4 Conditional Letter of Map Revision 
Reliable monitoring of the plant flows will be necessary to provide a better facility planning 
and future design. Prior to future facilities planning and construction, studies of hydrology 
and hydraulics are needed to ensure that the floodplain will not be affected. New 
developments and expansions must be above the 100-year flood to comply with the 
requirements of the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) and the floodplain 
management ordinance of the site. If the floodplain is affected, a Conditional Letter of Map 
Revision (CLOMR) would need to be obtained. The reclamation plant is located on a Special 
Flood Hazard Area (SFHA). Appendix C presents the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) issued map No. 06083C0170F, which shows the location of the plant on the 
100-year floodplain.  
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6.0 Summary and Conclusions 

The purpose of this TM is to assist the District to evaluate current plant flows and raw 
wastewater quality, and to estimate flow peaking factors and future plant flows. In addition, 
the information summarized in this TM will serve as a basis for TM 2 (Alternative 
Screening) and TM 3 (Alternative Evaluation and Selection). 

The current plant flow conditions were evaluated based on recent flow monitoring in the 
North and South Trunk lines upstream of the plant during August 2008 to June 2009. The 
inaccuracy of flowmeter readings before August 2008 limited the data to a 10-month period. 
Estimated plant flow and peaking factors are summarized in Table 6-1.  

TABLE 6-1 
Plant Dry and Wet Weather Flows and Peaking Factors 

Condition System Total 

Average Dry Weather Flow – mgd 1.78 

Dry Weather Peaking Factor 1.93 

Wet Weather Peaking Factor 2.40 

 

The raw wastewater and effluent quality were determined based on the 3-year historical 
data of the plant from 2006 to 2008 and 3-day sampling campaign. The raw wastewater 
quality that will be used in the forth-coming TMs is presented in Table 6-2. 

TABLE 6-2 
WWRP Current Raw Sewage Quality 

Constituent Concentration 

Five-Day Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD5), mg/L 232 

Total Suspended Solids (TSS), mg/L 210 

Ammonia-N, mg/L 29 

Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen (TKN), mg/L 42 

Average Low Total Dissolved Solids (TDS), mg/L 767 

Average High TDS, mg/L 1,758 

Combined TDS, mg/L 910 

 

The high-TDS flow is due to the use of regenerating water softeners by residential 
customers in the service area. Enforcing a Brine Ordinance to prohibit the use of home 
regenerating saltwater softeners in 1996 was legally challenged and not approved by the 
court. However, Los Angeles Sanitation District successfully enforced the Santa Clara River 
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Chloride Reduction Ordinance in the Santa Clarita Valley in 2008. The ordinance prohibits 
the use of residential automatic (self-regenerating) water softeners that use either sodium 
chloride or potassium chloride for regeneration. Effective June 30, 2009, all residential 
automatic water softeners whether they are rented or owned have to be switched to 
nonregenerated types. Therefore, LCSD is expecting no increase in high-TDS flows.  

Considering the previous planning studies, the 2030 influent flow rate is projected to be 
4.6 mgd. This projection does not include wastewater flows from recently planned 
establishments (a new jail and a research park). In addition, LCSD is expecting an additional 
62,000-gpd high-TDS flow rate from the City of Santa Maria in the future. The projected 
average daily flow in 2030 is expected to be 5.0 mgd. Taking into account all the additional 
flows, an average total daily flow of 5.0 mgd is recommended for sizing future treatment 
facilities. The projected flow rates are summarized in Table 6-3.  

TABLE 6-3 
Future (2030) Plant Flow Projections  

Condition Flow (mgd) 

Average Design Flow  5.0 

Peak Dry Weather Flow  9.6 

Peak Wet Weather Flow 12.0 

 

The hydraulic components of plant facilities such as bar screens, grit removal, influent 
piping, and conveyance structures will be designed for the peak wet weather flow of 
12.0 mgd. A safety factor of 1.2 will be applied for sizing of the hydraulic components. The 
projected future flows will be discussed with the LCSD and the design conditions will be 
further established in TM 3.  

Future regulatory requirements may focus on partial reduction of nitrogen loads in certain 
reuse projects and regulate emerging contaminants in the GWR projects. Therefore, it is 
necessary to take a closer look at the performance of the biological treatment units and the 
need for advanced tertiary treatment. In addition, the new recycled water policy requires 
salt and nutrient management plans for groundwater basins and sub-basins in California. 
The salt and nutrient plans must focus on basin water quality near water supply wells and 
areas close to large water recycling projects, particularly GWR projects, and are required to 
frequently address the concentrations and loads of salt, nutrients, and other constituents of 
concern in monitoring plans. The monitoring plans should also include annual monitoring 
of CECs (e.g., endocrine disrupters, personal care products, or pharmaceuticals) to ensure 
consistency with CDPH and SWRCB recommendations.  

A condition assessment of the existing WWRP unit processes and equipment was recently 
completed. The findings of this condition assessment, as well as the description of the 
reclamation plant, will be documented in a forthcoming memorandum.  
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Appendix A 
Location of the New Flowmeters in North and South Trunk Lines 
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Appendix B 
System Total Flow Data during August 2008 and March 2009 





 

ES052009012SCO//LCSD TM1_WL980.DOC/091420001  

Appendix C 
FEMA Flood Map No. 06083C0170 





GEN050410064106SCO/101240008 I 

T E C H N I C A L  M E M O R A N D U M  2  –  F I N A L   
 

Laguna County Sanitation District Wastewater 
Reclamation Plant Condition Assessment 
PREPARED FOR: Laguna County Sanitation District 

PREPARED BY: CH2MHILL 

DATE: July 21, 2010 

 

Contents 

Acronyms ........................................................................................................................................... iii 

1.0  Introduction ......................................................................................................................... 1-1 
1.1 Objectives ................................................................................................................. 1-1 
1.2 Condition Assessment Criteria ............................................................................. 1-1 

2.0  Description and Design Criteria of Wastewater Reclamation Plant Facilities .......... 2-1 
2.1  Headworks .............................................................................................................. 2-2 
2.2  Low TDS Liquid Treatment Train ........................................................................ 2-4 

2.2.1  Low TDS Pond ........................................................................................... 2-6 
2.2.2  Primary Treatment .................................................................................... 2-6 
2.2.3  Secondary Treatment ................................................................................ 2-6 
2.2.4  Tertiary Treatment .................................................................................... 2-7 

2.3  High TDS Treatment Train ................................................................................... 2-7 
2.3.1  Fine/ Rotating Drum Screen ................................................................... 2-7 
2.3.2  High TDS Pond .......................................................................................... 2-9 
2.3.3  Membrane Bioreactor................................................................................ 2-9 
2.3.4  Reverse Osmosis ........................................................................................ 2-9 

2.4  UV Disinfection .................................................................................................... 2-10 
2.5  Recycled Water ..................................................................................................... 2-10 

2.5.1  Recycled Water Pond .............................................................................. 2-10 
2.5.2  Recycled Water Pump Station ............................................................... 2-11 

2.6  Solids Treatment ................................................................................................... 2-11 
2.6.1  Anaerobic Digesters ................................................................................ 2-11 

3.0  Plant Condition Assessment Results .............................................................................. 3-1 
3.1  Introduction ............................................................................................................. 3-1 
3.2  Headworks .............................................................................................................. 3-1 
3.3  Low TDS Liquid Treatment Train ........................................................................ 3-2 
3.4  High TDS Liquid Treatment ................................................................................. 3-6 
3.5  Disinfection ............................................................................................................. 3-8 



LAGUNA COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICT WASTEWATER RECLAMATION PLANT CONDITION ASSESSMENT 

GEN050410064106SCO/101240008 II 

3.6  Recycled Water ....................................................................................................... 3-8 
3.7  Solids Treatment ..................................................................................................... 3-9 
3.8  Building Structures............................................................................................... 3-10 
3.9  Plant Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition System .............................. 3-10 
3.10  Yard Piping............................................................................................................ 3-10 

4.0  Processes Performance Evaluation .................................................................................. 4-1 
4.1  Low-TDS Treatment Train .................................................................................... 4-1 
4.2  High-TDS Treatment Train ................................................................................... 4-2 
4.3  Solids Treatment ..................................................................................................... 4-3 

5.0  Conclusions ......................................................................................................................... 5-1 
 
 
Appendices  
A LCSD Wastewater Reclamation Plant Field Observations Data Log 
B  Photos of Wastewater Treatment Reclamation Plant 
C  Photos of Wastewater Treatment Reclamation Plant Electrical System 
 
Tables 
2-1 Headworks Design Criteria ............................................................................................... 2-2 
2-2 Low-TDS Liquid Train Design Criteria ............................................................................ 2-4 
2-3 High-TDS Liquid Train Design Criteria ........................................................................... 2-8 
2-4 UV Disinfection System Design Criteria ........................................................................ 2-10 
2-5 Recycle Water Pond and Pump Station Design Criteria .............................................. 2-11 
2-6 Anaerobic Digesters Design Criteria .............................................................................. 2-12 
4-1 Low-TDS Treatment Train Liquid Stream Quality based on 2008 Plant Data ........... 4-1 
4-2 High-TDS Treatment Train Liquid Stream Quality based on 2008 Plant Data .......... 4-2 
4-3 Primary Digester Feed and Digested Sludge Solids and Volatile Solids based 

on 2008 Plant Data ............................................................................................................... 4-3 

Figures 
1-1 Laguna County Wastewater Reclamation Plant Location ............................................. 1-1 
2-1 Laguna County Wastewater Reclamation Plant Process Flow Diagram ..................... 2-2 
 
 



GEN050410064106SCO/101240008 III 

Acronyms 

◦C degrees Celsius 

AACE Association for the Advancement of Cost Estimating 

ABF Automatic Backwash Filter 

ADWF average dry weather flow 

AWWF average wet weather flow  

B/C benefit-to-cost 

BFP belt filter press 

BOD biochemical oxidation demand 

C/I commercial/industrial 

CAS conventional activated sludge 

CCR California Code of Regulations 

CDPH California Department of Public Heath 

CEC Constituents of Emerging Concern 

CHG greenhouse gas 

CLOMR Conditional Letter of Map Revision 

CMF cloth media filtration 

COD chemical oxygen demand 

DAFT dissolved air flotation thickener 

DBP disinfection by-product 

DBP disinfection by-products 

District Laguna County Sanitation District 

DO dissolved oxygen 

EC electrical conductivity 

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency 

FRP fiberglass reinforced plastic 

ft2 square feet 

ft3/lb cubic foot per pound 

FY fiscal year 

GBT gravity belt thickener 



LAGUNA COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICT WASTEWATER RECLAMATION PLANT CONDITION ASSESSMENT 

GEN050410064106SCO/101240008 IV 

gpd gallons per day  

gpm gallons per minute 

GSWC Golden State Water Company 

GWR Ground Water Recharge 

H2S hydrogen sulfide 

hp horsepower 

HRT hydraulic retention time 

kWh kilowatt hour 

lb/d pounds per day 

LCC life cycle cost 

LCSD Laguna County Sanitation District 

LOMR Letter of Map Revision 

MBR membrane bioreactor 

MF membrane filtration 

MG million gallons 

mg/L milligrams per liter 

mgd milligrams per day 

MH manhole 

mJ/cm2 millijoules per square centimeter 

MLSS mixed liquor suspended solids 

MLSS mixed liquor suspended solids 

mm millimeter 

MPN most probably number 

N Nitrate 

NDMA nitrosodimethylamine 

NFIP National Flood Insurance Program 

ng/L nanograms per liter 

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

NPV net present value 

NTU nephelometric turbidity unit 

NWRI National Water Research Institute 

O&M operations and maintenance 

OCP Orcutt Community Plan 



LAGUNA COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICT WASTEWATER RECLAMATION PLANT CONDITION ASSESSMENT 

GEN050410064106SCO/101240008 V 

ORP oxidation reduction potential 

PF peaking factor 

psi pounds per square inch 

PVC polyvinyl chloride 

RAS return activated sludge 

RDT rotary drum thickener 

REC Renewable Energy Credit 

RO reverse osmosis 

rpm revolution per minute 

RPS Renewable Portfolio Standards 

RWDS recycled water distribution system 

RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board 

scfm standard cubic feet per minute 

SD solar drier 

SDB sludge drying bed 

SFHA Special Flood Hazard Area 

SMART Simple Multi-Attribute Rating Technique 

SPAD single-phase anaerobic digestion 

SRT solids retention time 

SSM solids separation module 

ST sludge thickening 

SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board 

TDH total dynamic head 

TDS total dissolved solids 

TF/SC trickling filter/solids contact 

TKN total Kjeldahl nitrogen 

TM technical memorandum  

TPD two-phase digestion 

TSS total suspended solids 

UF ultrafiltration 

USEPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

UV ultraviolet 

UWMP Urban Water Management Plan 



LAGUNA COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICT WASTEWATER RECLAMATION PLANT CONDITION ASSESSMENT 

GEN050410064106SCO/101240008 VI 

VFD variable frequency drive 

VS volatile solids 

VSS volatile suspended solids 

WAS wasted activated sludge 

WDRs Waste Discharge Requirements 

WRTP Wastewater Reclamation Treatment Plant 

WWRP wastewater reclamation plant 

 

 



GEN050410064106SCO/101240008  1-1 

1.0 Introduction 

1.1 Objectives 
Laguna County Sanitation District (District or LCSD) is conducting a “Facilities and 
Financial Master Plan” for LCSD wastewater reclamation plant (WWRP). The purpose of the 
master plan is to provide a clear roadmap for design and implementation of the next 
expansion and upgrades to the reclamation plant. The master plan will be prepared by 
CH2M HILL.  

The purpose of this technical memorandum (TM) is to present the results of the plant 
condition assessment, which can assist the District to improve, repair, replace, or 
decommission the structures or equipment as necessary.  

1.2 Condition Assessment Criteria 
The reclamation plant is located at the western terminus of Dutard Road off Black Road, on 
a 20-acre parcel (No.113-240-005) and a larger parcel (No. 113-290-013) in Santa Maria, 
California. Figure 1-1 shows the location of the plant.   

FIGURE 1-1 
Laguna County Wastewater Reclamation Plant Location 

 



LAGUNA COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICT WASTEWATER RECLAMATION PLANT CONDITION ASSESSMENT 

GEN050410064106SCO/101240008 1-2 

The CH2M HILL team visited the plant in April and May 2009. The condition of the plant 
was assessed based on visual inspections of structures and equipment, generally during 
operation. Furthermore, the plant performance was assessed based on the water quality 
data of the main processes, including the influent, primary and secondary effluents, high 
total dissolved solids (TDS) influent and membrane bioreactor (MBR) effluent. The daily 
operation of the plant was also assessed based on health and safety considerations.  

This TM is organized as follows: 

Section 1 – Introduction 

Section 2 - Description and Design Criteria of the Wastewater Reclamation Plant Facilities 

Section 3 – Plant Condition Assessment Results 

Section 4 – Processes Performance Evaluation 

Section 5 – Conclusions 
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2.0 Description and Design Criteria of 
Wastewater Reclamation Plant Facilities 

The LCSD WWRP is a 3.7-million gallon per day (mgd) facility that currently treats an 
average flow of 2.0 mgd. Wastewater flows enter into the facility headworks, which consists 
of screening and grit removal, before being directed to one of the two treatment trains—a 
high-TDS or a low-TDS train.  

The low-TDS train, which has a capacity of 3.2 mgd, consists of a low-TDS flow equalization 
pond, two primary clarifiers, a trickling filter, a secondary clarifier, a flow equalization 
basin, and Zenon ZeeWeed® ultrafiltration units. The 0.5-mgd high-TDS train consists of a 
high-TDS flow equalization pond, a Zenon Zenogem® MBR, and a reverse osmosis (RO) 
unit with four membrane trains (three trains are currently in use). The treated flows from 
the high- and low-TDS treatment trains are combined before entering an ultraviolet (UV) 
disinfection system. The disinfected flow is stored in a recycled water pond before being 
pumped into the recycled water distribution system or stored in the recycled water upper 
storage reservoir during low demand periods. The process flow schematic of the plant is 
shown in Figure 2-1.  

The plant is regulated by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) – Central 
Coast Region under Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) and Master Reclamation 
Permit Order 01-042.  

The recycled water is pumped through a 1.7-mile purple polyvinyl chloride (PVC) pipeline 
for reuse to the Santa Maria Public Airport District, installed within Dutard Road 
right-of-way.  

The sludge generated from the primary and secondary clarifiers is digested in anaerobic 
digesters and dewatered in sludge drying beds. The dewatered biosolids are hauled offsite, 
currently to Engel & Gray, Inc. composting facility in Santa Maria.  

Concentrate (brine) from the RO system is pumped through a brine line to an injection well, 
located northwest of the plant and regulated by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(USEPA).  

The following subsections provide a brief description of the main unit processes of the plant 
and their design criteria. The unit processes design criteria tables presented in the following 
sections were completed based on the available data. 
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FIGURE 2-1 
Laguna County Wastewater Reclamation Plant Process Flow Diagram 

 

2.1 Headworks 
The headworks is designed to handle peak flows of approximately 6 mgd. The headworks 
consisting of an aerated grit chamber, a step screen, and an influent pump station is briefly 
described below. Currently, raw sewage first enters the grit chamber and, depending upon 
electro-conductivity readings, the flow is conveyed to either high- or low-TDS treatment 
train. Under low electro-conductivity readings, the weir elevation at the end of the existing 
grit chamber decides if the flow needs to be conveyed to the low-TDS pond or conveyed to 
screening and then primary clarification. As high flow subsidizes, the stored flow in the 
low-TDS train is returned to the grit chamber, screened, and pumped to the primary 
clarifiers. As can be seen from the existing process flow diagram (Figure 2-1), the current 
flow management in headworks is complex.  

The design criteria of the headworks are presented in Table 2-1.  

TABLE 2-1 
Headworks Design Criteria 
Process / Equipment Value 

Headworks  

Aerated Grit Chambers  

Number of Chambers 1 
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TABLE 2-1 
Headworks Design Criteria 
Process / Equipment Value 

Type Aerated 

Length, ft 10 

Width, ft 13 

Side Water Depth, ft 7.7 

Minimum Detention Time at Peak Flows, minutes 2.0 

Air Supply, cfm/ft 8.30 

Step Screen  

Number of Screens 1 

Type Huber Model SSV  

Size 5300 x476 x6 at 70 degrees 

Capacity, each, mgd 6 

Opening, inch 1/8 (3 mm) 

Influent Pump Station  

Number of Pumps 2 duty + 1 standby 

Type Centrifugal 

Capacity, each, gpm 2,000 

Capacity with One Standby Pump, gpm 4,000 

TDH, each, ft 25 

 

2.1.1 Aerated Grit Chamber 
Wastewater is conveyed by gravity to the aerated grit chamber. The aerated grit chamber 
removes heavy inorganic material, such as sand, to protect the downstream mechanical 
equipment from abrasion. In addition, the grit chamber reduces deposition of sand and grit in 
the downstream basins, digesters, channels, and pipelines. Aerated grit chambers are typically 
designed to provide detention time of no less than 2 minutes under peak flow conditions 
(WEF MOP 8), which limits aerated grit chamber capacity at approximately 6 mgd.  

A conductivity meter is provided at the grit chamber to measure the electrical conductivity 
(EC) of the incoming wastewater. This EC value is an indirect measurement of the TDS in 
the influent flow. The plant influent is split into low-TDS and high-TDS streams on certain 
times of the day during which a high-TDS flow to the plant is expected. Historically, the 
high-TDS flow reaches the plant between 5:00 a.m. and 10:00 a.m. during which the 
high-TDS flow is pumped to the “High-TDS Pond.” Wastewater stored in the low-TDS 
pond is pumped to the downstream side of the weir in the aerated grit chamber to flow 
through the low-TDS train during the high-TDS bypass.  

Screening 
A recently installed step screen (Huber) is located in the low-TDS influent channel. The step 
screen removes solids, floatables, rags, and plastics to protect the downstream valves, pipes, 
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and fittings. Two manual screens, downstream of the step screen, are provided as a backup. 
These are used when the step screen is being repaired or cleaned.  

Influent Pump Station 
The influent pump station consists of three pumps (two duty + one standby), each with a 
capacity of 2,000 gallons per minute (gpm) at 25 feet total dynamic head (TDH). Two 
primary influent pumps have a combined capacity of 5.76 mgd.  

2.2 Low TDS Liquid Treatment Train 
The wastewater from the low-TDS pond is directed to the downstream side of the weir in 
the aerated grit chamber. The low-TDS pond is equipped with an aeration system that keeps 
the sewage from going septic and causing odor problems. The low-TDS treatment train 
includes the following: 

 Low-TDS pond system 
 Primary settling 
 Secondary treatment, including a trickling filter and a secondary clarifier 
 Secondary effluent equalization basin (Pond A) 
 Tertiary treatment, including a membrane filtration system 

The description of the low-TDS treatment train is presented below and the design criteria 
are shown in Table 2-2.  

TABLE 2-2 
Low-TDS Liquid Train Design Criteria 
Process / Equipment Value 
Low-TDS Liquid Treatment  
Low TDS Equalization Pond  

Number of Basins 1 

Volume, each, MG 2 

Basin Depth, ft 8 

Low TDS Pond Pump Station  

Number of Pumps 2 

Type Submerged 

Capacity, each, gpm 1,050 

TDH, each, ft 23 

HP, each 10 

Speed, rpm 1,700 

Low TDS Pond Aeration System  

Number of blowers 3 

Airflow, scfm 2,000 

Available Pressure at Top of Dropleg 5 

Mixing Rate, scfm/1,000 cf 15 

Primary Clarification  

Primary Clarifiers  

Number of Primary Clarifiers 2 
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TABLE 2-2 
Low-TDS Liquid Train Design Criteria 
Process / Equipment Value 
Diameter, each, ft 65 

Side Water Depth, each, ft 7.5 

Overflow Rate w/o Recycle, gal/day/sf 482 

Overflow Rate w/100% Recycle, gal/day/sf 874 

Detention Time at ADWF, hr 2.79 

Detention Time at PWWF, hr 1.54 

Weir Overflow Rate at ADWF, gal/day/sf 7,835 

Primary Sludge/Scum Pumps  

Number of Sludge/Scum Pumps (one per clarifier) 2 

Capacity per Pump, gpm 75 

Average Sludge Concentration, % 4.0 

Average Sludge Flow, gpd 14,000 

Trickling Filters  
Number of Units 1 

Diameter, ft 150 

Media Type Rock 

Media Depth, ft 3 

Media Volume, cf 53,000 

Number of Feed Pumps (1 duty +1 standby) 

Capacity per Pump, gpm 4,031 

Feed Rate, mgd 5.80 

Hydraulic Loading without Re-circulation, gal/day/sf 181 

Hydraulic Loading with Re-circulation, gal/day/sf 328 

BOD Loading without Re-Circulation, lb/cf/d 62.2 

BOD Loading with Re-Circulation, lb/cf/d 78.5 

Secondary Clarification  
Secondary Clarifiers  

Number of Units 1 

Diameter,  ft 90 

Side Water Depth, ft 11 

Detention Time at ADWF, hrs 3.93 

Detention Time at PWWF, hrs 2.17 

Weir Overflow Rate at ADWF, gal/day/sf 11,300 

Storage Ponds A (Flow Equalization)  
Volume, each, MG 9.22 

Depth, ft 8 

Tertiary Treatment  
Ultrafiltration Membrane System  

Average Daily Flow, mgd 3.56 

Average Production Capacity, mgd 3.2 

Nominal System Recovery, % 90 

Strainer Opening, mm 1 
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TABLE 2-2 
Low-TDS Liquid Train Design Criteria 
Process / Equipment Value 
Number of Trains (Tanks) 2 

Maximum Day Feed Flow of Each Train, mgd 3.56 

Membrane Module Type ZeeWeed 500C 

Nominal Pore Size of Hollow Fiber Membranes, micron 0.04 

Number of Cassettes per Train 14 

Number of Membrane Elements per Cassette 26 

Total Number of Membrane Elements 728 

Notes: 
ADWF: Average Dry Weather Flow 
PWWF: Peak Wet Weather Flow 
 

2.2.1 Low TDS Pond 
The low-TDS pond system includes a pond, a pump station, and an aeration system.  The 
purpose of the pond is to stabilize the organic matter and to provide flow equalization.  
Generally, the pond holds the low-TDS wastewater and the waste flow from the 
ultrafiltration units. Capacity and components of the existing low TDS pond is presented in 
Table 2-2.  

2.2.2 Primary Treatment 
Primary settling is a physical separation process during which floatable and settleable 
materials are removed from the wastewater by sedimentation. The two circular primary 
clarifiers receive wastewater from the low-TDS pond. Scum is collected from the liquid 
surface by skimmers and discharged to the digesters. Settled materials (biosolids) are 
removed from the clarifiers and pumped into the digesters. The clarified wastewater flows 
over the effluent weirs and enters the trickling filter influent pump station by gravity.  

2.2.3 Secondary Treatment 
Secondary treatment at WWRP is provided by a rock media trickling filter and a secondary 
clarifier.  

The rock media trickling filter at WWRP was designed to achieve biological oxygen demand 
(BOD) removal. The primary effluent is sprayed over the surface of the trickling filter via 
distribution arms. The treatment of wastewater by biological filter is carried out by complex 
communities of microorganisms, including bacteria; protozoa; metazoa (i.e., rotifers); fungi; 
and algae, which constitute the biofilm. The trickling filter is termed a “fixed” or “attached” 
growth system because the biofilm growth occurs on the surface of an inert medium (i.e., 
rock surface). The medium provides a high specific surface area so that biological oxidation 
of pollutants and oxygen transfer can proceed at optimal rates. A portion of effluent is 
recirculated to increase contact time between the wastewater and the biofilm, thus 
increasing BOD removal performance. Recirculation improves distribution over the surface 
of the filter, reduces the tendency to clog, and helps control filter flies. The typical BOD 
removal efficiencies are between 40 and 85 percent for trickling filters.  
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The flow from the trickling filter enters a secondary clarifier via gravity. The purpose of 
secondary clarification is to provide solids liquid separation, generally the sloughed-off 
biofilm material from the tricking filter. The design criteria of the secondary clarifier are 
presented in Table 2-2. Neither the trickling filter nor the secondary clarifier has 
redundancy; hence, if either of the units were out of service for maintenance, a serious 
secondary treatment bottleneck would occur. 

Secondary Effluent Equalization Basin (Storage Pond A) 
The flow equalization basin between the secondary clarifier and the ZeeWeed® Membrane 
Filtration System dampens diurnal flows and ensures steady flow to the membrane 
filtration system. The flow equalization basin is 8 feet deep and has a capacity of 9.22 million 
gallons (MG). 

2.2.4 Tertiary Treatment 
Tertiary treatment consists of two processes—filtration and disinfection. The filtration unit 
process is described in this section, but the disinfection process is described in Section 2.4 
under UV Disinfection. 

Filtration is achieved using a membrane system that consists of Zenon ZeeWeed® 
hollow-fiber ultrafiltration (UF) membranes. Membrane filtration effectively removes 
particulate material (i.e., turbidity, suspended solids, and bacteria), and the particulate 
fraction of organic and colloidal material. Viruses are also removed but to a lesser extent. 
The complete list of the UF system design criteria can be obtained from the Zenon 
ZeeWeed® system operations and maintenance (O&M) manual.  

2.3 High TDS Treatment Train 
The high-TDS treatment process has a treatment capacity of 0.5 mgd and includes the 
following: 

 Fine screening 
 Membrane bioreactor (Zenon Zenogem) 
 Reverse osmosis 

A brief description of the high-TDS treatment train is given below, and the design criteria 
are presented in Table 2-3. 

2.3.1 Fine/ Rotating Drum Screen 
The rotating drum screen (one duty + one standby) with 1-millimeter (mm) openings 
removes suspended solids larger than 1 mm from the water. The rotating drum screen 
consists of an internally fed rotary drum with an internal screw for transporting screenings 
out of the drum. Accumulated debris is continually removed from the screen by the rotation 
of the drum and is deposited into the compactor/grinder. A compactor/grinder further 
chops the debris before being disposed into the dumpster. Grit and screenings from 
headworks are collected and ultimately disposed in a landfill. 
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TABLE 2-3 
High-TDS Liquid Train Design Criteria 
Process / Equipment Value 

High-TDS Liquid Treatment  
Rotating Drum Screen  
Number of Screens 2 

Average Opening in Each Direction, mm 1 

Type ROTO-GUARD MODEL 2500 

High TDS Pond  

Number of Basins 1 

Volume, each, MG 1 

Basin Depth, ft 8 

High TDS Pond Pump Station  

Number of Pumps 2 

Type Submerged 

Capacity, each, gpm 350 

TDH, each, ft 46 

HP, each 10 

Speed, rpm 1,700 

High TDS Pond Aeration System  

Number of Blowers 1 

Airflow, scfm 4,000 

Available Pressure at Top of Dropleg 5 

Mixing Rate, scfm/1,000 cf 15 

Membrane Bioreactor (MBR)  
Average Daily Flow, mgd 0.5 

Peak Hourly Flow, mgd 0.5 (Flow equalization is provided) 

Number of Trains (Tanks) 2 

Capacity of Each Train, mgd 0.25 

Membrane Module Type ZeeWeed ZW-500B 

Number of Cassettes per Train 4 

Number of Membrane Modules per Cassette 8 

Total Number of Membrane Modules 64 

Number of Process Tanks 2 

Tank Volume, each, gallons 46,875 

Tank Dimensions  

Length, ft 50 

Width, ft 12 

Height, ft 12 

Side Water Depth, ft 10.5 

Process Air Blowers  

Type Positive Displacement 
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TABLE 2-3 
High-TDS Liquid Train Design Criteria 
Process / Equipment Value 

Total Number of Blowers 2 (1 Duty+1 standby) 

Capacity of Each Blowers, scfm 600 

Air Scour System  

Type Positive Displacement 

Number of Blowers 2 

Capacity of Each Blowers, scfm 600 

Permeate Pumps  

Number of Pumps 3 (2 Duty+1 standby) 

Pump Capacity, each 174 gpm @ 50 ft TDH (permeate) 

294 gpm @ 30 ft TDH (back pulse) 

Sodium Hypochlorite Feed System  

Number of Feed Pumps 2 (1 duty +1 standby) 

Capacity, each, gph 0.77 

Type Diaphragm 

Number of Sodium Hypochlorite Storage Tanks 1 

Capacity, gallons 26 

Number of Days Storage, days 20 

 

2.3.2 High TDS Pond 
The high-TDS pond system includes a pond, a pump station, and an aeration system. The 
purpose of the pond is the dampening of wastewater flow variations and stabilization of the 
organic matter by reducing or eliminating shock loading.  

2.3.3 Membrane Bioreactor 
The MBR is a Zenon ZenoGem, which integrates biological treatment with an integrated 
membrane system to provide enhanced organics stabilization (effluent BOD less than 
5 milligrams per liter [mg/L]) and suspended solids removal (i.e., effluent total suspended 
solids [TSS] less than 1 mg/L). With the membrane units forming a “barrier” for separation 
of solids and liquids, MBR systems are designed to operate at mixed-liquor suspended 
solids (MLSS) concentrations as high as 12,000 mg/L, resulting in a much smaller aeration 
tank volume requirement compared to conventional activated sludge systems. The MBR 
support facilities include permeate pumps, a chemical storage system, an air scour system, 
and a back-pulse water flushing system. The air scour system consists of coarse bubble 
diffusers located in the membrane tank and provides continuous or intermittent agitation 
outside the membranes to minimize solids deposition.  

2.3.4 Reverse Osmosis 
As part of the tertiary treatment, the RO process removes TDS, dissolved organic and 
inorganic material, as well as pathogenic microorganisms from the high-TDS flow. The 
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design criteria for the RO system can be obtained from the RO membrane system O&M 
manual.  

A roughly 6-mile-long pressurized pipeline is used to dispose of RO concentrate via deep 
well injection. The RO concentrate is injected to Union Sugar Well No. 13, which originally 
was an oil-producing well that has been converted to a Class 1 nonhazardous injection well.  

2.4 UV Disinfection 
The effluent from the low- and high-TDS treatment trains is combined and disinfected 
through a UV disinfection system before being discharged to the recycled water storage 
pond. The UV disinfection at WWRP is a closed system, medium-pressure Aquionics UV 
system containing four banks. Design criteria of the UV system are presented in Table 2-4. 

TABLE 2-4 
UV Disinfection System Design Criteria 

Process / Equipment Value 

UV Disinfection  

Validated Capacity, mgd 3.7  

Maximum Inlet TSS Concentration, mg/L 5.0 

Maximum Inlet Turbidity, NTU 2.0 

Minimum UV Transmittance at 254 nm, % 65 

Maximum Iron Concentration, mg/L 0.3 

UV Reactor Type Closed Vessel 

UV Lamp Type Medium Pressure 

UV Model Name Aquionics Model 7500 

Minimum UV Dose Requirement, mJ/cm2 80 (Per NWRI guidelines) 

Minimum Operating UV Dose, mJ/cm2 200 (Per CDPH Permit) 

Total Number of Banks 4 

Number of Duty Banks 1 

mJ/cm2: Millijoules per square centimeter 

 

2.5 Recycled Water 
2.5.1 Recycled Water Pond 
Following UV disinfection, tertiary effluent flows by gravity to an uncovered onsite holding 
pond (Pond C). Pond C is directly adjacent to a series of sludge drying beds and is 
approximately 100 feet from one of the primary clarifiers. The holding pond has 
approximately 1 MG of storage capacity; however, only 500,000 gallons is useable capacity 
due to the elevation of the suction pipe to the tertiary effluent pump station.  
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During times of recycled water demand, an 18-inch suction pipeline draws water from the 
recycled water holding pond, and the effluent pump station conveys recycled water to 
customers. When demand for recycled water declines and the holding pond becomes full, 
flow is diverted to an unlined 300-MG tertiary effluent reservoir approximately 1.5 miles 
north of the treatment plant site. Water from the reservoir is used to irrigate neighboring 
pastureland and for use by an oil company for steam injection.  

In the event that the effluent receives inadequate UV dose (i.e., less than 200 millijoules per 
square centimeter [mJ/cm2]) for Title 22 tertiary effluent, or if the tertiary and or disinfection 
system are offline, undisinfected effluent bypasses the recycled water holding pond and is 
diverted to a series of secondary holding ponds. This effluent, which is considered 
undisinfected secondary effluent, is permitted by the RWQCB to be used for the irrigation of 
pastureland in areas adjacent to the WWRP.  

2.5.2 Recycled Water Pump Station 
Three recycled water pumps, each with 1,620-gpm capacity, are used to convey the recycled 
water. The design criteria of the recycled water pond and the recycled water pump station 
are presented in Table 2-5. 

TABLE 2-5 
Recycle Water Pond and Pump Station Design Criteria 
Process / Equipment Value 

Recycle Water Pond (Pond C)  

Working Volume, MG 0.5 

Recycle Water Pump Station  

Number of Pumps 3 

Type Centrifugal 

Drive VFD 

Capacity, Each, gpm 1,620 

TDH, each, ft 240 

HP, each 125 

Speed, rpm 1,790 

 

2.6 Solids Treatment 
The sludge from primary and secondary clarifiers is stabilized in an anaerobic digester, 
settled in a secondary (unheated, unmixed) anaerobic digester, and dewatered in sludge 
drying beds. The digested and dewatered biosolids are hauled offsite and ultimately 
composted and recycled as a soil amendment. 

2.6.1 Anaerobic Digesters 
The WWRP has two digesters. Primary and secondary sludges are pumped to the primary 
digester, which is heated to destroy pathogens and stabilize the wastewater solids. The 
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digested solids are then pumped to a secondary digester where solids are settled and 
further concentrated in an unheated and unmixed environment. The digested solids are 
dewatered using sludge drying beds. The design criteria of the anaerobic digesters are 
shown in Table 2-6. The biogas produced in the digesters is collected, cleaned, and burned 
in the boiler to generate hot water. The biogas cleaning system consists of a newly installed 
iron sponge unit and a siloxane removal system downstream of the iron sponge. Ferric 
chloride is used in the iron sponge unit to reduce hydrogen sulfide (H2S) in the biogas to 
below 35 mg/L.  

TABLE 2-6 
Anaerobic Digesters Design Criteria 

Process / Equipment Value 

Solids Treatment  

Primary Digester  

Number of Digesters 1 

Operating Temperature, ºF 96 

Diameter, ft 39 

Side Water Depth, ft 23.5 

Operating Volume, cf 28,100 

Hydraulic Retention Time, days 15 

Type of Mixing Gas 

Gas Mixing Capacity, cfm 62 

Secondary Digester  

Number of Digesters 1 

Diameter, ft 55 

Side Water Depth, ft 23.5 

Operating Volume, cf 55,800 

Hydraulic Retention Time, days 30 

 

 



 

GEN050410064106SCO/101240008  3-1 

3.0 Plant Condition Assessment Results 

3.1 Introduction  
The CH2M HILL team, consisting of mechanical, structural, material, and electrical 
engineers, conducted a qualitative assessment of the reclamation plant in April and May 
2009. The field observations data log from each discipline is presented in Appendix A. The 
qualitative assessment was primarily based on visual observations, which were documented 
by photographs taken during the side visits. Appendix B presents the photographs (B-1 
through B-49) demonstrating the condition of the equipment and structures. Appendix C 
presents the photographs (C-1 through C-17) of the electrical equipment and systems. 

Physical condition of equipment was assessed based on the general appearance, wear, and 
tear, as well as corrosion. Equipment functionality was assessed based on the operational 
reliability and the ability of the equipment to accomplish their purpose. Structures were 
evaluated based on structural and material integrity. Input from the plant operations staff 
was taken into consideration in the assessment process. The health and safety measures of 
the plant were also assessed. Condition assessment results are presented in the following 
subsections.  

3.2 Headworks 
Although it is well maintained, the existing headworks facility including electrical system 
has already approached its useful life, thereby requiring replacement in near future 
(Photos C-1 through C-9).  

Vault 
The wastewater flow enters the plant headworks through two transmission pipelines. The 
combined flow is directed to the aerated grit chamber. The concrete in the vault is in good 
condition without exposed aggregate (Photo B-1). The iron gates are rusty but without 
significant corrosion (Photo B-1).  

Aerated Grit Chamber 
The concrete is in good condition with minor surface defects. The wetted surfaces are lined 
with an epoxy, which is generally in good condition and seems to be able to protect the 
concrete surfaces. Few small damaged areas with exposed aggregate were observed above 
the water line (Photo B-3).  

Grit Removal Equipment 
The grit removal equipment is relatively new and constructed of stainless steel (Photo B-4) 
without any sign of corrosion. The grit screw conveyor is functional without any reported 
problems. The transfer pumps transferring the high-TDS flow to the high-TDS pond are 
well maintained and functional. The inspection was limited to the external and above-water 
level parts of the equipment. The submerged portions of the transfer pumps and piping are 
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coated, and the coating seems to be intact without a significant damage. The surface of the 
pumps and piping shows some corrosion (Photo B-5). 

Associated Structures 
Handrails, grating, and supports are constructed of a mixture of anodized aluminum, 
painted steel, stainless steel, and painted galvanized steel. Stairways and handrails are in 
fair condition with some corrosion on the handrails (Photo B2 and B4). The paint is flaking 
off the painted components, with no significant corrosion. In some areas, the guardrails are 
constructed in a two-rail guardrail transitioned to a three-rail (Photo B-6). Ideally, the level 
of protection in a structure is expected to be the same. 

Screening 
The entire concrete channel is lined. The lining prior to screening is not able to bridge the 
bug holes and voids in the concrete surface (Photo B-7). The channel after the screening has 
a thicker lining with no obvious holidays or voids. In general, the concrete appears to be in 
good and nearly new condition. The metals are in good condition with no significant 
corrosion damage (Photo B-9). 

A step screen used on the low-TDS water is constructed of stainless steel. The screen and the 
wash press have been in operation since 2008. According to the plant staff, the safety chain 
on the railing is lose and comes off (Photo B-8).  

Associated Structures 
The handrails, grating, and supports are constructed from a combination of plastic, stainless 
steel, aluminum, painted steel, and galvanized steel. The plastic appears to be in good 
condition. The stainless and galvanized steel show minor corrosion staining. The aluminum 
parts are not corroded. Minor defects, such as a spall at the guardrail post base (Photo B-10) 
and exposed rusting embedded metal and rebar, were observed in this area. Some areas, 
such as corroded steel steps (Photo B-11) and fiberglass opening covers (Photo B-12), appear 
to be unsafe.  

Condition Summary and Recommendations 
With the exception of the step screen (installed in 2008), the existing headworks facility is 
old and generally in fair structural condition. Some areas such as access steps and fiberglass 
roof covers need to be replaced to meet current safety standards. The electrical system, 
including the existing service entrance equipment, is very old; and replacement might not 
be feasible. In addition, the electrical system has no redundancy. It is recommended that 
LCSD consider building a new headworks facility in near future.  

3.3 Low TDS Liquid Treatment Train 
The electrical system in the low-TDS treatment train is the original electrical system from 
1959 but is well maintained (Photos C-10 through C-15).  

Low-TDS Pond 
The concrete surfaces of the low-TDS pond pumping vault are in good condition 
(Photo B-13). The coated pumps appear to be in good condition. The coated steel supports 
associated with the pump guides are in fair condition. In some areas, however, the coating is 
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missing; and corrosion has started to occur. The stainless-steel guides and sidewalk doors 
are also in good condition. 

The aeration system is equipped with three blowers. The dedicated blowers look good, well 
maintained, and operational. There is a standby unit common for both low- and high-TDS 
ponds. The low TDS pond was recently lined, and no upgrade is needed in near future. The 
pond has enough capacity to provide flow equalization in the future as well. The flow 
equalization can significantly reduce the size of the secondary treatment facilities and offer 
flexibility to treat plant flows overnight when electricity rates are typically much lower than 
the day time rates.  

Primary Treatment 
Influent Pump Station  
The exterior of the pumps and valves is significantly corroded (Photo B-14). According to 
the plant operators, some of the valves are corroded open and some are operable. Corrosion 
in the internal parts is so advanced that water can pass through even when the valves are in 
the “Closed” position. The District is planning repairs in fiscal year 2009/2010. However, 
these repairs may not be worthy especially considering the age and condition of the existing 
facility. Therefore, building a new influent pump station as part of the headworks upgrade 
is recommended.  

Primary Clarifiers 
The concrete surface in the primary clarifiers is not lined, and slightly exposed aggregate 
was observed in some areas. The worst damage is below the water line; however, the 
concrete surface above and at the water line looks alright (may require more detailed 
evaluation to determine the condition of the concrete structure). 

The existing clarifier drives, bridges, influent risers, and scraper mechanisms (scum beach 
and surface skimmer) in both primary clarifiers appear to be old and significantly corroded 
(Photo B-15). Corrosion perforations in the scum beach reportedly are frequently observed 
and repaired. The launder surface is rough with minor defect (Photo B-16). At the time of 
the site visit, the clarified water flowing over the weir to the effluent launder looked clean, 
although traces of fines were observed near the scum collector. In addition, the center 
column in the primary clarifier closer to the shop building is probably not firmly attached to 
the floor. The bolts were recently inspected but not replaced.  

Primary Clarifier Outlet Box 
The primary clarifier outlet box is constructed of concrete and includes several pipe 
penetrations. The concrete is lined, but the lining is damaged in several areas (Photo B-17). 
In general, the concrete appears to be in fair condition. The pipe penetrations have been 
coated after significant corrosion and metal loss. It appears that the coating has prevented 
further corrosion of the pipe penetrations. 

Primary Clarifier Sludge/ Scum Pumps 
The existing solids pump at each clarifier handles both sludge and scum. Different types of 
pumps are used for each primary clarifier. Exterior parts of all of the pumps and piping are 
in good condition with minimal areas of coating damage or corrosion staining (Photo B-18). 
The interior condition of the pumps, piping, and valves are unknown. Generally, the 
equipment is old but well maintained and functional.  
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Associated Structures 
The handrails and walkway supports are constructed of painted steel. The steel shows 
minor corrosion. Large areas of damaged coating are present over the entire structure.  

LCSD should either replace existing clarifier drives, bridges, influent risers, and baffles and 
scraper mechanisms or build two new primary clarifiers (75 feet in diameter, each) and 
abandoned the existing primary clarifiers. Building new clarifiers will make flow 
management easy and enhance clarification performance while treating future flows with 
one unit out of service.  

Secondary Treatment 
Trickling Filter 
The concrete surface is in fair condition with no signs of exposed aggregate. The trickling 
filter structure has, however, several obvious vertical and repaired cracks. It appears that 
the cracks have penetrated through the concrete wall (Photo B-19). Vertical shrinkage was 
also observed (Photo B-20). The operators reported that water frequently leaks through 
these cracks. The amount of cracking is unknown. 

The water distribution mechanism has obvious signs of corrosion (Photo B-21). Both the 
rotary distribution and flow distribution arms were replaced in 2004. The flow distribution 
arms look aged but well maintained. The severity of the corrosion cannot be assessed while 
the unit is in operation. The rock media is the original media from 1959.  

The trickling filter is old and has serious structural concerns due to the apparent cracks. This 
facility needs to be abandoned in the initial phase of the plant upgrade.  

Feed/ Recirculation Pumps 
There are two feed/recirculation pumps designated to the trickling filter, one duty and one 
standby. The pumps are old but well maintained. At the time of the site visit, there was a 
sign stating “Do Not Operate” on the second pump. It was reported that the pump had not 
been in operation for some time.  

Secondary Clarifier 
The secondary clarifier is in the similar condition as the primary clarifiers and with the same 
operational and maintenance issues. Due to corrosion, the baffle adjacent to the weir is 
perforated below the waterline.  

The mechanism in the secondary clarifier, which is newer than those in the primary 
clarifiers, appears to be in good condition—well maintained and operational. The aluminum 
deflectors on the wall and fiberglass reinforced plastic (FRP) center baffle will be replaced in 
2009. The FRP will be replaced with stainless steel.  

At the time of the site visit, the clarified water over the weir looked clear, although with 
traces of fines near the scum beach.  

If the process selection favors a conventional activated sludge system for the future plant 
upgrade, the existing clarifier may be used in the future.  
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Associated Structures 
The perimeter handrails are constructed of anodized aluminum and are in good condition. 
The hose bibs and hose racks are constructed of galvanized steel. The galvanizing is 
corroding, but the underlying steel seems fine (Photo B-22). 

Secondary Clarifier Sludge Pump and Scum Pump 
Both the sludge pump and the scum pump are in good condition—well maintained and 
operational.  

Storage Pond A 
Pond A was dredged in 2008. It was reported that soil gets pulled in with the water feeding 
the ZeeWeed membrane filtration system. A 1-mm strainer was recently installed ahead of 
the membrane filtration system to prevent potential damage to the membranes. The small 
structures and electrical boxes located around the pond are not safely secured (Photos B-24, 
B-25, B-26, and B-27). The structure near the pond (Photo B-27) was installed in 1959 and 
originally served as a flow control structure for the secondary effluent to Pond A and the 
low-TDS pond.  

Pond A currently provides flow equalization prior to ultrafiltration. The flow equalization 
may not be needed in the future after the future secondary treatment. However, Pond A can 
serve emergency flow storage under wet weather conditions.  

Tertiary Treatment 
Ultrafiltration Pump Station 
The pump station is constructed of lined concrete. The concrete and lining appear to be in 
good condition without any lining or concrete damage (Photo B-28). The gates located 
under an overhang are in fair condition with no obvious corrosion issues. The pumps, 
aboveground piping, and valves are constructed of coated steel and coated ductile iron. The 
coating is damaged in several locations (Photo B-29), and significant corrosion but minor 
metal loss has occurred in the same areas. 

Strainers 
The metallic 1-mm strainer with coated interior is in good condition.  

Ultrafiltration Membrane System 
The membrane filtration system consists of the ultrafiltration structure, a chemical feed 
system storage area, an electrical area, and an FRP cleaning tank.  

The membrane filtration system was in operation during the site visit; therefore, the interior 
of the ultrafiltration structure could not be inspected. The nonmetallic items in this area are 
in good condition. Compressed air storage tanks have internal corrosion that could be due 
to chemical fumes originating from the adjacent chemical storage tanks.  

The chemical feed system and the electrical system are housed beneath a canopy, directly 
adjacent to the ultrafiltration structure. The canopy (Photo B-30) appears to be lightly 
framed and lacks wind/seismic bracing on the front and is minimal on the sides.  

The conduit supports, unistruts, electrical boxes, electrical enclosures, and structural steel 
are constructed of coated steel. The coating on the components closest to the sodium 
hypochlorite tank and the ultrafiltration structure are significantly damaged. Significant 
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corrosion staining has occurred in the damaged coating; however, the corrosion appears to 
be mostly cosmetic in nature (Photo B-31).  

The FRP cleaning tank was reported to be leaking (Photo B-32). According to the plant 
operators, the bottom of the tank is cracked because of the alternating pressures associated 
with the filling and draining the tank. During the daily membrane cleaning, a strong smell 
of sodium hypochlorite reportedly overpowers the area surrounding the ultrafiltration 
structure.  

The Zeeweed membrane system is relatively new. To date, 310 membrane modules were 
replaced. LCSD is planning to replace all remaining 418 membrane elements by 2012.  

The major concern with the existing Zeeweed ultrafiltration system is that the plant staff has 
indicated that the existing system requires frequent repair and maintenance exceeding the 
originally anticipated routine repair and maintenance needs. These needs mainly include 
frequent repair of the failed membrane fibers and repair of malfunctioning valves and 
actuators. The plant staff also indicated that the ultrafiltration trains are producing much 
lower filtrate flows than their projected capacities. This indicates that the capacity of the 
existing ultrafiltration system is actually lower than 3.2 mgd, which can only handle the 
current flows. Therefore, the existing ultrafiltration system will be replaced under the initial 
phase (Phase I) upgrades.  

3.4 High TDS Liquid Treatment 
The electrical system and equipment in the high-TDS liquid treatment train needs to be 
frequently maintained (Photos C-16 and C-17).   

High TDS Pond 
The pond is equipped with a concrete pumping vault. The concrete of the vault was in good 
condition with no exposed aggregate. The coated pumps are in good condition. The 
stainless-steel guides and sidewalk doors are also in good condition. The coated steel 
supports associated with the pump guides, however, are in poor condition. The coating is, 
for the most part, nonexistent; and corrosion with minor metal loss has started to occur 
(Photo B-33).   

The high-TDS pond was recently lined, and no upgrade is needed in near future. The pond 
has enough capacity to provide flow equalization for high-TDS flows in the future as well. 
The flow equalization can significantly reduce the size of the future MBR expansion and 
offer flexibility to treat plant flows overnight when electricity rates are typically much lower 
than the daytime rates.  

High-TDS Screening 
The high-TDS screening consists of two sets of rotating drum screens. The second set of 
screens was installed recently. The new set is the same as the original set. The screens are 
stainless steel each with 1-mm opening. They look well maintained and operate well. The 
screening mechanisms appear to be in good condition. The original screen set has some 
corrosion staining but mainly cosmetic in nature (Photo B-34). 
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Supporting Structures 
The walkway and walkway supports surrounding the screens are constructed of coated 
steel. The walkway around the newer screen is in good condition with no coating damage or 
corrosion. Multiple small areas with damaged coating were observed in the walkway 
around the original screen. At areas of coating damage, significant corrosion and metal loss 
was also observed (Photo B-35). Because of the infrequency of the coating damage, the 
walkway is generally in fair condition. 

Membrane Bioreactor 
The membrane structure consists of steel tanks with a plastic grating overtop and painted 
steel handrails. Apart from the coating damage and slight corrosion at the base (Photo B-36), 
the tanks are generally in good condition. It was reported that the process drains and 
walkway drains are interconnected. Consequently, the drains backup and the process water, 
including the waste from membrane cleaning, accumulates near the base of the steel tanks. 
Hence, the coatings of the base and the nearby buildings are damaged and corroded. The 
corrosion and minor cracks in the steel tank between the first and second membrane 
structures seem to be due to poor drainage (Photo B-37). The coated-steel handrails are 
generally in good condition with only minor coating damage and corrosion staining.  The 
membrane elements fail due to fiber breakage and need to be repaired often.  One of the 
permeate pumps (the one in the middle) has a fine layer of rust.   

Membrane Bioreactor Feed Pumps 
The team was not able to inspect the two feed pumps, but no problems associated with the 
feed pumps were reported. 

Membrane Bioreactor Aeration System 
The dedicated blower is well maintained and operating well. However, significant coating 
damage and corrosion were observed in small isolated areas on the blower exhaust 
(Photo B-38). The cause of this corrosion is unknown. The intake filters are rusty. The grills 
on the air conditioning units also have some rust.   

Return Activated Sludge Pumps 
No problem associated with the two return activated sludge (RAS) pumps was reported. 

Waste Activated Sludge Valve 
No problem associated with the two waste activated sludge (WAS) valves was reported. 

Electrical/Control Building 
There is a significant amount of blown dust and particles in the Electrical/ Control Building, 
which seems to specifically affect the filters on all equipment (Photo C-17). 

Chemical Building 
The chemical feed system, storage area, and electrical boxes are enclosed in a coated-steel 
building. The chemical feed system and storage area include plastic piping, metallic water 
pumps, coated steel unistruts, and pipe supports. The nonmetallic items are in good 
condition. No obvious signs of degradation were observed, and no issues were reported. 

The coated-steel shows corrosion staining over the majority of the surfaces. The floors and 
supports attached to the floor are significantly corroded with minor metal loss (Photo B-39).  
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The drains can back up and cause ponding within the building, therefore accelerating 
corrosion of the floor. 

Washers and fasteners seem to be constructed of uncoated steel.  The uncoated components 
are corroding over the entire surface, and metal loss has begun to occur (Photo B-40). 

General Chemical Area 
The main chemical storage area consists of holding tanks, metering pumps, and a roof 
structure.  The majority of the facility is in good condition.  The coated-steel tank anchor 
elbows show coating damage and corrosion staining (Photo B-41). No metal loss is observed 
as of yet. 

Reverse Osmosis 
The RO units appear to be in good condition. The stainless-steel piping and coated-steel 
support structure are in good condition, as is the prefabricated building. The stainless-steel 
piping shows corrosion staining in some areas; however, the staining is cosmetic in nature 
(Photo B-42). The condition inside the stainless-steel piping is unknown. 

Condition Summary 
The high-TDS liquid treatment train seems to be in good condition. The main concern in this 
area is membranes failure due to fiber breakage and the need for frequent repair. Generally, 
the metallic components are corroded, but the corrosion is not significant yet. The drainage 
problem should be addressed, and the steel tank between the two membrane structures 
should be inspected and repaired before the corrosion advances more. The plastic grating is 
in good condition. To maintain the blower in the membrane bioreactor system, it is 
recommended that its inlet filters be inspected and cleaned regularly. To avoid unexpected 
shutdowns, the equipment maintenance and filter cleaning could be scheduled every 
6 months in the Electrical/Control Building.   

3.5 Disinfection 
The UV disinfection consists of UV lights in line with abovegrade piping.  The exterior of 
the piping and UV units is in good condition. The condition inside the piping and UV units 
is unknown.   

3.6 Recycled Water 
Recycled Water Pond 
The final storage for the recycled water is a soil pond (Photo B-43). The District is now 
replacing the pond with a 1-MG, 75-foot-diameter, abovegrade, welded-steel storage tank to 
minimize deterioration in the final effluent quality due to wind-blown dust and debris, 
algae blooms, and bird and rodent impacts. LCSD is planning to add three 1-MG storage 
tanks in the future. 

Recycled Water Pump Station 
The effluent pumps and piping are constructed of coated steel. The exteriors of the piping 
and pumps are in good condition with only small areas of coating damage and corrosion 
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staining (Photo B-44). No issues were reported on the pump operations; however, the 
condition inside the piping and pumps is unknown. 

3.7 Solids Treatment 
Digesters 
The primary digester has a mixing feature and consists of a concrete tank with a 
welded-steel fixed cover with a water seal.  The steel cover of the primary digester is leaking 
due to material loss after blasting during the last coating repair. It was reported that the 
welded-steel cover and the water seal are severely corroded and that plans for replacement 
are underway. The primary digester influent and overflow boxes are constructed of lined 
concrete. The concrete is slightly damaged. The condition of the interior of the concrete tank 
walls is unknown. The outside surface of all exposed biogas piping looks acceptable. The 
biogas mixing compressor looks well maintained and operational. LCSD is currently 
replacing the primary digester steel cover with a concrete cover.  

The secondary digester has no heating and mixing features and is referred to as a sludge 
holding tank, which consists of a concrete tank with a concrete cover and a water seal. 
Minor cracks were observed in the concrete roof (Photos B-45 and B-46) during the site visit. 
However, no problem associated with leakage through the concrete cover was reported. It 
was, however, reported that repairs are required for the water seal due to severe corrosion. 
The secondary digester lined-concrete boxes show signs of exposed aggregate prior to the 
lining. Some repaired cracks are present on the outside surface of the tank. The condition of 
the interior of the concrete walls and roof are unknown.   

Iron Sponge System 
A new iron sponge unit was recently installed. The iron sponge unit is used for polishing 
the biogas. Ferric chloride is added to reduce the H2S concentration in the biogas to below 
35 mg/L. The biogas cleaning system also includes a siloxane removal system downstream 
of the iron sponge system as pretreatment for the methane fueled microturbines. No 
problem associated either with the iron sponge system or the siloxane removal system was 
noted.  

Microturbines 
There are three large and two small microturbine units. The microturbines produce enough 
hot water to maintain the primary digester optimal temperature at approximately 96ºF 
(≈ 35.6 degrees Celsius [ºC]). Only two units were running during the site visit. No problem 
associated with the microturbine units was reported.  

Boiler 
The boiler is put in service when the majority of microturbines are out of service. The boiler 
appeared fine during the site visit. No physical problem associated with the boiler structure 
or operation was reported.  

Sludge Drying Beds 
The sludge drying beds are unlined soil ponds. No physical problem associated with the 
sludge drying beds was reported. The District is considering two alternatives - lining the 
sludge drying beds in the future or replacing the drying beds with a biosolids thickening 
and drying system (i.e., a belt press or a centrifuge).  
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3.8 Building Structures 
Shop Building 
The galvanized-steel roof of the shop building is significantly corroded (Photo B-47) and 
leaks during rainy periods, which prevents use of the building. The building overhang is 
lightweight (Photo B-48), and the lightweight connections are corroded (Photo B-49).  

Flushing Garage 
This structure, located directly north of the administration building and west of the shop 
building, is used to park the vehicles and clean and wash the equipment. Minor corrosion of 
the galvanized-steel roof was observed; however, there were no reports of leaking. 

Condition Summary 
The shop building is old, and the roof is badly corroded. The leak through the roof prevents 
the staff from using the building. As part of upgrades, LCSD is considering new shop, 
garage, and laboratory building.  

3.9 Plant Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition System 
No problems were reported. 

3.10  Yard Piping 
No problems were reported. 



 

GEN050410064106SCO/101240008  4-1 

4.0 Processes Performance Evaluation 

The process performance at the reclamation plant was evaluated based on the plant water 
quality data. The plant provided the annual water quality data for 2006 to 2008. The 2008 
records were used for the evaluation. The plant influent and effluent quality were discussed 
in the Background TM.   

4.1 Low-TDS Treatment Train  
Performance of the primary and secondary treatment processes in the low-TDS treatment 
train was evaluated. Table 4-1 presents the liquid stream characteristics based on BOD, TSS, 
and chemical oxygen demand (COD) values.  

TABLE 4-1 
Low-TDS Treatment Train Liquid Stream Quality based on 2008 Plant Data    

  Average Concentration 

Process Stream  TSS - mg/L BOD - mg/L COD - mg/L 

Plant Influent  200 (168-260) 223 (167-260) 493 (256-606) 

Primary Clarifier No. 1 Effluent   65 (34-104) -- -- 

Primary Clarifier No. 2 Effluent  59 (34-168) -- -- 

Trickling Filter Effluent  54 (22-122) -- -- 

Secondary Clarifier Effluent  33 (15-94) -- -- 

Ultrafiltration Feed  28 (11-74) 48 (ND -103) 109 (ND-238) 

Notes: 
ND: nondetect 

Numbers in parentheses present the data range measured in each stream throughout 2008.    

Based on the average TSS values presented in Table 4-1, an average TSS removal efficiency 
of 76 percent via primary clarification was estimated. Typically, primary clarifiers remove 
55 to 75 percent TSS. Hence, the estimated 76 percent removal indicates a very good 
clarification performance at the plant. One reason for such high TSS removal is due to ferric 
chloride addition to the headworks. Ferric chloride is primarily added as a coagulant for the 
removal of colloidal particles in the primary clarifiers while also reducing H2S in the 
wastewater.  

The trickling filter provides biological treatment for the low-TDS liquid treatment train. Due 
to the lack of BOD and COD data for the trickling filter influent and effluent streams, the 
actual trickling filter performance could not be determined. However, the trickling filter 
performance was estimated based on the following assumptions: 

 An average BOD removal efficiency of 25 to 35 percent during primary clarification. 
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 No BOD reduction in the secondary clarifier or in the storage Pond A. Therefore, the 
BOD in the ultrafiltration feedwater reflects the BOD in the trickling filter effluent. 

Using the above assumptions, the average BOD removal efficiency through the trickling 
filter is estimated between 67 and 71 percent, which corresponds to a marginal BOD 
removal for a biological treatment system. In addition, an average BOD of 48 mg/L in the 
ultrafiltration feed (Table 4-1) indicates that the trickling filter has inadequate performance. 
The trickling filter at the WWRP has no redundant unit, so any failure in the trickling filter 
could stress downstream treatment processes and might result in the plant discharge permit 
violations. In addition, as discussed in Section 3, the trickling filter structure has several 
noticeable cracks that allow water to leak through the cracks. The structure is considered 
failed in condition. Therefore, it is recommended that the District considers replacing the 
existing trickling filter soon or using other biological treatment processes. 

The performance of the secondary clarifier is unknown due to lack of relevant data. The 
major issue with the secondary clarification is the reliability because of having no redundant 
facility. In addition, the existing secondary clarifier is shallow; therefore, a careful operation 
is required to maintain a sludge blanket to avoid clarifier failure. For future upgrades, it is 
recommended that the District consider: 

 Adding a secondary clarifier with a similar size to increase capacity and improve 
reliability 

 Replacing the existing clarifier with new clarifiers 

 Eliminating the need for secondary clarifiers by using an MBR  

Despite the frequent repairs in the existing ultrafiltration system, the plant effluent quality 
data indicate that the final effluent meets the turbidity requirements specified in Title 22 
reuse water regulations. The ultrafiltration system is relatively new (approximately 5 years 
old).  With some upgrades, modifications and replacement of the actuators and valves and 
corroding parts the system can stay in service.  

4.2 High-TDS Treatment Train 
Performance of the high-TDS treatment train was assessed based on the MBR permeate 
quality shown in Table 4-2. 

TABLE 4-2 
High-TDS Treatment Train Liquid Stream Quality based on 2008 Plant Data     
  Average Concentration 
Process Stream  TSS - mg/L) BOD - mg/L COD - mg/L 
High-TDS Influent  158 (59-226) 126 (81-202) 353 (131-660) 

MBR Permeate  3 (ND-68) ND (ND-3) 23 (2-45) 

Notes: 
ND: nondetect 
Numbers in parentheses present the data range measured in each stream throughout 2008.    

The average TSS and BOD data in Table 4-2 show that the MBR was very effective in 
removing both BOD and TSS from the wastewater. This is consistent with a typical MBR 
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performance. The findings of condition assessment of the plant indicate that, with some 
upgrades and corrosion prevention, the MBR unit can remain in service.   

A detailed evaluation of the RO system performance could not be provided due to the 
limited operating data. However, the effluent water quality data indicate that the plant 
meets the TDS, sodium, and sulfate requirements enforced by the WDRs. The historical data 
indicated slightly higher chloride concentrations than the enforced limit (TM 1-Background 
TM).  

A medium-pressure UV system disinfects the combined flows of the treated low- and 
high-TDS streams. The existing UV system is relatively new and satisfies the Title 22 recycle 
water requirements for disinfection. However, the frequent back pulses in the Zeeweed 
ultrafiltration system result in significant flow fluctuations that alter the flow regime and 
cause UV dose fluctuations. The existing pipeline is short and has no capability to reduce 
turbulence in the pipeline feeding the existing UV system. The most effective solution is to 
add a break tank ahead of the existing UV system to minimize flow fluctuations and 
turbulence in the UV feed.  

4.3 Solids Treatment 
The sludge from the primary and secondary clarifiers is mainly digested in the primary 
digester. The secondary digester is primarily for sludge storage and does not provide 
mixing and temperature control. Table 4-3 presents a summary of the available data 
demonstrating the anaerobic digestion performance in 2008. 

TABLE 4-3 
Primary Digester Feed and Digested Sludge Solids and Volatile Solids based on 2008 Plant Data     

  Annual Average 

Sludge  % Solids % Volatile Solids 
% Volatile Solids 

Reduction 

Primary Digester Feed  3.8 (2-9) 74 (27-88) 58 (39-86) 

Primary Digested Sludge  2.2 (2-3) 62 (56-66) -- 

Secondary Digested Sludge  4.1 (2-6) 55 (43-60) -- 

Notes 

Numbers in parentheses present the data range measured in each stream throughout 2008.    

 
Because the data in Table 4-3 do not include the digester flows, organic loading, and 
hydraulic retention time, evaluating the performance of the digesters was difficult.  
However, the primary digester performance was estimated based on the average percent 
solids and percent volatile solids data (Table 4-3), assuming equal influent and effluent flow 
rates through the primary digester. The estimation resulted in an average solids reduction of 
51 percent.  

Similar estimations, unfortunately, could not be made for the secondary digester because 
the increased percent solids in the secondary digester indicate that the inlet and outlet flows 
were not the same.  
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The solids reduction achieved by the primary digester falls within the values expected from 
a typical mesophilic digester. Despite the acceptable solids reduction, gas production in the 
digesters does not meet LCSD expectations. One potential reason for lower gas production 
is inadequate mixing and presence of dead zones in the digester. The other potential reason 
is the leak through the corroded steel cover and water seal of the primary digester.  LCSD is 
now replacing the existing primary digester cover (steel cover) with a concrete cover, which 
may potentially improve the digester performance. It is recommended that LCSD consider 
converting the secondary digester to a primary digester to increase capacity and improve 
digester performance and reliability.  
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5.0 Conclusions 

The condition of the reclamation plant was visually assessed from the electrical, structural, 
corrosion, and mechanical standpoints.   

Generally, the electrical equipment at the plant is aged but well maintained. It may not be 
possible to replace the majority of the old equipment because the replacement might not be 
available. The major deficiencies include: 

 The existing electrical service entrance, which is beyond the useful life and has no 
redundancy 

 The motor control and variable speed equipment at the headworks, which are old and 
need to be retired 

 Maintenance of some of the equipment in the Electrical/Control Building in the 
high-TDS treatment train, which might be as frequent as every 6 months to avoid 
unexpected shutdowns 

Generally, the concrete in the treatment structures is in good condition with the exception of 
the trickling filter. The building structures do not seem to have any problems with the 
exception of the shop building. The major deficiencies include: 

 The trickling filter structure has several deep vertical cracks and water leaks through the 
cracks—the structure is considered in bad condition. 

 Pond A is poorly maintained, and soil is pulled with the water into the pipes. Lining the 
pond will alleviate this problem. Currently, a 1-mm strainer is installed ahead of the 
ZeeWeed membrane filtration system to prevent the membranes from having any 
potential damage. 

 The canopy structure above the chemical storage area adjacent to the ultrafiltration 
structure needs to be evaluated for compliance to the building code lateral load 
requirements.   

 The FRP cleaning tank was reported to be leaking.  It is recommended that the tank be 
tested for leakage and repaired.  

 The galvanized steel roof of the shop building is significantly corroded; and the roof 
leaks during the rainy season, which prevents use of the building  

The existing pumps and pipes are old but well maintained and operational.  No problems 
related to yard piping were reported.   

For major plant equipment and unit treatment processes, the following key deficiencies 
were reported during site visit: 

 Aging headworks infrastructure (already reached or exceeded its useful life) and lack of 
redundancy in the headworks equipment.  
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 Aging and corrosion-related issues in primary clarifiers. 

 Lack of redundancy for the trickling filter, which severely reduces the plant reliability. 

 Shallow secondary clarifier without redundant unit.  

 Excessive repair needs and corrosion issues on the existing Zeewed ultrafiltration 
system. With some repairs,  modifications, and replacement of corroded parts, 
consideration can be given for operating the system in the future. Keeping the existing 
Zeewed System or replacing with other technology will be further evaluated in 
Technical Memorandum 4 (Selection of Most Suitable Treatment Technology).   

 The existing MBR system is generally in good condition with the exception of occasional 
membranes fiber breakage. The repair and maintenance is conducted on an as-needed 
basis. The MBR system can be kept in service with some repair and replacement.  

 The steel cover of the primary digester is leaking due to material loss after blasting 
during the last coating repair. The welded-steel cover and the water seal are severely 
corroded. LCSD is currently replacing the existing steel cover with a concrete cover.  

 Lack of redundancy in anaerobic digestion knowing that secondary digestion only 
serves as a holding tank in the absence of heating and mixing.   

 Underneath the existing sludge drying bed area needs proper lining, if the current  
dewatering practice is continued. Other dewatering options (i.e., belt filter press, 
centrifuges, solar drying) need to be considered.  

The plant process performance was evaluated based on limited historical water quality data 
from 2006 through 2008. Based on the available data, the overall plant performance is good 
and meets the regulatory requirements. There are few operational and performance-related 
issues that need improvement. These are: 

 Lack of redundancy for the trickling filter, which severely reduces the plant reliability. 
Performance of the trickling filter is just marginal, which results in breakthrough of 
relatively high BOD to the ultrafiltration. High BOD supports biological growth on the 
membrane and increases membrane fouling and reduces permeability and membrane 
cleaning frequency. These factors contribute to high O&M cost. The existing trickling 
filter needs to be replaced with a new treatment process (i.e., new trickling filter, 
conventional activated sludge system, MBR).  

 Frequent back pulses in the Zeeweed ultrafiltration system result in significant flow 
fluctuations that alter the desired flow regime in the UV system and cause fluctuations 
in the UV system. The existing flow arrangement has no capability to reduce turbulence 
in the pipeline feeding to the UV system. The most effective solution is to add a break 
tank ahead of the existing UV system to minimize flow fluctuations and turbulence in 
the UV feed. 

 The solids reduction achieved by the primary digester falls within the values expected 
from a typical mesophilic digester. Despite the acceptable solids reduction, gas 
production in the digesters does not meet LCSD expectations. One potential reason for a 
lower gas production is inadequate mixing and presence of dead zones in the digester. 
The other potential reason is the leak through the corroded steel cover and water seal of 
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the primary digester. LCSD is now replacing the existing primary digester cover (steel 
cover) with a concrete cover, which may potentially improve the digester performance. 
It is recommended that LCSD consider converting the secondary digester to a primary 
digester to increase capacity and improve digester performance and reliability. Based on 
under-achieving performance of the existing gas generation system, LCSD is avoiding 
costly upgrades with the gas treatment and handling system in the future.  
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LCSD Wastewater Reclamation Plant Facilities and Financial Master 
Plan Field Observations Data Log 

ELECTRICAL SYSTEM AND EQUIMPMENT EVALUATION 
Process / Equipment Condition Comment/Observation 

Low TDS Liquid Treatment   

Existing Service Entrance Equipment OK Equipment is maintained but beyond useful life. 
Apparently last maintained in 1988.   Replacement parts 
may be hard to find or expensive.  No need to replace, 
just retire when original plant is retired.  No redundancy, 
so reliability is prone to single failure from utility or 
anywhere in this equipment. 

Would require an extensive outage to replace this 
equipment. 

Headworks – Motor control and variable speed equipment. OK Very old – replacements probably not available, should 
be retired with original plant. 

Would require an extensive outage to replace this 
equipment. 

Remainder of Low TDS electrical equipment OK Old, but maintained. No recommendations. 

High TDS Liquid Treatment OK  

Equipment in Electrical/Control Building OK Needs to be maintained – especially the blown in dust 
and particles blocking all filters on all equipment – may 
need to be serviced as frequent as every 6 months to 
keep equipment operating properly and avoid 
unexpected shutdowns.   

Remainder of High TDS electrical equipment OK Maintained. No recommendations. 
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STRUCTURAL EVALUATION 
Process / Equipment Condition Comment/Observation 

Plant Overall OK The plant has several maintenance issues but the 
concrete the structures, with the exception of the 
trickling filters, appear to be in good condition for 
their age (almost 50 years).  

The building structures and tanks did not appear to 
have any structural issues.  The shop building has 
some issues. 

Most of the facilities have a maintenance or safety 
issue of one sort or the other.   

Jeremy told me that the primary clarifier 
mechanism base anchors are badly corroded.  This 
is a serious issue if that is really the case.  

Headworks OK Minor surface defects at grit area.  Concrete 
generally ok (Photo 2534).  Odd guardrail but 
probably ok (Photo 2533). 
Bar screen – This hatch is unsafe according to 
Jeremy.  Chains keep pull off of it (Photo 2534) 

Spall at guardrail post base (Photo 2535). 
Fiberglass opening cover- I was warned that this 
would not carry a persons weight. Should be 
changed with a heavier cover (Photo 2536). 

Rusting embedded metal.  Did not look like rebar 
(Photo 2537). Rusting rebar (Photo 2540) 

Primary and Secondary Clarifiers OK String holds up lighting (Photo 2542) .Launder 
surface rough, minor defect (Photo 2543) 

Trickling filter  Not OK Vertical shrinkage cracking (Photo 2454) 
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STRUCTURAL EVALUATION 
Process / Equipment Condition Comment/Observation 

Ponds Some unlined, poorly 
maintained 

 

Shotcrete liner, shot on and no surface finishing 
done, no control joints, no edge forms (Photo 
2549) 

Several small structures around pond, not sure if 
being used (Photo 2551).  Spalled concrete at 
guard post (Photo 2552) 

Pond structures and elec needs maintenance 
(Photo 2553-2557) 

Digesters  Concrete roof cracking, minor (Photos 2562, 2563) 

Membrane Filters  Canopy structure, appears “light weight” (Photo 
2561). Corrosion at the base of the steel tank 
(Photo 2570) 

Shop Building  This building overhang looks a little light (Photo. 
2572) 

Lightweight connections with corrosion (Photo 
2573) 

 

MECHANICAL AND UNIT PROCESSES EVALUATION 

Process / Equipment Value Condition Comment/Observation 

Headworks    

Number of Manual Screens 2 OK  

Number of Step Screens 1 OK This is new installed in 2008. 3 mm opening. 3 
hp/460Vac/3-phase/60-Hz, 1680RPM, TEFC, 
Class1, Div 2 motor; 3.25 Full Current Load 
Amps. Mfr. Huber, Model SSV Size 
5300x476x6 at 70 degrees.  
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MECHANICAL AND UNIT PROCESSES EVALUATION 

Process / Equipment Value Condition Comment/Observation 

Number of Wash Presses 1 OK Has been in operation since 2008. 3.0 hp / 
460Vac/3-phase/60 Hz motor, 4.4 amps 

Aerated Grit with air lift 1 OK Operating well with no reported problems 

Grit Screw Conveyor 1 OK Not operating during site visit, but no reported 
problems 

Transfer Pumps in Grit Chamber to Hi TDS Pond 2 OK Both look OK, well maintained and operational 

Rotating Drum Screen(s) 2 OK Both look OK, well maintained and operating 
well. 3 mm opening 

Low TDS Liquid Treatment    

Low TDS Pond 1  Earthen berm. LCSD shotcreted the walls and 
planning to shotcrete the floor in the next year 
or 2 

Number of Low TDS Pond Pumps 2 OK Not able to observe during site visit. No 
problems reported 

Low TDS Pond Aeration System Aeration Blowers 3 OK Dedicated blower looks well, well maintained 
and operating well. Should check inlet filters to 
make sure they are clean. Standby unit 
common to both Low TDS and Hi TDS ponds. 

Primary Clarification    

Appearance of Clarified Water (turbid, fine flocs, large flocs)   Effluent looked clean over the weir to the 
effluent launder. Traces of fines by scum 
collector. 

Primary Clarifiers 2 OK Exposed concrete looks OK. Mechanism looks 
old, but it is well maintained and operates well. 
The mechanism in primary clarifier closer to the 
Operations building has been in operation 15 
years and the center column may not be firmly 
attached to the floor.. 
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MECHANICAL AND UNIT PROCESSES EVALUATION 

Process / Equipment Value Condition Comment/Observation 

Primary Sludge/Scum Pump 1 per primary 
clarifier 

OK The equipment looks old, but well maintained 
and operates well. Different types of pumps for 
each clarifier. The existing solids pump at each 
clarifier handles both primary sludge and 
primary scum. 

Biofilters (Trickling Filters)    

Biofilter 1 OK Exposed concrete looks old; there are 
vertical/repaired cracks on the surface. Flow 
distribution arms look their age, but well 
maintained and operational Concern because 
this is the only piece of biological treatment and 
cannot be taken out of service; not even to 
change the media (which has not been changed 
in over 10 years) 

Biofilter Feed/ Recirculation Pump 2 OK The second pump has a sign stating “DO NOT 
OPERATE” 

Condition of Ventilation System   This is a shallow tank (4-5 feet deep). No 
ventilation system. 

Secondary Clarification    

Appearance of Clarified Water (turbid, fine flocs, large flocs)   Clarified water over the weir looks clear, some 
fines near the scum beach. 

Secondary Clarifier 1 OK Concrete looks OK. Mechanism looks old (but 
newer than mechanisms for primaries), but it is 
well maintained and operates well. Aluminum 
deflectors on the wall and FRP center baffle will 
be replaced in 2009. FRP will be replaced with 
SST. 

Secondary Clarifier Sludge Pump 1 OK Sludge pump looks OK, well maintained and 
operational. 

Secondary Clarifier Scum Pump 1 OK Scum pump looks OK, well maintained and 
operational. 
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MECHANICAL AND UNIT PROCESSES EVALUATION 

Process / Equipment Value Condition Comment/Observation 

Secondary Effluent Equalization Basin (Storage Pond A)    

Pond A 1  The existing flowmeter at the plant is located on 
the pipe that feeds the Secondary Effluent 
Equalization Pond (Pond A). The report uses 
this flow plus adding other flow and subtracting 
yet another flow. Mark didn’t elaborate on which 
other flows are added and subtracted. 

There are 2 recent flowmeters that have been 
installed on the trunklines that convey the raw 
sewage to the WWTP. The volume capacity in 
Pond A is 1 million gallons. 

Zenon Zeeweed Membrane Filtration    

SE Feed Pumps 2 OK 40 hp/460-Vac/3-phase/60-Hz  each 

SE Strainers 1 OK OK 

Condition of Membrane Filtration System and Auxilary Facilities 
including Chemical Feed System, CIP, Vacuum and Permeate Pumps 

  Membranes fail at potting and need of to be 
repaired often (monthly). Valves need rebuilding 
often. Compressed air storage tanks have 
internal corrosion and will need replacement 
soon. The storage tanks for the chemicals are 
near the compressors and the fumes may be 
entering the compressors. May need to look at 
relocating the vents on the storage tanks to 
alleviate this problem or replace pneumatic 
actuators with electric actuators.   

High TDS Liquid Treatment    

High TDS Pond    

High TDS Pond 1  Earthen berm. LCSD planning to shotcrete the 
walls and floor in the next year or 2 

High TDS Pumps to MBR 2 OK Not able to observe during site visit. No 
problems reported 
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MECHANICAL AND UNIT PROCESSES EVALUATION 

Process / Equipment Value Condition Comment/Observation 

High TDS Pond Aeration Blower 1 OK Dedicated blower looks well, well maintained 
and operating well. Should check inlet filters to 
make sure they are clean. Standby unit 
common to both Low TDS and Hi TDS ponds 

Membrane Bioreactor (MBR)    

Condition of Membrane Filtration System, Anoxic Mixer, and Auxilary 
Facilities including Chemical Feed System, CIP, Vacuum and 
Permeate Pumps, Air Scour Blower System, Back Pulse Pumps and 
Storage System 

  Membranes are failing at potting and need to be 
repaired often. Already replaced . One of the 
permeate pumps (the one in the middle) has a 
fine layer of rust. Blowers look OK, except 
intake filters have some rust. Grilles on air 
conditioning units also have some rust  

Return Activated Sludge (RAS) Pumps 2  No problems reported 

Waste Activated Sludge (WAS) Valve 2  No problems reported 

Reverse Osmosis    

 

Condition of RO System and Auxilary Facilities including Chemical 
Feed System, CIP, High Pressure Feed Pumps  

 

   

UV Disinfection  4 OK Look OK, well maintained and operational. 

Recycle Water Pump Station    

Recycled Water Pumps 3 OK Look Ok, well maintained and operational 

Solids Treatment     

Anaerobic Digestion    

Primary Digester    

 1 Primary 
Digester, 1 

 There are some repaired cracks on concrete 
surface. Steel tank cover is leaking due to 
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MECHANICAL AND UNIT PROCESSES EVALUATION 

Process / Equipment Value Condition Comment/Observation 

Condition of Primary Digester Including Mixing Biogas Mixing 
Compressor 

material loss after blasting during last coating 
repair. Outside surface of all exposed biogas 
piping looks OK. Biogas mixing compressor 
looks OK, it’s well maintained and operational.  

Iron Sponge 1 OK New unit recently installed. This is for polishing. 
Use of ferric chloride reduces H2S in biogas to 
35 mg/L 

Microturbines 5 OK 3 large units and 2 small units. Only 2 were 
running during visit, producing enough hot 
water to maintain the primary digester at 
temperature.  The biogas cleaning system 
includes siloxane removal system downstream 
of the iron sponge. 

Boiler 1 OK Look OK. Runs when enough microturbines are 
out of service 

Digested Sludge Holding Tank    

Condition of Digested Sludge Holding Tank 1 OK There are some repaired cracks on outside 
surface. This tank has no mixing. 

Sludge Drying Beds  OK Earthen berms 

Plant SCADA System  OK No problems reported 

Yard Piping  OK No problems reported 
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Introduction 

On April 22, 2009, CH2M HILL Corrosion Engineer James Albertoni visited the Water 
Reclamation Plant (WRP) to assess the condition of the existing facilities.  The assessment 
did not include draining or entry into any water holding structures.  The facility generally 
consists of two process trains, the low TDS process and the high TDS process. 

The plant’s treatment process includes grit removal, screening, primary clarification, bio 
filtration (tricking filter), secondary clarification and advanced membrane filtration.  A 
portion of the flow (generally early morning), found to contain the highest level of influent 
salts, is diverted to a second treatment train.  This train includes screening, suspended 
growth biological treatment (membrane bioreactor) and reverse osmosis (RO) treatment to 
reduce salts.  The RO-treated wastewater is blended with the other tertiary treated waste 
stream and disinfected using ultraviolet irradiation.  Recycled water is either distributed to 
user sites or stored in the tertiary holding pond and recycled water pipeline for later 
distribution.  Biosolids generated during the treatment process are anaerobically digested to 
destroy pathogens and subsequently air dried on sludge drying beds. 

The condition of each facility used in the plant is described below. 

Confluent Vault 

Two transmission pipelines enter the plant and combine flows in this vault.  The combined 
flow is then directed to grit removal. 

This vault is shown in Photo 1.  The concrete vault appears to be in good condition with no 
signs of exposed aggregate including near the fluctuating water line.  The iron gates show 
minor rust staining at area of coating damage, however, no significant corrosion of the gates 
was observed. 

Grit Removal/High Salt Pumping Structure 

The grit removal structure also serves as the pumping location where the early morning 
(high TDS) flows are pumped into the high TDS holding pond. 

The wetted concrete surfaces of this structure are lined with what appears to be an epoxy. 
Only one area of previous lining damage was observed above the waterline, however this 



LAGUNA COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICT (LCSD) WATER RECLAMATION PLANT CONDITION ASSESSMENT 

CONDITION ASSESSMENT.DOC  2 

area showed signs of exposed aggregate as shown in Photo 2.  No areas of lining damage 
were observed near the water line.  The lining generally appears to be in good condition and 
providing adequate protection of the concrete surfaces. 

The grit removal equipment is constructed of stainless steel and is relatively new as shown 
in Photo 3.  No signs of corrosion were observed on the stainless steel portions. 

Submerged portions of the transfer pumps and piping were coated.  No significant coating 
damage was observed, however observations could not be made below the waterline.  The 
pumps and piping generally showed minor corrosion that appeared to be only cosmetic in 
nature as shown in Photo 4.  The condition of the interior of the pump is unknown, however 
the pumps still function. 

Handrails, grating, and supports appeared to be a mixture of anodized aluminum, painted 
steel, stainless steel, and painted galvanized steel.  The paint was flaking off of the painted 
components, however no significant corrosion was observed.  The anodized aluminum and 
stainless steel showed no signs of corrosion. 

Screening 

The screening structure includes a relatively new trashrack installed in a channel of the 
same age.  This screening structure is only used on the low TDS water. 

The entire concrete channel was lined however, it appears the lining prior to the trashrack 
was not able to bridge the bugholes and voids in the concrete surface as shown in Photo 5.   
The channel after the trashrack appeared to have a thicker lining and no obvious holidays or 
voids in the lining were observed.  In general the concrete appeared to be in like new 
condition. 

The trashrack was constructed of stainless steel. Corrosion staining was observed in some 
areas as shown in Photo 6, however no significant corrosion was observed. 

The handrails, grating, and supports were constructed from a combination of plastic, 
stainless steel, aluminum, painted steel, and galvanized steel.  The plastic appeared to be in 
good condition.  The stainless and galvanized steel showed corrosion staining however no 
significant corrosion was observed.  The aluminum showed no signs of corrosion.  The 
painted steel steps down into the structure showed significant corrosion and in one area the 
step had corroded completely through as seen in Photo 7. 

Primary Clarifier Influent Pump Station 

Significant corrosion staining was observed on the exterior of the pumps and valves as 
shown in Photo 8.  It was also reported by plant operators that some of the valves were 
corroded open, and some were operable, however the internals were significantly corroded 
so that water could pass even when the valve was in the off position. 

Primary Clarifiers 

The concrete surfaces of the primary clarifiers were not lined.  Slightly exposed aggregate 
was observed in some areas, however no significant damage to the structure was observed.  
The concrete at the water line was in good condition.  The water line is typically where the 
concrete damage is the worst.  The weirs were in good condition. 
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The mechanism was not observed since the clarifiers were not drained.  However, it was 
reported by the operators that the mechanism is corroded and the coatings are damaged.  It 
was also reported that the bolts in the center column were recently replaced due to 
corrosion damage.  Significant corrosion was observed on the scum beach and skimmer as 
seen in Photo 9.  It was reported that corrosion perforations in the scum beach are 
frequently found and repaired. 

The handrails and walkway supports appeared to be constructed of painted steel.  The steel 
showed minor signs of corrosion.  Large areas of coating damage were observed over the 
entire structure.  The coatings will require frequent maintenance in order to prolong the life 
of the existing handrails. 

Primary Clarifier Outlet Box 

The primary clarifier outlet box was constructed of concrete and included several pipe 
penetrations.  The concrete was lined, however several areas of lining damage were 
observed as shown in Photo 10.  In general the concrete appears to be in fair condition.  The 
pipe penetrations appear to have been coated after significant corrosion and metal loss had 
occurred.  It appears the coating has prevented further corrosion of the pipe penetrations. 

Primary Clarifier Effluent Pump Station 

The primary clarifier effluent pump station includes the pumps and piping for the sludge 
that is moved to the digesters.  The exterior of all of the pumps and piping are in good 
condition.  Minimal areas of coating damage or corrosion staining were observed as shown 
in Photo 11.  The interior condition of the piping, valves, and pumps are unknown. 

Biofilter 

The biofilter structure has several obvious cracks that appeared to penetrate through the 
concrete wall as shown in Photo 12.  It was reported that water frequently leaks through 
these cracks.  Other than the cracks, the concrete appears to be in fair condition with no 
signs of exposed aggregate.  The amount of cracking is unknown at this time therefore the 
structure in general should be considered failed in condition. 

The water distribution mechanism in the biofilter showed obvious signs of corrosion as 
shown in Photo 13, however the severity of the corrosion could not be observed in detail 
since it was still in operation. 

Secondary Clarifier 

The secondary clarifier was similar in condition to the primary clarifiers.  Similar 
operational and maintenance issues were reported.  Additionally, it was reported that the 
baffle adjacent to the weir was perforated due to corrosion below the waterline. 

The perimeter handrails were constructed of anodized aluminum and were in good 
condition.  The hose bibs and hose racks appeared to be constructed of galvanized steel.  
The galvanizing was corroding however corrosion of the underlying steel was not observed 
as shown in Photo 14. 

Temporary Holding Pond 
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The temporary holding pond is a soil pond as shown in Photo 15.  It was reported that soil 
can get pulled in with the water and therefore requires filters prior to microfiltration. 

Microfiltration Pump Station 

The microfiltration pump station is constructed of lined concrete.  The concrete and lining 
appear to be in good condition with no lining or concrete damage observed as shown in 
Photo 16.  The gates were located under an overhang however appear to be in at least fair 
condition.  No obvious corrosion was observed and no issues were reported. 

The pumps and above ground piping and valves were a combination of coated steel and 
coated ductile iron.  Several large areas of coating damage were observed in this area as 
shown in Photo 17.  At areas of coating damage, significant corrosion had occurred however 
minor metal loss was only observed in a few locations. 

Digesters 

There are two digesters at the plant, a primary and secondary digester.  The primary 
digester consists of a concrete tank with a welded steel fixed cover with a water seal.  The 
secondary digester consists of a concrete tank with a concrete cover with a water seal. 

The primary digester influent and overflow boxes were constructed of lined concrete.  The 
concrete appeared to have some minor damage.  The condition of the interior of the  
concrete tank walls is unknown.  It was reported that the water seal and welded steel cover 
were severely corroded and that plans for replacement were underway. 

The secondary digester lined concrete boxes showed signs of exposed aggregate prior to the 
lining.  The condition of the interior of the concrete walls and roof are unknown.  It was 
reported that repairs were required for the water seal due to severe corrosion. 

Microfiltration 

The microfiltration area consists of the microfiltration structure, a cleaning chemical area, an 
electrical area, and cleaning tank.  The cleaning chemical area and electrical area were 
housed beneath the same shade structure, directly adjacent to the microfiltration structure. 

The FRP cleaning tank appeared to be leaking, as seen in Photo 18, and it was reported that 
the tank bottom had cracked from the alternating pressures associated with the filling and 
draining of the tank. 

The interior of the microfiltration structure could not be observed as it was not drained at 
the site visit. 

The conduit supports, unistruts, electrical boxes, electrical enclosures, and structural steel in 
the chemical cleaning and electrical area were constructed of coated steel.  The components 
closest to the sodium hypochlorite and the microfiltration structure showed significant 
coating damage.  At the areas of coating damage, significant corrosion staining was 
observed however the corrosion appeared to be mostly cosmetic in nature as seen in Photo 
19.  It was reported that during the microfiltration daily cleaning that a strong sodium 
hypochlorite smell overpowers the area surrounding the microfiltration structure. 

 The non-metallic items in this area appear to be in good condition. 
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High TDS Pond 

The early morning flows into the plant generally have the highest TDS.  The early morning 
flows are diverted from the grit removal area to the high TDS pond.  The high TDS pond is a 
soil pond with a concrete pumping vault. 

The concrete of the vault was in good condition with no exposed aggregate observed.  The 
coated steel supports associated with the pump guides were in poor condition.  The coating 
was nearly completed missing and corrosion with minor metal loss was beginning to occur 
as seen in Photo 20.  The coated pumps appeared to be in good condition.  The stainless steel 
guides and sidewalk doors were also in good condition. 

Low TDS Pond 

The low TDS pond is filled with diverted low TDS water throughout the day.  During the 
early morning, when the high TDS water is diverted from the original process train, the low 
TDS pond is used to supply water through the original process train.  The low TDS pond 
was recently reconfigured with a CLSM liner for the sloped walls.  The CLSM was not 
included for the floor of the pond.  The low TDS pond also has a concrete pumping vault. 

The concrete of the vault was in good condition with no exposed aggregate observed, as 
seen in Photo 21.  The coated steel supports associated with the pump guides were in fair 
condition.  The coating was missing in several areas and corrosion was beginning to occur.  
The coated pumps appeared to be in good condition.  The stainless steel guides and 
sidewalk doors were also in good condition. 

High TDS Screenings 

The high TDS screenings consisted of two sets of screeners.  The second set of screeners was 
installed recently and mirrored the original set.  The screeners are stainless steel. 

The screening mechanisms appeared to be in good condition.  The older set of screeners 
showed some corrosion staining however it was cosmetic in nature as seen in Photo 22. 

The walkway and walkway supports surrounding the screeners were constructed of coated 
steel.  The newer screener walkway was in good condition with no coating damage or 
corrosion observed.  The older screener walkway showed multiple small areas of coating 
damage.  At areas of coating damage, significant corrosion and metal loss was observed as 
seen in Photo 23.  Because of the infrequency of coating damage, the walkway was generally 
in fair condition. 

Membranes 

The membranes structure consists of steel tanks with a plastic grating overtop and painted 
steel handrails.  The steel tanks were generally in good condition.  However it was reported 
that the process drains and walkway drains were interconnected.  The result was that 
process water, including chemical cleaning water, would backup the drains and pond near 
the base of the coated steel membrane structure.  As a result significant coating damage and 
corrosion were observed at the base of the tank and nearby buildings as seen in Photo 24. 

The plastic grating was in good condition.  The coated steel handrails were generally in 
good condition with only minor coating damage and corrosion staining observed. 



LAGUNA COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICT (LCSD) WATER RECLAMATION PLANT CONDITION ASSESSMENT 

CONDITION ASSESSMENT.DOC  6 

Membrane Blowers 

The membrane blowers were generally in good condition although significant coating 
damage and corrosion was observed on the exhaust in small isolated areas as seen in Photo 
25.  The cause of this corrosion is unknown. 

Membrane Chemical Building 

The membrane chemical area was constructed of mostly plastic piping, with metallic water 
pumps, coated steel unistruts, pipe supports, floor, electrical boxes, etc. enclosed in a coated 
steel building. 

The non-metallic items were in good condition.  No obvious signs of degradation were 
observed and no issues were reported. 

Similar to the microfiltration chemical area, the coated steel showed corrosion staining over 
the majority of the surfaces.  The floors and supports attached to the floor showed 
significant corrosion with minor metal loss as seen in Photo 26.  It appears the drains can 
backup and cause ponding within the building accelerating corrosion of the floor. 

It appears that some various items were un-coated steel, such as washers and fasteners.  
These un-coated items were corroding over the entire surface and metal loss was beginning 
to occur as seen in Photo 27. 

General Chemical Area 

The main chemical storage area consisted of holding tanks, metering pumps, and a roof 
structure.  The majority of the facility was in good condition.  The coated steel tank anchor 
elbows showed coating damage and corrosion staining as seen in Photo 28.  No metal loss 
was observed as of yet. 

Reverse Osmosis 

The RO units appeared to be in good condition.  The stainless steel piping and coated steel 
support structure were in good condition as well as the prefabricated building.  The 
stainless steel piping showed corrosion staining in some areas, however, the staining was 
cosmetic in nature as seen in Photo 29.  The condition inside of the stainless steel piping is 
unknown. 

Ultra Violet 

The UV treatment consisted of UV lights inline with abovegrade piping.  The exterior of the 
piping and UV units were in good condition.  The condition inside of the piping and UV 
units is unknown. 

Final Pond 

The final storage pond is a soil pond.  It was reported that this pond will be replaced with a 
large diameter abovegrade concrete storage tank to minimize soil entering the finished 
water. 

Plant Effluent Pump Station 
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The effluent pump station consists of abovegrade coated steel piping and coated pumps.  
The exterior of the piping and pumps are in good condition with only small areas of coating 
damage and corrosion staining as seen in Photo 30.  No issues were reported on the 
operation of the pumps, however, the condition inside the piping and pumps is unknown. 

Shop Building 

Corrosion of the galvanized steel roof of the shop building was observed as seen in Photo 
31.  It was reported by operations staff that the roof leaks during periods of rain and 
prevents use of the shop. 

Vehicle Wash Building 

Minor corrosion of the galvanized steel roof was observed however, there were no reports 
of leaking. 
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Appendix B 
Photos of Wastewater Treatment Reclamation Plant 
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Appendix C 
Photos of Wastewater Treatment Reclamation Plant Electrical 

System 
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1.0 Objectives 

Laguna County Sanitation District (LCSD or District) is conducting a “Facilities and 
Financial Master Plan” for LCSD wastewater reclamation plant (WWRP). The objectives of 
the master plan are to define future wastewater flows and loads, project future treatment 
requirements, establish expansion needs, identify viable liquid and solids treatment 
alternatives, and develop a plan for implementation. Future wastewater flows and loads as 
well as treatment requirements were defined in Technical Memorandum 1 (TM 1) “LCSD 
Facilities and Financial Master Plan-Background Information.”   

Objectives of this Technical Memorandum (TM 3) are to identify and screen potential liquid 
and solids treatment alternatives and short list up to six treatment alternatives based on 
nonmonetary criteria. In TM 4, the short-listed treatment alternatives will then be evaluated 
in a 20-year life cycle cost basis to identify the treatment alternatives that exhibit the highest 
benefit to cost ratios. 
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2.0 Background  

2.1 Brief Description of Plant Facilities 
LCSD owns and operates a WWRP, located at 3500 Black Road in Santa Maria, California.  
Currently, the WWRP serves the community of Orcutt, portions of unincorporated southern 
Santa Maria, and portions of the city of Santa Maria in North Santa Barbara County, 
California.  Wastewater is generated primarily from domestic sources with minor 
contributions from commercial establishments. The WWRP site layout is provided in 
Figure 2-1, showing the existing treatment units and the available site for the future 
expansion. Figure 2-1 indicates that there is sufficient land for future expansion.  

The initial WWRP was built in 1959. The initial capacity was 1.6 million gallons per day 
(mgd). The WWRP capacity was increased to 2.4 mgd in 1974 and further to 3.2 mgd in 
1986. The WWRP treated wastewater to undisinfected secondary treatment levels, which 
was stored in holding ponds onsite before being pumped to site and offsite locations for 
spray irrigation on surrounding pasture1. In 2004, LCSD constructed upgrades to the 
reclamation plant to address water quality issues, including total dissolved solids (TDS), 
sodium, and chloride. With the completion of the 2004 upgrades and expansion, the WWRP 
had capability to produce 3.7 mgd of Title 22 disinfected tertiary recycled water for 
unrestricted reuse. The 2004 expansion also included a new 0.5-mgd treatment train to treat 
the high TDS wastewater produced by the nightly regeneration of water softeners.  

The WWRP currently treats an average flow of 2.0 mgd. Wastewater flows enter into the 
facility headworks, which consists of screening and grit removal, before being directed to 
one of the two treatment trains: a high-TDS or low-TDS train. The 3.2-mgd low-TDS train 
consists of a step screen, low-TDS flow equalization pond, two primary clarifiers, a biofilter 
(trickling filter), a secondary clarifier, a flow equalization basin, strainer (1-millimeter 
[mm]), and Zenon ZeeWeed® ultrafiltration units. The 0.5-mgd high-TDS train consists of a 
rotary drum screen (1 mm), high-TDS flow equalization pond and associated pump, the 
Zenon Zenogem® membrane bioreactor (MBR), and a reverse osmosis (RO) systems (four 
units with three units in use). RO concentrate is conveyed to a U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA) Class 2 nonhazardous injection well via gravity.  
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11959 to 1973 – Irrigation to sugar beets. Winter flows chlorinated and discharged to Brown Ditch and Santa Maria River 
1973 to 1980’s – Irrigation to sugar beets. Winter storage with reservoirs and ponds. 
1980’s to 2004 – Irrigation to cattle pasture and winter storage in reservoirs and ponds 
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The high- and low-TDS treatment trains rejoin before the ultraviolet (UV) disinfection 
system, and their combined flow is then stored in the recycled water forebay (to be replaced 
with a storage tank in 2009) before being pumped into the recycled water distribution 
system (RWDS) or to the recycled water upper storage reservoir if demand is low. Design 
criteria and condition review for the existing facilities were previously summarized in 
TMs 1 and 2, respectively.  

Current offsite users include agricultural users, and a landscape irrigation project is 
proposed in Fiscal Year (FY) 2009-2010. Water not used on demand is stored in the main 
reservoir or lower storage ponds. The stored water is used on beet cattle pasture. Higher 
agricultural uses would require additional treatment such as re-disinfection of stored water.  

The sludge generated from the primary and secondary clarifiers is digested in anaerobic 
digesters and dewatered in solar sludge drying beds. The dewatered biosolids are hauled offsite 
to a private composting facility. The process flow schematic of the plant is given in Figure 2-2. 

Although capacity of the existing plant is adequate to treat current flows and increased 
flows that will occur next 3 to 5 years, the majority of unit treatment processes such as 
headworks, trickling filter and MBR facilities is old and needs replacement. In addition, key 
treatment processes including the trickling filter and the secondary clarifier have no 
redundant units, which reduce the operational flexibility and reliability of the plant. 
Existing sludge drying beds are not lined. However, if these facilities need to remain in 
service, LCSD is considering lining the drying beds to protect groundwater quality. 
Utilizing existing infrastructure for upgrade may offer cost savings on capital investment. 
Site visit findings indicate that few process units including the primary clarifiers, UV 
disinfection, and anaerobic digestion facilities are in good condition. Therefore, in this TM, 
consideration is given to the use of available infrastructure as part of screening and selection 
of treatment alternatives. 
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FIGURE 2-1 
LCSD WWRP Site Layout  
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FIGURE 2-2 
LCSD WWRP Process Flow Schematic  

 

2.2 Evaluation Boundaries 
It is imperative that the project boundaries are defined and key assumptions are made 
before starting screening of the treatment alternatives. The key components of the project 
boundaries include raw wastewater characterization (i.e., flows, water quality, and peaking 
factors) and discharge requirements for treated wastewater for the WWRP current and 
anticipated future operating conditions.  

2.2.1 Raw Wastewater Characterization 
The WWRP current flows and peaking factors are presented in Table 2-1. Assumptions 
made in the absence of historic flow monitoring data to account for design flow conditions 
are presented in the bottom of Table 2-1.  
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TABLE 2-1 
WWRP Current Flows and Estimated Peaking Factors 
Parameter Value 

Average Dry Weather Flow, mgd 1.78 

Average Wet Weather Flow, mgd 2.07 

Average Annual Flow, mgd  1.90a 

Peak Dry Weather Flow (1hr duration), mgd 3.44 

Peak Wet Weather Flow (1 hr duration), mgd 4.27 

Instantaneous Peak Flow (5- to 15-minute duration Interval) 4.40 

Maximum Monthly Flow to Average Dry Weather Flow Ratio 1.10b 

Peak Dry Weather to Average Dry Weather Flow Ratio 1.93 

Peak Wet Weather to Average Dry Weather Flow Ratio 2.40 
a Estimated taking the weighted average of the average dry and wet flows. Estimation assumed 5 months of wet season and 7 
months of dry season. 
b Values typically vary between 1.10 and 1.20 for WWTPs treating domestic sewage. A value of 1.10 was assumed for the 
purpose of this study. Design practices generally use maximum monthly flow to size primary and secondary treatment systems 
(i.e., primary clarifiers, activated sludge basins, trickling filters, secondary clarifiers). 

 

The projected future (2030) average annual flow rate for WWRP is 5.0 mgd according to 
TM 1. The peaking factors presented in Table 2-1 were then applied to the future average 
flow of 5.0 mgd to estimate the planning values for the Year 2030 maximum month, peak 
dry, and wet weather flow rates.  The estimated future flow rates are presented in Table 2-2.  

TABLE 2-2 
WWRP Projected Year 2030 Flow Rates 
Parameter Value 

Average Annual Flow, mgd  5.00 

Maximum Monthly Flow, mgd 5.50 

Peak Dry Weather Flow (1-hr duration), mgd 9.65 

Peak Wet Weather Flow (1-hr duration), mgd 12.0 

 

Following headworks, wet weather flows and peak diurnal flows and loads are dampened 
by the onsite flow equalization ponds (low- and high-TDS ponds). The primary, secondary, 
and tertiary treatment facilities of WWRP are not currently exposed to diurnal flows and 
loads, which would ordinarily stress the treatment facilities. This offers operational 
flexibility and substantial savings on power cost. For this reason, consideration is given for 
using existing flow equalization basins in the plant expansion.  

Table 2-3 presents average concentrations of key wastewater constituents in WWRP influent 
for current operation conditions. Raw wastewater is predominantly domestic, and the 
planning studies summarized in TM 1 indicate that the WWRP will continue to treat domestic 
sewage in the future. With the exception of TDS, concentration of constituents in WWRP 
influent was assumed to remain the same for the current and future WWRP scenarios. WWRP 
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currently receives low- and high-TDS streams and treats them in separate treatment trains. 
Regeneration of residential water softeners contributes to the high-TDS stream. 

TABLE 2-3 
WWRP Current Raw Sewage Quality 

Constituent Concentration 

Five-Day Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD5), mg/L 232 

Total Suspended Solids (TSS), mg/L 210 

Ammonia-N, mg/L 29 

Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen (TKN), mg/L 42 

Average Low Total Dissolved Solids (TDS), mg/L 767 

Average High TDS, mg/L 1,758 

Combined TDS, mg/L 910 

 

At the early stage of the project, the following high-TDS scenarios were considered for the 
evaluation.  

Scenario 1 
Assumes that water-softening ordinances will not be implemented, with new connections 
adding to the high-TDS stream at the same rate as received today. It simply assumes that the 
WWRP will receive high TDS as in the current period (5:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m.) but with an 
increased flow. WWRP will continue to receive both low-TDS and high-TDS streams at the 
flow and concentrations presented in Table 2-4. Under this condition, some additional MBR 
and RO treatment is required to meet the Water Discharge Requirements (WDR) TDS 
requirement.  

Scenario 2 
Assumes that water-softening ordinances will be implemented for the new connections and 
that the WWRP will continue to treat high-TDS flows up to the existing capacity of 0.5 mgd. 
While the WDR TDS requirement can be satisfied without additional RO treatment, the 
stringent chloride limit may require additional RO treatment under this condition. A mass 
balance for chloride needs to be performed to accurately determine if additional RO 
treatment is actually needed.  Based on flow and TDS contributions of low- and high-TDS 
stream, it is expected that the current RO system with four RO units can provide adequate 
treatment for chloride.  

Scenario 3 
Assumes that all high-TDS discharges from water softeners are eliminated, and future TDS 
concentration will be equivalent to the current low-TDS concentration. With the elimination 
of the regenerative type water softeners, there will no longer be a high-TDS stream. While 
the WDR TDS requirement can be satisfied without additional RO treatment, the stringent 
chloride limit may require some RO treatment under this condition. A mass balance for 
chloride needs to be performed to accurately determine if additional RO treatment is 
actually needed. Based on flow and TDS contributions of low- and high-TDS streams, it is 
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expected that the current RO system with four RO units can provide adequate treatment for 
chloride.  

TABLE 2-4 
Future High-TDS Stream Scenarios 

Constituent Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 

High-TDS Stream Flow Rate, mgd 0.76 0.50 0 

Average High TDS, mg/L 1,758 1,758 N/A 

Is the Existing RO Facility Sufficient to Handle 
Increased TDS and Chloride Load? 

No. Additional 
RO units (trains) 

should be 
added 

Yes (the fourth 
RO unit may be 

brought in 
service) 

Yes (the fourth 
RO unit may be 

brought in 
service) 

N/A: not applicable 

As the project proceeds, LCSD indicated that the District is not expecting additional 
high-TDS flows from the new connections while expecting that the WRP will continue to 
receive high-TDS stream from the existing connections, thereby suggesting that only 
Scenario 2 is closely simulating future high-TDS flows. In addition, LCSD indicated that the 
City of Santa Maria is planning to divert a high-TDS flow of approximately 62,000 gallons 
per day to the WRP following completion of new headworks at the WRP.  This will increase 
future high-TDS flow to approximately 0.6 mgd and will require expansion of the existing 
MBR facility and necessitate bringing the fourth RO unit in service.  

2.2.2 Effluent Water Quality Requirements 
The treated effluent of WWRP should meet the WDRs and Title 22 all-purpose reuse water 
quality criteria presented in Table 2-5.  

TABLE 2-5 

WWRP Effluent Water Quality Requirements 

Parameter Requirement 

Turbidity Not to exceed 0.2 NTU more than 5 percent of the time during a 24-hour period 

Less than 0.5 NTU at all times 

Total Coliform  2.2 MPN per 100 mL per sample, median reading not to exceed over any 7-day 
continuous period 

23 MPN per 100 mL per sample, not to occur more than once within 30 days 

Biochemical Oxygen 
Demand (BOD5) 

10 mg/L   (12-month running average) 

25 mg/L    (Maximum) 

Total Suspended Solids 10 mg/L   (12-month running average)  

25 mg/L    (Maximum) 

BOD5 10 mg/L   (12-month running average)  

25 mg/L    (Maximum) 

Settleable Solids 0.1 mg/L   (Maximum) 

Oil and Grease 1 mg/L (12-month running average) 
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TABLE 2-5 

WWRP Effluent Water Quality Requirements 

Parameter Requirement 

5 mg/L (maximum) 

Dissolved Oxygen (DO) ≥ 2 mg/L 

Dissolved Sulfide ≤ 0.1 mg/L 

Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) 900 mg/L (12-month running average) 

Sodium 180 mg/L   (12-month running means) 

Chloride 150 mg/L   (12-month running means) 

Sulfate 300 mg/L   (12-month running means) 

Boron 0.5 mg/L    (12-month running means) 

Notes:  
NTU = __________________ 
MPN = most probable number  
mL = milliliter  
mg/L = milligrams per liter  
 

California Department of Public Health (CDPH) is continuously reviewing the ongoing 
research on disinfection by-products (DBPs) and emerging contaminants that can be found 
in wastewaters. The most recent CDPH Ground Water Recharge (GWR) regulations set an 
action limit of 10 nanograms per liter (ng/L) for nitrosodimethylamine (NDMA) and 
recommended monitoring of up to 25 emerging contaminants in GWR projects. Although 
these compounds are yet to be regulated, some or all monitored contaminants will more 
likely be regulated in the future, thereby indicating that treatment plants should be 
designed in flexibility where  advanced treatment facilities can easily be coupled with the 
secondary treatment facilities to meet stringent future water quality requirements. 
Therefore, future plant expansion should consider treatment options, or sufficient flexibility 
to meet more stringent future discharge regulations. In addition, full-scale operation and 
pilot testing studies indicate that the performance of tertiary filtration technologies (i.e., 
membrane filtration, cloth media filtration) is primarily dependent on the secondary 
treatment provided prior to filtration. The studies show that trickling filters and 
conventional activated sludge systems operated at very short solids retention times (SRTs) 
(non-nitrifying mode, SRT of 2 days or less) cause significant fouling problems on the 
tertiary filters, which reduce productivity, increase cleaning requirement and filtration 
downtimes, and in some instances increase chemical consumption and replacement 
frequency of filtration apparatus (i.e., membrane filtration). The WWRP currently employs a 
submerged membrane filtration system, which is inherently subjected to the increased 
fouling because of the limited degree of treatment provided by the biofilter.  

For the foregoing reasons, any activated sludge systems (i.e., conventional activated sludge 
system, MBR) will provide an SRT of no less than 5 days to allow biodegradation of slowly 
biodegradable compounds.   
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2.3 Redundancy and Reliability Requirements 
Existing secondary treatment unit processes including trickling filter, secondary clarifier, 
and anaerobic digester do not have redundant units such as at least one or more processes 
with similar functions in standby. This significantly reduces plant reliability. In this 
evaluation, the firm operating capacity will be established considering one process unit out 
of service while satisfying all the target water quality and permit limits. 

2.3.1 Plant Operation and Net Present Value Components 
The WWRP is currently operated 10 hours a day and 7 days a week. This operating scheme 
will be considered for sizing and costing solids handling facilities.  

Cost estimates of the net present value (NPV) of the technology alternatives will be 
developed by obtaining budgetary-level equipment costs from equipment suppliers and 
calculating facility costs using CH2M HILL’s proven cost estimating methodology (CPES) 
for projects of similar type and size.   

The cost estimates developed for this analysis provide a relative comparison of the 
treatment alternatives and are considered “order-of-magnitude” estimates. An 
order-of-magnitude cost estimate is defined as “an approximate estimate made without 
detailed engineering data.” The Association for the Advancement of Cost Engineering 
(AACE) International defines order-of-magnitude costs as Class 5 cost estimates without 
detailed engineering data. Examples of order-of-magnitude costs include:  (1) an estimate 
from cost capacity curves, (2) an estimate using scale-up or scale-down factors, and (3) an 
approximate ratio estimate. The estimates shown, and any resulting conclusions on project 
financial or economic feasibility or funding requirements, have been prepared to guide 
project evaluation and implementation from the information available at the time of the cost 
estimation. The expected accuracy ranges for a Class 5 cost estimate are –15 to –30 percent 
on the low side and +20 to +50 percent on the high side. The final costs of the project and 
resulting feasibility will depend on actual labor and material costs, competitive market 
conditions, actual site conditions, final project scope, implementation schedule, continuity of 
personnel and engineering, and other variable factors.  

Capital cost reflects construction costs for the facilities and does not include engineering and 
design or legal fees. The following markups and contingencies (as an additional percentage 
of the construction cost amount) were included in the facility costs: 

 Mobilization: 10% 
 Bond/Permits and Insurance: 3.5% 
 Contractors Overheads: 15% 
 Contractor Profit: 8% 
 Project Contingency: 25% 

The chemical, energy, and sludge disposal costs obtained from LCSD and presented in 
Table 2-6 will be used for comparing treatment alternatives in a 20-year life cycle cost (LCC) 
basis at 6 percent discount rate. LCC is the total cost of ownership of equipment and 
technology, including its cost of acquisition, operation and maintenance, and decommission. 
It takes into account the costs associated with consumables (chemicals, energy); part 
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replacement (i.e., membrane replacement, cloth media replacement); and labor and is a very 
effective and unbiased method to choose the most cost-effective alternative from a series of 
alternatives.  Once most effective technologies are identified, a detailed economic evaluation 
will be performed in a forthcoming TM (TM 4).  

TABLE 2-6 
The WRRP Current Electricity, Chemical, and Sludge Disposal Costs 

Item Unit Cost 

Electricity Cost, $/kWh 0.15a 

Sodium Hypochlorite (12.5%), $/gal 1.41 

Citric Acid (50%), $/gal 5.99 

Sodium Bisulfite (25%), $/gal 2.25 

Sodium Hydroxide (25%), $/gal 2.38 

Sulfuric Acid (93%), $/gal 3.75 

Aqueous Ammonia (25%), $/gal 2.97 

Antisclant, $/gal 41.2 

Ferric Chloride (39-44%), $/gal 1.63 

Salt, $/ton 65 

Salt Transportation, $/trip 731 

Biosoilds Disposal Cost, $/wet ton 39.5 

Labor Cost, $/hour 60b 

aElectricity unit cost of $0.15/kiloWatt hour (kWh) was assumed to accommodate increased 
electricity cost before project implementation 
bGrade III level operator hourly salary including the fringe benefits 
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3.0 Evaluation of Treatment Technologies 

3.1 Liquid Treatment Technologies for Secondary Treatment 
Liquid treatment technologies for secondary treatment include:   

 Trickling Filters (Baseline) 
 Conventional activated sludge (CAS)  
 Oxidation ditch  
 Membrane bioreactor  

All four technologies are proven and commonly used in wastewater treatment applications.  

3.1.1 Trickling Filters  
Trickling filters or biotowers are the most commonly utilized attached growth systems; and 
with proper design, they can produce stabilized effluent that would be conducive to Title 22 
use with tertiary filtration followed with disinfection. Trickling filters are relatively simple 
to operate, but the trickling filter may not always produce a consistent water quality.  
Relatively high BOD of the wastewater makes the nitrification process complicated, 
requiring a separate treatment stage for ammonia removal, if needed. This can be achieved 
by incorporating a “solids contactor,” which is a small activated sludge basin.  It also 
requires managed organic loading to the filters and periodic treatment for snail control. 
Secondary clarifiers are used for solids-liquid separation. A process schematic of a typical 
trickling filter/solids contact (TF/SC) system is shown in Figure 3-1.   

FIGURE 3-1 
Process Flow Schematic of a Trickling Filter with Solids Contactor 
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At WWRP, the existing trickling filter is shallow (only 3 feet deep) and was designed for 
BOD removal and does not include aeration and re-aeration basins presented in Figure 3-1.  

Depending on the effluent nitrogen concentration requirements, additional facilities such as 
additional activated sludge tanks or biologically active filters with external carbon addition 
(e.g., methanol) are required to achieve denitrification and removal of nitrogen. The major 
advantage of trickling filters over suspended growth systems is the ability of trickling filters 
to handle high flow peaks and shock loadings. They are more resilient to biomass washout 
with biomass being retained on filter media. Trickling filter in this evaluation represents the 
baseline condition, and advantages and disadvantages of other treatment technologies are 
discussed relative to the trickling filters. 

3.1.1.1 3.1.2 Conventional Activated Sludge 
The CAS system is a biological treatment process that involves the conversion of organic 
matter and/or other constituents in wastewater to cell tissue and final products (i.e., carbon 
dioxide, water) by a large mass of microorganisms maintained in suspension by mixing and 
aeration. The microorganisms form flocculent particles that are separated from the process 
effluent using secondary clarifiers and subsequently returned to the front end of the 
aeration basin or wasted. They are typically designed to remove biochemical oxygen 
demand (BOD) and suspended solids and for nitrification, but can easily be modified for 
nitrogen and phosphorus removal. A process flow schematic of a CAS system designed to 
achieve BOD and nitrogen removal is presented in Figure 3-2.  

FIGURE 3-2 
Process Flow Schematic of a CAS for BOD and Nitrogen Removal 

Mixed Liquor (Nitrate) Recycle

Influent Effluent

Return Activated Sludge (RAS)

Waste Activated
Sludge
(WAS)

Aerobic ZoneAnoxic
Zone

Secondary
Clarifier

 

CAS is commonly used for domestic strength wastewater treatment.  The level of treatment 
provided can be adjusted based on the oxygenation capacity provided in the treatment 
basins. For Title 22 recycled water production, tertiary filtration and disinfection facilities 
need to be included after the activated sludge treatment.  
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Advantages of CAS systems over trickling filters are: 

 Adaptable to many operating schemes including selector design, step feed, and 
anoxic/aerobic processes, with flexibility to meet various treatment goals 

 Depending on the configuration, can achieve low nutrient concentration levels 

 Better sludge settling characteristics with lesser fine particles than trickling filter 

 Provides better overall treatment than trickling filters including BOD, emerging 
contaminants 

 Better coupled with advanced treatment technologies than trickling filter 

Disadvantages of CAS systems over trickling filters are: 

 Higher energy cost as result of aeration, which can be comparable when trickling filters 
with post-denitrification facilities are considered 

 Process performance can be more susceptible to shock loads and flow peaks  

3.1.2 Oxidation Ditch Activated Sludge System 
The oxidation ditch consists of a ring or oval-shaped channel equipped with mechanical 
aeration (e.g., mixers or brush aerators). Screened wastewater enters the channel and is 
combined with the return activated sludge as shown in Figure 3-3. This process produces a 
stabilized effluent that is conducive to Title 22 use with tertiary filtration followed with 
disinfection. 

FIGURE 3-3 
Process Flow Schematic of an Oxidation Ditch Activated Sludge Systems 
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The tank configuration and mixing devices promote unidirectional channel flow. Energy 
used for aeration is sufficient enough to provide mixing in a system with relatively high 
hydraulic retention time. The mixing energy is needed to keep the solids in suspension and 
to create sufficient flow velocity in the channel to keep the mixed liquor moving through the 
reactor. As the wastewater leaves the aeration zone, dissolved oxygen (DO) concentration 
decreases and denitrification may occur. External or, in some cases, intra-channel clarifiers 
are used. The oxidation ditch is designed for and operated at relatively high SRT, which can 
remove slowly biodegradable organic material and reduce sludge production.  

Advantages of oxidation ditch systems over trickling filters are: 

 Depending on the configuration, can achieve low nutrient concentration levels 

 Better sludge settling and dewatering characteristics than trickling filter 

 Provides better overall treatment than trickling filters including BOD, emerging 
contaminants 

 Better coupled with advanced treatment technologies than trickling filter 

 Well stabilized sludge; lower biosolids production  

Disadvantages of oxidation ditch systems over trickling filters are: 

 Larger space requirement  

 Possible low food to microorganism sludge bulking  

 Proprietary requirement for some oxidation ditch process configurations; license fees 
may be required 

 Requires more energy than trickling filters or CAS 

 More difficult plant phasing   

3.1.3 Membrane Bioreactors 
MBRs combine activated sludge biological treatment with an integrated membrane filtration 
system to provide enhanced organics stabilization and suspended solids removal. MBR uses 
a low-pressure membrane filtration system (e.g., microfiltration or ultrafiltration) and 
eliminates the need for secondary clarifiers and tertiary filtration for solid-liquid separation. 
With the membrane units forming a “barrier” for separation of solids and liquids, MBR 
systems are designed to operate at mixed liquor suspended solids (MLSS) concentrations as 
high as 8,000 to 10,000 milligrams per liter (mg/L), resulting in a much smaller aeration tank 
volume requirement compared to CAS systems.  No additional treatment units are needed 
other than disinfection for Title 22 water production.  Elimination of secondary clarifiers 
and tertiary filters significantly reduces the overall footprint of the facility.  

Membrane bioreactors come in several different configurations including: 

 External pressure-driven membranes, manufactured commonly in a tubular 
configuration and are referred to as external MBRs  
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 Integrated submerged membranes (membranes submersed into the aeration basin) 

 External submerged membranes (membranes submerged into the external membrane 
tank and receive mixed liquor from the aeration tank) 

 External submerged rotating membranes (rotating membranes submerged into the 
external membrane tank and receive wastewater from the aeration tank) 

Although external pressure-driven membranes have gained attention recently, the most 
commonly used configuration is the external submerged membranes. In external submerged 
systems, membranes are subjected to a vacuum that draws product water (permeate) 
through the membrane while retaining solids in the membrane separation tank. To clean the 
exterior of the membranes, air is introduced below the membranes. As the air bubbles rise to 
the surface, they scour the membrane surface; and solids are returned to the mixed liquor. 
Figure 3-4 presents a typical process schematic of an MBR system.  

FIGURE 3-4 
Process Flow Schematic of an MBR  

 

Advantages of MBR systems over trickling filters are: 

 Superior effluent quality compared to trickling filters (i.e., TSS<1.0 mg/L, 
BOD<5 mg/L).  

 MBR combines secondary treatment and tertiary filtration together and does not require 
additional tertiary filtration.   

 Effective for removing of certain emerging contaminants. 

 Reliable performance, not impacted by most influent water quality fluctuations.  

 Small footprint, eliminating secondary clarifiers and tertiary filtration facilities.  

 Modular design allowing staged implementation. 

 Simultaneous nitrification-denitrification achievable through process control. 

 Better coupled with advanced treatment technologies than trickling filter. 
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 Well-stabilized sludge; low biosolids production. 

Disadvantages of MBR systems over TFS are: 

 Higher energy requirements due to membrane operation compared to trickling filters 
and CAS 

 Membrane fouling that can affect the ability to treat design flows if membranes are not 
properly maintained 

Comparison of secondary treatment technology alternatives is summarized in Table 3-1. 

TABLE 3-1 
Comparison of Secondary Treatment Technologies 

Process 

Design and 
Performance  

Characteristics Advantages Disadvantages 
Trickling 
Filters 

Typical Organic Loading 
Rate –  

BOD Removal – 
80-85 percent 

Baseline 

CAS Typical SRT – 3 to 10 
days 

BOD Removal – 
85-95 percent 

Flexible operation; adaptable to 
many operating schemes  

Achieves low nutrient concentration 
levels 

Better sludge settling and 
dewatering characteristics  

Better overall treatment than TFs 
including BOD, emerging 
contaminants 

Better suited with advanced 
treatment technologies  

Relatively large footprint 
and tankage requirements  

Higher energy cost 

Process performance more 
susceptible to shock loads 
and flow peaks  

 

Oxidation 
Ditch 

Typical SRT – 10 to 25 
days 

BOD Removal – 
90-98 percent 

Achieve low nutrient concentration 
levels 

Better sludge settling and 
dewatering characteristics  

Better overall treatment than TFs 
including BOD, emerging 
contaminants 

Better suited with advanced 
treatment technologies  

Well stabilized sludge; low biosolids 
production 

Much more complex than 
conventional 

Higher energy input than 
TF or CAS to obtain 
treatment 

Larger footprint  

More difficult to phase, 
especially at lower flow 
capacity  
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TABLE 3-1 
Comparison of Secondary Treatment Technologies 

Process 

Design and 
Performance  

Characteristics Advantages Disadvantages 
MBR Typical SRT – 8 to 15 

days 

BOD Removal – 
90-98 percent 

Superior effluent quality compared 
to TFs (i.e., TSS<1.0 mg/L, BOD<5 
mg/L)  

Effective for removing of certain 
emerging contaminants 

Reliable performance, not impacted 
by most influent water quality 
fluctuations.  

Small footprint; eliminates 
secondary clarifiers and tertiary 
filtration facilities 

Modular design; allows staged 
implementation 

Simultaneous nitrification-
denitrification achievable  

Better coupled with advanced 
treatment technologies than trickling 
filter 

Well stabilized sludge; low biosolids 
production 

Higher energy 
requirements due to 
membrane operation 
compared to TFs and other 
activated sludge 
alternatives 

Membrane fouling that can 
affect the ability to treat 
design flows if membranes 
are not properly maintained 

 

3.2 Tertiary Filtration Technologies 
Nearly a dozen of the tertiary filtration technologies have Title 22 approval for reuse 
applications. The most commonly used filtration technologies in wastewater treatment 
include:  

 Membrane Filtration 
 Depth Filtration  
 Surface Filtration 

WWRP currently uses membrane filtration technology for treating low- and high-TDS 
treatment streams.  These three filtration categories are further evaluated below. 

3.2.1 Membrane Filtration 
Microfiltration (MF) and ultrafiltration (UF) are the low-pressure membrane filtration 
processes (that is, typical operating pressures range from 3 to 40 pounds per square inch 
[psi]) that are used to remove particulate and microbial contaminants, including turbidity, 
Giardia, and Cryptosporidium. MF/UF technologies that are commercially available in North 
America for municipal reuse applications can be divided into two broad categories based on 
which side of the membrane the driving force for filtration is applied: (1) Pressurized 
(pressure applied to the feed side) or (2) Immersed or submerged (vacuum applied to the 
permeate side). 
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In both types of systems, membrane fibers are bundled in groups of several thousand and 
potted in a resin on both ends to form a module, with tens to hundreds of modules coupled 
together to form a system. With the pressurized type, the modules are housed in a pressure 
vessel or the vessel is integral to the module. Feedwater is pressurized and applied to the 
feed side of the membranes in the module. Typical operating pressures range from 3 to 
40 psi depending on specific product operating conditions. Figure 3-5 shows schematic of a 
typical submerged membrane filtration system.  

FIGURE 3-5. 
Schematic of a Typical Submerged Membrane Filtration System 

 

As constituents accumulate on the membranes, modules need to be backwashed or cleaned 
chemically to prevent membrane fouling. Although membrane filtration is an 
energy-intensive process, it is increasingly employed in water and wastewater treatment 
and very effective in removing particulate material, turbidity, and pathogens.  A high 
degree of removal for these compounds is then achieved in a small footprint, which 
typically justifies the cost of energy. Depending upon cleaning intervals, membranes need to 
be replaced every 5 to 7 years. Although membrane replacement cost is not as high as power 
cost, membrane replacement costs are the key portion of the operations and maintenance 
(O&M) cost.    

Membrane filtration, herein, reflects the baseline conditions; and the advantages and 
disadvantages of other technologies are presented relative to membrane filtration.  
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3.2.2 Depth Filtration 
Depth filtration is one of the most common methods used for filtration of effluents from 
treatment processes, especially in water reuse applications. The four types of depth filters 
used most commonly for wastewater filtration are: 

 Conventional down flow filters (mono, dual, and multi-media) 
 Deep-bed down flow filters 
 Deep-bed upflow continuous backwash filters (e.g., DynaSand) 
 Traveling bridge filters  

Filters that must be taken off-line periodically for backwash are classified as 
semi-continuous filters, whereas filters in which backwash and filtration operation occurs 
simultaneously are classified as continuous filters.  

3.2.2.1 Conventional Down Flow Filters 
Flow containing suspended matter is applied to the top of the filter bed. Single, dual, and 
multi-medium filter materials can be used. Sand and/or anthracite are the most common 
types used for reuse applications. Head loss buildup occurs as the filtration takes place, and 
the system must be backwashed routinely one filter cell at a time. They are semi-continuous 
filters and are approved for Title 22 applications by the CDPH.  

3.2.2.2 Deep-bed Down Flow Filters 
The deep-bed filters are similar to conventional filters with the exception that the filter 
medium depth and the size of filtering medium are grater than those values in conventional 
filters. Because of greater depth and larger medium size, more solids can be stored within 
the filter bed; and the filter run length can be extended. The maximum depth of filter 
medium depends on the ability to backwash the filter. These filters are not generally 
fluidized completely during backwash, thereby requiring air scour plus water for effective 
cleaning. They are also semi-continuous filters and are approved for Title 22 applications by 
CDPH.  

3.2.2.3 Deep-bed Upflow Continuous Backwash Filters 
Deep-bed upflow continuous backwash filters, such as the DynaSand filter, require the 
chemically preconditioned wastewater to be introduced from the bottom of the filter where 
it flows upward through a series of riser tubes and is distributed evenly into the sand bed 
through the open bottom of an inlet distribution hood. The water flows upward through the 
downward-moving sand. Clean filtrate exits from the sand bed, overflows to a weir, and is 
discharged from the filter. Sand and trapped solids are drawn downward at the same 
elevation into the suction of an airlift pipe that is in the center of the filter. Compressed air is 
introduced to the bottom of the airlift to uplift sand and solids containing water. It is 
possible to get sand blowoff in the effluent, which can impact the downstream disinfection. 
California DynaSand examples include Sausalito-Marin City Sanitary District and City of 
Corona. A picture of a DynaSand facility is presented in Figure 3-6.  
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FIGURE 3-6 
Picture of a DynaSand Facility 

 
 

3.2.2.4 Traveling Bridge Automatic Backwash Filters  
The travelling bridge Automatic Backwash Filters (ABF) are continuous down flow, 
automatic backwash, low head, and granular medium depth filter. The filter bed is 
horizontally divided into long independent cells that treat the wastewater as it flows 
through them by gravity. A traveling bridge assembly is used to backwash each cell 
individually while other cells remain in service. Water used for backwashing is pumped 
directly from clearwell plenum up through the medium and deposited in a backwash 
trough. Because the backwashing is performed on an “as-needed” basis, the backwash cycle 
is termed semi-continuous. Traveling bridge filters have Title 22 approval. Examples of 
California applications include Sacramento County, Sepulveda Water Reclamation, Folsom 
WWTP, Victor Valley WWRP, LA City-Tillman WRP, and Shasta Lake WWTP.  

Conventional down flow filtration and DynaSand have more applications than the other 
two depth filtration options. Therefore, this evaluation only considered conventional deep 
bed filters and DynaSand.  

3.2.3 Surface Filtration 
Surface filtration involves the removal of suspended materials by mechanical sieving by 
passing the liquid through a thin septum. Filter materials include cloth fabrics, woven metal 
fabrics, and a variety of synthetic materials. The two common types of systems used in 
water reuse applications with Title 22 approval are the cloth media filter and Discfilter; they 
are the older of the surface filtration systems currently available with Title 22 approval.  



TREATMENT ALTERNATIVES SCREENING AND SHORT-LISTING OF TREATMENT ALTERNATIVES 

GEN050410064106SCO/101270001 3-11 

3.2.3.1 Cloth Media Filter  
The Cloth Media Filter (CMF) is the trademark of AquaDisk by Aqua-Aerobic Systems. The 
system is typically arranged as vertical disks in concrete or fabricated steel or stainless-steel 
tanks. The system is outside-in fed, and is designed to backwash automatically based upon 
water differential while maintaining continuous filtration during backwash. Each disk is 
made up of six pie-shaped sections that are mounted vertically to a common center tube, 
which conveys filtered effluent from the tank. This vertical media orientation allows for a 
large amount of filter area in a very small footprint (up to 75 percent less than typical 
filters). The filter is completely static during filtration with the disks only rotating during the 
backwash process. Typical backwash is less than 2 to 3 percent, with a typical recovery time 
of less than 3 minutes. California applications include Hume Lake.  

3.2.3.2 Disk Filtration 
Disk filtration was used in the Kruger Hydrotech system and is a type of surface filtration 
where water enters a feed tank and flows through a series of submerged cloth media via an 
inside-out feed regime. The resulting filtrate is collected into a filtrate header where it flows 
to final discharge over an overflow weir in the effluent channel. As solids accumulate in the 
cloth media, resistance to flow or head loss increases. When the head loss through the cloth 
media reaches a predetermined set value, the disks are backwashed. Backwashing is 
performed routinely to clean both sides of each disk. Disks are typically cleaned two at a 
time while the disks rotate slowly. Full-scale applications of this technology exist in the 
United States (i.e., The City of Palm Coast, FL). Figure 3-7 shows a full-scale Disk Filtration 
Facility. 

FIGURE 3-7 
A Full-Scale Hydrotech Disc Filtration Facility 
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Comparison of tertiary filtration alternatives is summarized in Table 3-2. 

TABLE 3-2 
Comparison of the Tertiary Filtration Technologies 

Process 
Design and Performance  

Characteristics Advantages Disadvantages 
Membrane 
Filtration  

Typical Design Flux- 20-35 
gfd 

Driving Force: 
Transmembrane pressure 

Effluent TSS<1.0 mg/L 

Effluent Turbidity <0.2 NTU 

Backwash Requirement: 5-
8% of the filtered flow 

Baseline 

Conventional 
Down Flow  
Filtration 

Hydraulic Loading Rate – <5 
gal/sq-ft/min (Based on 
current Title 22 
Requirements) 

Effluent TSS: 2-8 mg/L 

Effluent Turbidity: 2-5 NTU 

Driving Force: Gravity 

Backwash Requirement: 5-
10% of the filtered flow 

Much lower energy 
requirement than membrane 
filtration 

No chemical cleaning; but 
chemical preconditioning is 
required 

  

Effluent quality is not as 
good as membrane 
filtration 

Performance depends on 
feedwater quality   

May require chemical 
addition for pretreatment 

Loss of filter medium is 
potential 

Larger footprint than 
membrane filtration 

Upflow 
Continuous 
Backwash 
Filtration  

Hydraulic Loading Rate – <5 
gal/sq-ft/min (Based on 
current Title 22 
Requirements) 

Effluent TSS<10 mg/L 

Effluent Turbidity <2-5 NTU 

Backwash Requirement: 8-
12% of filtered flow 

Less energy requirement 
than membrane filtration 

No chemical cleaning, but 
chemical preconditioning is 
required 

  

Effluent quality is not as 
good as membrane 
filtration 

Performance depends on 
feedwater quality   

May require chemical 
addition for pretreatment 

Larger footprint than 
membrane filtration 

Surface 
Filtration  

Hydraulic Loading Rate – <6 
gal/sq-ft/min 

Effluent TSS<10 mg/L 

Effluent Turbidity<2 NTU 

Driving Force: Gravity 

Backwash Requirement: 3-
5% of filtered flow 

Much lower energy 
requirement than membrane 
filtration 

Low head loss 

No chemical cleaning 

  

Effluent quality is not as 
good as membrane 
filtration 

Performance depends on 
feedwater quality   

May require chemical 
addition for pretreatment 

Larger footprint than 
membrane filtration 

Enclosure may be required 
for odor control 

Relatively new technology 

gal/sq-ft/min: gallon(s) per square foot per minute 
gfd: gallons per square foot per day 



TREATMENT ALTERNATIVES SCREENING AND SHORT-LISTING OF TREATMENT ALTERNATIVES 

GEN050410064106SCO/101270001 3-13 

3.3 Disinfection  
A medium-pressure, high-intensity, closed-vessel UV system (Aquionics Model 7500) 
provides disinfection at the WWRP. The existing UV system was built as part of the 2004 
expansion. No major mechanical or structural deficiency was identified related to the UV 
system. However, due to flow fluctuations generally observed immediately after ZeeWeed® 
Ultrafiltration back pulses exert significant hydraulic challenges to the UV system. Existing 
piping arrangement to the UV system (a very short pipe from the low-TDS stream is 
combined with high-TDS stream with a tee) causes turbulence, which reduces the UV 
system efficiency. Hydraulic problems and the piping arrangement should be re-evaluated. 
It is expected that the existing UV system with minor modifications can provide adequate 
and efficient disinfection for current and future (with expansion) phases of the project. This 
evaluation, therefore, does not cover disinfection technology selection.   

3.4 Solids Handling  
Solids handling includes sludge thickening (optional), sludge stabilization, and dewatering. 
The WWRP is currently operated 10 hours per day and 7 days a week. Sludge handling 
facilities will be evaluated based on current operating scheme.  

3.4.1 Sludge Thickening 
Thickening of sludge prior to digestion is primarily considered for waste activated sludge 
(WAS) and a combination of primary and WAS thickening, although primary sludge 
thickening is not uncommon. The advantage of thickening is that it reduces the volume for 
digestion, thereby reducing digester capacity requirements. It also reduces the hydraulic 
load on the dewatering system. Thickening recycle streams can be returned to the liquid 
treatment train, and increase organic and nitrogen loading to the WWTP. Biological 
treatment facilities, therefore, should be designed to handle increased loading rates.  

The WWRP currently does not have sludge thickening facilities. Depending upon the 
selected secondary treatment and sludge stabilization technologies, thickening of WAS may 
be required to eliminate the need for additional digesters. In this report, multi-criteria 
analysis will not be performed to identify the most suitable thickening technologies. On the 
other hand, if thickening is considered, two thickening alternatives will be sized and further 
developed.  

A number of technologies is available for thickening, including dissolved air flotation 
thickeners (DAFTs), gravity belt thickeners (GBT), centrifuges, gravity thickeners, and 
rotary drum thickeners.  The GBT, centrifuge, and rotary drum thickeners can produce a 
high solids sludge (over 6 percent), which typically cannot be achieved in DAFTs or gravity 
thickeners. Gravity thickeners were not considered as their performance is typically not any 
better than DAFT thickeners, and would not likely result in better than 5 percent sludge that 
can be produced by the primary clarifiers. Gravity thickeners also have a much larger 
footprint than the other technologies. The potential technologies include DAFTs, GBTs, 
thickening centrifuges, and rotary drum thickeners.  
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3.4.1.1 Dissolved Air Flotation Thickeners 
DAFT concentrates solids as a result of the attachment of microscopic air bubbles to 
suspended solids, reducing their specific gravity to less than that of water. The attached 
particles then float to the surface of the thickener tank for removal by a skimming 
mechanism. DAFT thickening generally is not used for primary solids or attached growth 
solids because gravity settling for these types of solids is more economical. On the other 
hand, DAFTs are a relatively simple technology and can be used for WAS thickening. 
However, their thickened sludge solids concentration is well below those achieved by GBTs, 
centrifuges, and rotary drum thickeners. They also typically require a larger footprint. 
Figure 3-8 shows a typical rectangular DAFT. 

FIGURE 3-8 
Picture of a Typical Rectangular DAFT 

 
 

3.4.1.2 Gravity Belt Thickeners  
GBTs may be used for thickening WAS, primary sludge, or combined sludge, and can 
achieve solids concentrations of 6 to 9 percent. Sludge is flocculated with polymers, and the 
released water is drained by gravity through a rolling filter belt. GBTs are similar in 
operation to the top deck of the dewatering belt presses. They have relatively low power 
requirements. As gravity belts are not enclosed, additional ventilation is required. A 
continuous supply of wash water is also required, similar to belt presses, which increases 
the recycle flow from these units compared to centrifuges. A 3-meter gravity belt typically 
has similar hydraulic loading rates, but lower solids loading rates compared to a mid-size 
centrifuge. The number of units and footprint required as compared with centrifuges will 
therefore vary depending on whether the solids loading rate or hydraulic loading rate is 
constraining. Figure 3-9 shows a typical GBT. 
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FIGURE 3-9 
Picture of a Typical GBT 

 
 

3.4.1.3 Thickening Centrifuges 
Thickening centrifuges are similar to dewatering centrifuges, operated at different loading 
rates and weir levels. Centrifuges may be used for thickening WAS and primary sludge, 
producing sludge with thickness ranging from 6 to 12 percent. Centrifuges are enclosed and 
therefore require less ventilation for odor control. They also require less wash water than 
GBTs. However, they do have higher power requirements than other options. Although 
centrifuge operation may be automated more easily than GBTs, requiring less operator 
attention during operation, the maintenance requirements on centrifuges are typically 
higher, due to high rotational speed and sophistication of the equipment. Figure 3-10 shows 
a typical thickening centrifuge. 

FIGURE 3-10 
Picture of a Typical Thickening Centrifuge 
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3.4.1.4 Rotary Drum Thickeners  
A rotary drum or rotary screen thickener functions like a gravity belt thickener allowing free 
water to drain through a porous media while solids are retained on the media. Rotary drum 
thickeners (RDTs) are often used as a pre-thickening step with belt filter press dewatering.  
They are well suited for the thickening of high-fiber sludges such as those in the pulp and 
paper industry and also for thickening either raw or digested biosolids that contain a 
significant primary solids fraction. Their success with municipal WAS is variable and 
depends on solids characteristics. Polymer requirements are a concern because of shear 
potential in the rotating drum. The thickener uses a rotating drum with wedge wires, 
perforations, stainless-steel fabric, polyester fabric, or a combination of stainless-steel and 
polyester fabric as the porous media. The drum either is equipped with a center shaft 
mounted on a steel frame or is mounted on four wheels supporting its outer perimeter. 
Conditioned solids enter the drum, and filtrate drains through the screen openings. Solids 
are conveyed along the drum by a continuous internal screw or diverted angle flights and 
exit through a discharge chute. Washwater is used to flush the inside and outside of the 
drum cleaning the screen openings of solids. 

As a general guide, sludge with 0.5 to 3 percent can be thickened to 5 to 15 percent dry 
solids. It is economical to operate with low horsepower and water consumption.  
Figure 3-11 shows a typical RDT. 

FIGURE 3-11 
Picture of a Typical RDT 

 
 

3.4.2 Sludge Stabilization Technologies 
Waste sludge from primary and secondary clarifiers is currently digested in a single-stage 
mesophilic anaerobic digester. Although WWRP has two anaerobic digesters, the second 
(secondary) digester is designed and used for sludge storage and decanting purposes. 
Having a single anaerobic digester reduces plant reliability and operational flexibility. The 
digested sludge is dewatered by the sludge drying beds prior to hauling offsite at a 
composting facility. The LCSD plans to continue the services at the same composting site. 
However, biosolids regulations have become more stringent in California; and some of the 
future biosolids disposal options may require Class A biosolids. Class A is not necessary for 
composting.  
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A regional biosolids plan, which considered the 11 biosolids-producing wastewater 
treatment plants in Santa Barbara County, was developed and summarized in Strategic 
Countywide Biosolids Master Plan (CH2M HILL, 2003). The projected total biosolids 
production in the entire plan area was 7,135 dry tons for the Year 2022, with 550 dry tons 
per year currently contributed by the LCSD WWRP. Given the regional nature of the plan, 
biosolids markets ranging from agricultural to construction materials production, land 
rehabilitation, and energy production were considered. Composting and rotary-drum 
drying were identified as the preferred processing technologies. The final selection of the 
biosolids management program elements was recommended to be conducted once the site 
availability, agency participation, and other coordination considerations were completed.  
To allow flexibility for LCSD to participate in future regional biosolids management 
programs, it is recommended that technologies that support increased solids stabilization 
and onsite energy recovery be considered. There are several approaches that can achieve 
these sludge stabilization goals: 

 Single-Phase Mesophilic Anaerobic Digestion (baseline) 
 Single-Phase Thermophilic Anaerobic Digestion 
 Two-Phase Anaerobic/ Aerobic Digestion 
 Acid-Gas Phase Digestion 
 Cambi Process 
 Cannibal Process 

Each of these options is a variation of mesophilic anaerobic digestion and is described 
briefly below. Table 3-3 compares the different approaches and summarizes the advantages 
and disadvantages associated with each option. 

3.4.2.1 Single-Phase Mesophilic Anaerobic Digestion 
In conventional mesophilic anaerobic digestion, sludge is heated to between 35 degrees 
Celsius (°C) and 37°C and insulated for heat retention for a hydraulic retention time of 
approximately 20 days.  The hydraulic retention time (HRT) for this process can vary based 
on the tank size and shape. Tank contents are mixed using hydraulic mixing, mechanical 
mixing, or gas mixing and can generally achieve 50 to 55 percent volatile solids (VS) 
reduction when fed a blend of primary and secondary sludge. Biogas is generated at 15 to 16 
cubic feet per pound (ft3/lb) VS destroyed, and contains 63 to 68 percent methane. The 
digesters are fed in parallel, with a secondary digester or digested sludge storage tank 
receiving digested sludge for buffer storage prior to downstream dewatering. Because of its 
simplicity, mesophilic anaerobic digestion is the most commonly applied sludge digestion 
process and has a relatively low power requirement. However, this process does require a 
larger footprint than other alternatives. 

3.4.2.2 Single-Phase Thermophilic Anaerobic Digestion 
The main purpose of thermophilic digestion (optimum operating temperature of 53 to 55°C) 
is to improve digestion rates and provide better pathogen kills. Improved digestion rates 
can reduce the digestion volume requirements and allow the operation of plants at higher 
loading rates than mesophilic digestion (WEF, MOP 8, 1998). Thermophilic digestion is 
more difficult to operate and requires more attention to temperature and pH control due to 
sensitivity of methanogenic organisms especially growing on thermophilic temperatures. 
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Therefore, much tighter control is required to avoid process inhibition and upsets.  
Thermophilic operation also requires higher energy for heating.  

3.4.2.3 Two-Phased Anaerobic/-Aerobic Digestion 
Recent research has shown that it possible to achieve up to 65 to 70 percent waste solids 
reduction using anaerobic/aerobic digestion sequencing. This could serve as a very 
cost-effective solids management alternative for LCSD, while maximizing methane 
generation and reducing the ammonia load to the secondary treatment system. This 
technology consists of incorporation of an aerobic phase (3 to 5 days HRT) digestion step 
following the anaerobic digestion (about 15 days HRT). By separating the two modes of 
digestion, biogas recovery is not diminished, while further volatile solids reduction is 
achieved in the second phase. This could be implemented in the existing tankage of the 
LCSD WWRP. Similar to conventional mesophilic digestion, the digester contents are mixed 
using hydraulic mixing, mechanical mixing, or gas mixing, and can generally achieve 50 to 
55 percent VS reduction in the first phase when fed a blend of primary and secondary 
sludge, with biogas being generated at 15 to 16 ft3/lb VS destroyed. Depending on the solids 
retention time in the second phase digester, an additional 10 to 15 percent VS destruction 
can be achieved.   

3.4.2.4 Acid-Gas Phase Anaerobic Digestion 
In this process, sludge is digested in two phases. The first phase (acid phase) is mesophilic 
or thermophilic, and is operated at a relatively short HRT (2 to 3 days). The second phase 
(gas phase) is generally mesophilic and is operated at a longer HRT (12 to 15 days). Overall, 
the HRT employed is shorter than conventional mesophilic digestion; however, more heat is 
required for the thermophilic phase than heating to mesophilic temperatures. The energy 
required to raise the temperature of the inlet sludge thus results in higher operation costs 
than conventional mesophilic digestion. As with conventional mesophilic digesters, various 
shapes and mixing systems can be used. Enhanced degradability is achieved in the 
two-stage system, with VS destruction rates that are 5 to 15 percent higher than 
conventional digestion and similar to those achieved in acid-gas digestion. Biogas 
characteristics are slightly different if thermophilic temperatures are used in the first stage; 
higher moisture contents are common.  

The majority of full-scale, two-phase digestion systems are either mesophilic-mesophilic or 
thermophilic-mesophilic, although an acid-gas digestion system can be configured as: 

 Mesophilic – mesophilic 
 Mesophilic – thermophilic 
 Thermophilic – mesophilic 
 Thermophilic - thermophilic 

The major drawbacks of acid-gas phase digestion are associated with complexity of the 
operation and significant odor generation in acid phase. Total biogas generation can be 
greater in the acid-gas digester; however, the gas generated in the acid phase is typically 
wasted because of very poor energy value. The flow schematic of acid-gas phased digestion 
is shown in Figure 3-12.  
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FIGURE 3-12 
Flow Schematic of an Acid-Gas Phase Digestion 

 

3.4.2.5 Cambi Process 
The Cambi Process involves prethickening of the sludge to a relatively high concentration 
(12 to 14 percent) and then treating this thickened sludge in a high-pressure and 
high-temperature unit to hydrolyze complex organics. After pretreatment, the sludge is 
digested normally as in conventional mesophilic anaerobic digestion. Hydrolization reduces 
the sludge concentration to about 10 percent, which can be handled by conventional mixing 
systems due to the lower viscosity achieved in the hydrolization end product. Typically, the 
digestion process is sized for an HRT of 12 to 15 days. The digesters are 30 to 35 percent of 
the size of conventional digesters. The smaller size is achieved because of the higher 
concentration of the feed and the shorter HRTs employed to obtain stabilization. Generally, 
the Cambi Process achieves a VS reduction of 60 to 75 percent. This leads to higher gas 
production. In addition, Class A sludge is generated. The process diagram of the Cambi 
process is presented in Figure 3-13.  
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FIGURE 3-13 
Process Flow Schematic of a CAMBI Process  

 

3.4.2.6 Cannibal Process 
Cannibal™ is a patented biological process supplied by Siemens. It targets to reduce 
biosolids wasting.  In this process, a portion of the return sludge is pumped to a sidestream 
bioreactor, or the  ”Interchange Reactor” where the mixed liquor is converted from an 
aerobic-dominant population to a facultative-dominant population.  Grit and other inert 
materials are removed from the process through the use of a patented solids separation 
module (SSM) operated on the return sludge line.  Through close control of the operation, 
aerobic bacteria are selectively destroyed in this sidestream reactor while enabling the 
low-yield, facultative bacteria to break down and utilize the organic material. This is 
achieved by using a patented control system that monitors the oxidation reduction potential 
(ORP)/pH and maintains mixing and aeration. Mixed liquor from the bioreactor is not 
“wasted” from the plant, as would occur in a typical digester. The mixed liquor is recycled 
back to the main treatment process where the facultative bacteria, in turn, are out-competed 
by the aerobic bacteria and subsequently broken down in the alternating environments of 
the aerobic treatment process and the sidestream bioreactor. The process flow schematic of 
Cannibal process is shown in Figure 3-14.  
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FIGURE 3-14 
Process Flow Schematic of CANNIBAL Process  

 

Comparison of sludge stabilization alternatives is summarized in Table 3-3. 

TABLE 3-3 
Representative Sludge Stabilization Technologies 

Process 
Performance  

Characteristics Advantages Disadvantages 
Single-Phase 
Mesophilic 
Anaerobic 
Digestion 
(Conventional) 

Typical HRT – 20 to 
25 days 

VS destruction – 
45 to 55 percent 

Baseline 

Single-Phase 
Thermophilic 
Anaerobic 
Digestion 
 

Typical HRT – 20 to 
25 days 

Typical VS 
destruction – 50 to 
60 percent 

Potentially higher VS 
destruction and gas production 
at lower HRTs 

Higher solids loading rates 
than mesophilic digestion, 
which opens up additional 
capacity 

Potentially meets Class A 
requirement (if operated in 
batch mode) 

Proven technology 

More complex operation than 
conventional 

Higher energy requirements  

Process performance is very 
sensitive 

Increased odor (H2S and 
mercaptan) and siloxane due to 
thermophilic operation 

Ammonia and organic 
concentrations increase 
proportional to increased VS 
reduction 
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TABLE 3-3 
Representative Sludge Stabilization Technologies 

Process 
Performance  

Characteristics Advantages Disadvantages 
Two-Phase 
Anaerobic/ 
Aerobic 
Digestion 

Typical HRT – 18 to 
22 days 

VS destruction – 
65 to 70 percent 

Similar footprint as 
conventional digestion with 
sludge storage 

Potentially higher VS 
destruction and increased gas 
production than single-phase 
mesophilic digestion 

Lower ammonia and organics 
in the recycle flows  

Aeration energy added in the 
second step 

Similar to single-phase anaerobic 
digestion 

Acid-Gas Phase 
Digestion 

Typical HRT – 14 to 
20 days 

VS destruction – up 
to 65 percent 

Potentially higher VS 
destruction and gas production 
at lower HRTs if operated well 

Higher solids loading rates 
than mesophilic digestion, 
which opens up additional 
capacity 

Potentially meets Class A 
requirement (if operated in 
batch mode or in series) 

 

Much more complex than 
conventional 

Requires prethickening to high TS 
concentration 

Relatively little experience 

Complex operation 

Process performance is  very 
sensitive especially with 
thermophilic operation 

Difficult to adapt to small plants 

Acid phase reduces the gas quality 
and elevates H2S with added odor 
issues mainly related to VFA 
generation  

Ammonia and organic 
concentrations increase 
proportional to increased VS 
reductions 

Cambi Process HRT – 15 to 18 days 

VS destruction – 
60 to 75 percent 

Much smaller footprint than 
conventional 

Greater VS destruction and 
increased gas production 

Achieves Class A 

Digested sludge has better 
dewatering characteristics 

Much more complex operation than 
conventional 

Requires prethickening to high TSS 
concentration 

Higher input energy to obtain 
pretreatment 

Relatively little experience 

Sole-source product supply 

Cannibal 
Process 

SRT >60 days 

VS destruction – 
70 to 75 percent 

No routine biological wasting 
due to very low sludge yield 

Eliminates sludge digestion 

Complex operation than 
conventional 

Higher aeration requirements 

Sole-source and patented product 
supply 

Relatively little experience 

Eliminates gas production and 
energy recovery 

Higher carbon footprint than 
conventional 

Longer startup period is generally 
needed 
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3.4.3 Sludge Dewatering Technologies 
The digested sludge at WWRP is dewatered by sludge drying beds. Dried biosolids are 
piled onsite for annual removal. Existing drying beds are not lined and can potentially 
contaminate groundwater. The average dry cake content of the biosolids after dewatering is 
about 23 percent (Strategic Countywide Biosolids Master Plan; CH2M HILL, 2003). The 
biosolids hauling cost overall has significantly increased over last 5 years. Although the 
LCSD has an existing contract with the local composting facility, an efficient sludge 
dewatering system could be beneficial for reducing the sludge quantity, providing flexibility 
for future and reduced hauling costs.   

Depending upon sludge stabilization technology selection, routine dewatering may not be 
needed (i.e., Cannibal process). In this study, multi-criteria analysis will not be performed to 
identify the most suitable dewatering technologies; rather, two potential dewatering 
alternatives will be identified and further developed once sludge stabilization technologies 
are identified.  

The sludge dewatering alternatives include: 

 Sludge Drying Beds (baseline) 
 Belt Filter Press  
 Centrifuge Dewatering 
 Rotary Press  

3.4.3.1 Sludge Drying Beds 
Sludge drying beds are the existing drying alternative and are a method of air drying that 
refers to dewatering that removes moisture by natural expiration, evaporation, or induced 
drainage. Air drying processes are less complex, easier to operate, and may be more energy 
efficient than mechanical systems. However, air drying requires larger land; and some require 
much more labor for cake removal. Furthermore, winter weather and rainfall heavily 
influence the efficiency of air drying systems. Air drying is usually considered for treatment 
facilities with design flows less than 2 mgd, and that are located in warm, dry weather areas.  
Existing drying beds at the WWRP site are unlined, which necessitate liner addition to control 
the potential for groundwater contamination.  Similar to the mechanical dewatering 
processes, the higher the proportion of secondary biosolids, the more difficult the biosolids 
are to dry, and the higher the chemical consumption will be. The process is broadly affected 
by the volume of water in the biosolids (i.e., the higher the solids concentration, the shorter 
the drainage and evaporation time to reach a given moisture level).   

Solar drying is an alternative to the conventional drying beds. The technology employs 
thermal energy from the sun to evaporate a large portion of the water content of the 
biosolids. Solar drying beds have been successfully used in both Europe and the United 
States, and are cost efficient for 1.0- to 10-mgd plants because they require a minimal 
amount of energy, labor, and maintenance. In typical installations, biosolids are spread over 
a large covered area, similar to a greenhouse, while the sun evaporates the water. During 
drying, the biosolids are turned and mixed. Ventilation is an important factor to continually 
remove moisture-laden air from the surface of the biosolids and replace it with fresh dry air. 
Both batch and continuous operation is possible. The process schematic of a version of this 
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process marketed by Huber Technologies is shown in Figure 3-15. The use of heat recovery 
loop from wastewater as shown is optional. 

FIGURE 3-15 
Process Schematic of Solar (Greenhouse) Drying Process (Huber Technology shown) 

 

3.4.3.2 Belt Filter Presses  
The operation of a belt filter press (BFP) is based upon the principles of filtration and 
comprises a gravity drainage zone, where the feed is thickened; a low-pressure zone; and a 
high-pressure zone. In the gravity zone, most of the free water from the flocculation process 
drains through a porous belt. This is followed by the low-pressure zone where the thickened 
feed is subjected to low pressure to further remove water and form a viscous biosolids 
matrix. In the high-pressure section, the matrix is sandwiched between porous belts passing 
through a series of decreasing diameter rollers. The roller arrangement progressively 
increases the pressure, filtering more water from the matrix. There are numerous design 
differences between the various manufacturers, mostly varying in the relative sizes of the 
different zones. 

BFPs are quiet and have low power consumption. Mechanical failure is easy to identify; and 
typically many parts can be located relatively easily, making presses relatively inexpensive 
for mechanics of average skills to repair or overhaul onsite. However, BFPs are open to air 
and therefore more odorous, require significant operator attention, and do not produce cake 
with solids content typically greater than 20 percent. They require significant quantities of 
wash water addition, which need to be returned to the main plant for treatment as part of 
the filtrate. Figure 3-16 presents a picture of a typical BFP. 
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FIGURE 3-16 
Picture of a Typical BFP 

 

3.4.3.3 Centrifuge Dewatering 
Centrifugal dewatering uses the force developed by the rotational movement of a bowl to 
separate the solids from the liquids. Biosolids are pumped through a central pipe into a 
rotating solid-wall bowl. The solids remain on the inside walls of the bowl due to the 
centrifugal force. The heavier particles move to the outside, while the lighter liquid remains 
pooled in the center of the bowl. A screw conveyor inside the centrifuge moves the 
dewatered cake out of the unit. 

Centrifuges may offer certain benefits over BFPs. Centrifuges typically produce a drier cake 
than belt presses. They also have higher capacities than BFPs, so fewer units would be 
required. Unlike BFPs, centrifuges do not require continuous belt washing. A small amount 
of wash water is required during shutdown operations each day, as well as a small water 
flow added to the centrate to prevent potential struvite formation. The reduced wash water 
requirements result in less sidestream flow when compared with belt filter presses. 
Additionally, centrifuges are enclosed, which reduces odor control needs. 

Centrifuges have higher energy requirements than belt filter presses. As with other 
dewatering technologies, polymer addition to the digested biosolids prior to dewatering is 
required. Typically, more polymer is required on a dry-ton basis for centrifuges than for 
BFPs. Also, the building design needs to accommodate vibration from the centrifuges. 
Centrifuges used in dewatering are very similar to centrifuge thickener shown in 
Figure 3-10. 

3.4.3.4 Rotary Press 
The rotary press uses two dewatering zones: filtration, where the free water is eliminated, 
and pressure, where the biosolids is compressed to reduce moisture content. Solids are 
moved through the unit by a wheel, which generates pressure through friction with the 
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channel walls. The wheel rotates at a maximum speed of three rotations per minute (rpm). 
Two circular screens on either side of the unit screen the filtrate from the dewatered 
biosolids, with an average capture of 95 percent. At the outlet, there is a back-pressure plate 
that can be adjusted to provide the desired percent solids. Typically, feed pressure is 
between 1 to 8 pounds per square inch (psi), and discharge pressure is up to 70 psi. The 
rotary press is available in one, two, four, and six channel units. Potential advantages of the 
rotary press are the low-power requirements compared with centrifuges. The process is 
enclosed, which provides advantages over belt presses for odor control. Wash water 
requirements are also low, with the unit being washed only when the operation stops. As 
with other dewatering technologies, polymer needs to be added to the influent biosolids. 

In a side-by-side study conducted at the Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts, the cake 
solids from the rotary press ranged from 10 to 21 percent cake solids depending on 
operating conditions.  For the same digested sludge, a BFP produced 17 percent cake solids 
and centrifuges produced 25 percent cake solids. A typical rotary press is presented in 
Figure 3-17. 

FIGURE 3-17 
Picture of a Typical Rotary Press 

 

3.5 Energy Considerations 
Energy considerations for the WWRP consist of the following three elements: 

1. Energy efficiency: use of higher efficiency equipment or operational approaches to 
reduce energy consumption 

2. Energy recovery: use of technologies that lead to increasing electricity recovery, such as 
methane generation from biogas and biomass amendment with co-digestion 

3. Renewable energy: site considerations that reserve site space for incorporating 
renewable energy technologies, such as wind and solar power 
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Efficient use of energy for treatment functions will be considered for technology evaluation 
and site planning. The ability to maximize primary treatment performance can reduce the 
load that needs to be treated in the secondary treatment and also optimize bioenergy 
recovery. For example, high-efficiency aeration blowers will be considered, where 
applicable, in place of centrifugal units. Digester mixing to optimize performance will 
consider high-efficiency mixers that are also low in energy input, optimizing the efficiency 
of the overall digestion system.   

The bioenergy recovery from the wastewater and/or the treatment waste solids will be 
sized based on the type of the treatment alternative selected. Maximizing the energy 
potential of primary sludge, as well as co-digestion, will be considered to optimize the 
energy recovery at the WWRP site. Digestion capacity considerations will involve typical 
yields from biosolids and co-digestion based on experience for this study. Facilities needed 
to handle and utilize the bioenergy will be included for the selected alternative. These 
facilities can include gas recovery, handling and treatment units to produce power in 
addition to existing gas handling, and microturbine units. The recovered energy will be 
considered for onsite utilization to offset treatment and other facility demands. 

Since the evaluation and comparison of renewable energy options (i.e., solar, wind) are out 
of the project scope, evaluation of renewable energy options will not be included in this TM. 
As a part of developing wastewater treatment alternatives, space availability for solar 
and/or wind energy recovery will be considered. A brief discussion will also be included to 
show if the renewable technology alternatives can meet the future power requirement of the 
plant. The WWRP site as shown in Figure 2-1 is a total of 57 acres (the improved plant area 
is 22 acres but 57 acres land is available for use around plant site). The District owns a total 
of 596 acres including farm and pastureland.  
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4.0 Short Listing of Treatment Alternatives via 
Non-Monetary Criteria 

A number of treatment alternatives are applicable to LCSD. Because detailed evaluation of 
each technology would be time-consuming and costly, only two technologies were selected 
for further evaluation. The short-listed technologies were chosen using a multi-criteria 
analysis, wherein weightings were applied to a pre-determined set of evaluation criteria to 
develop benefit scores for each alternative. 

4.1 Non-Monetary Criteria 
For non-monetary criteria evaluation, a multi-criteria analysis methodology is employed to 
develop clear and defensible benefit scores for screening of treatment options. With 
multi-criteria analysis, a set of criteria was first developed for use in ranking the 
appropriateness of each alternative in satisfying the project objectives. Secondly, each 
criterion was assigned a weighting factor (importance factor) that reflects its relative 
importance. The weighting factors range from 1 (least important relative to other criteria) to 
10 (most important relative to other criteria), allowing calculation of a “weighted” criterion 
score based on how important the criterion is for the project in the overall decision-making 
process.  Candidate criteria were first developed by CH2M HILL and reviewed, modified, 
and endorsed by LCSD. The non-monetary criteria were developed for secondary treatment, 
tertiary filtration, and sludge stabilization treatment alternatives. Table 4-1 summarizes the 
secondary treatment and tertiary filtration evaluation criteria, their description, and 
respective weight resulting from this collaborative process. Table 4-2 presents evaluation 
criteria, criteria definition, and weighting (importance) factors for sludge stabilization 
alternatives.  

TABLE 4-1 
Non-Monetary Criteria, Criteria Definition, and Assigned Weighting Factors for the Secondary Treatment and Tertiary 
Filtration Options  

Non-Monetary Criteria 
Weighting 

Factor Definition/Measures 

Reliable and Consistent 
Operation 

10 Ability of the alternative to reliably treat wastewater 
regardless of influent wastewater quality conditions. 

Ease of Operation and 
Maintenance 

9 Extent of the time required to operate and maintain the 
treatment facilities. Degree of operation provided. 

Ease of Phasing 8 Ability of the alternative to be phased out. 

Impact on Facility Staffing 8 Extent of staff required to operate and maintain the 
alternative. 

Compatibility with Potential 
Future Regulations 

7 Ability of the alternative to meet stringent future regulations 
(i.e., potential inclusions of pharmaceuticals, personal care 
products, endocrine disrupting compounds in future 
regulations). 



TREATMENT ALTERNATIVES SCREENING AND SHORT-LISTING OF TREATMENT ALTERNATIVES 

GEN050410064106SCO/101270001 4-2 

TABLE 4-1 
Non-Monetary Criteria, Criteria Definition, and Assigned Weighting Factors for the Secondary Treatment and Tertiary 
Filtration Options  

Non-Monetary Criteria 
Weighting 

Factor Definition/Measures 

Chemical Usage  7 Type and number of chemical storage and feed facilities and 
hazardous nature of chemicals to be stored. 

Overall Aesthetics 7 Appearance of the facilities associated with the alternative 
and its visual/auditory/olfactory impact on project locations 
(height, noise, odor) and impacts of these effects on plant 
operators. 

Ease of Incorporating into the 
Existing Facility and 
Constructability 

6 Degree of design and construction necessary to integrate 
alternative into existing plant, difficulty/time required for such 
integration, and extent of impact on on-going operations. 

Compatibility with Existing 
Disinfection and TDS Removal 
Technologies 

6 Ability of the alternative to meet existing disinfection and 
TDS removal requirements. 

Green House Emissions and 
Carbon Footprint 

6 Ability of process to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and 
carbon footprint. 

Impacts on Plant Hydraulics 6 Need for flow equalization or pumping. 

Ability to Maximize Use of 
Existing Infrastructure and 
Assets 

5 Ability of the alternative to use existing infrastructure. 

Facility Footprint and Site 
Space Requirement 

3 Ability of the alternative to fit within the available area. 

 

 

TABLE 4-2 
Solids Treatment Qualitative Criteria and Associated Definition/Measures  

Non-Monetary Criteria 
Weighting 

Factor Definition/Measures 

Reliable and Consistent 
Operation 

10 Reliable performance regardless of influent wastewater 
quality conditions. 

Ease of Operation and 
Maintenance 

9 Extent of the time required to operate and maintain the 
treatment facilities. Degree of operation provided. 

Impact of Recycle Streams on 
Plant Loading and Side Stream 
Treatment Requirement 

9 Degree of treatment need and impact of organic and 
nitrogen loading on plant performance when centrate/ filtrate 
streams are returned to the head of the WWTP. 

Ease of Phasing 8 Ability of the alternative to be built in phases. 

VS Reduction, Gas Production, 
and Energy Recovery 

8 Ability of the alternative to increase VS reduction and gas 
production compared to single-phase mesophilic digestion. 

Impact on Facility Staffing 8 Extent of staff time required to operate and maintain the 
alternative. 
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TABLE 4-2 
Solids Treatment Qualitative Criteria and Associated Definition/Measures  

Non-Monetary Criteria 
Weighting 

Factor Definition/Measures 

Impact on Sludge 
Dewaterability 

7 Relative ease of sludge dewaterability and product quality. 

Compatibility with Current and 
Future Biosolids Regulations 

7 Ability of the alternative to meet current and anticipated 
biosolids regulations.  

Chemical Usage  7 Type and number of chemical storage and feed facilities and 
hazardous nature of chemicals to be stored. 

Overall Aesthetics 7 Appearance of the facilities associated with the alternative 
and its visual/auditory/olfactory impact on project locations 
(height, noise, odor) and impacts of these effects on plant 
operators. 

Solids Disposal and Hauling 7 Ability of the alternative to minimize solids disposal and 
hauling needs. 

Ease of Incorporating into the 
Existing Facility and 
Constructability 

6 Degree of design and construction necessary to integrate 
alternative into existing plant, difficulty/time required for such 
integration, and extent of impact on ongoing operations. 

Open up Addition Capacity for 
Future Digestion and 
Co-digestion 

6 Ability of the alternative to enhance digestion rates and offer 
extra capacity for future digestion and co-digestion. 

Green House Emissions and 
Carbon Footprint 

6 Ability of process to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, or 
have a relatively lower greenhouse gas emissions and 
carbon footprint. 

Impacts on Plant Hydraulics 6 Need for flow equalization or pumping. 

Ability to Maximize Use of 
Existing Infrastructure and 
Assets 

5 Ability of the alternative to use existing infrastructure. 

Facility Footprint and Site 
Space Requirement 

3 Ability of the alternative to fit within the available area. 

 

Following the development criteria and weighting factors, individual scores were given for 
each criterion for a given treatment alternative. This process was repeated for each criterion 
and each treatment technology to calculate benefit scores for the treatment alternatives. The 
resultant scores were presented in Appendix A for secondary treatment, tertiary filtration, 
and sludge stabilization options. “Simple Multi-Attribute Rating Technique” (SMART) 
software was used to calculate the total benefit scores for each technology. The SMART 
software provides a decision process that is independent of the number of alternatives 
because each alternative is considered separately.   
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4.2 Benefit Scores for Treatment Alternatives 

4.2.1 Benefit Scores for Secondary Treatment Alternatives 
Figure 4-1 illustrates the benefit scores for four secondary treatment alternatives. Each color 
bar in Figure 4-1 refers to individual criterion score, and the sum of the color bars reflects 
the total benefit scores for the alternatives. According to Figure 4-1, MBR has the highest 
total benefit score (7.61) among the four alternatives. Reliable and consistent operation, 
ability to phase, being compatible with potential future regulations and existing 
disinfection, and TDS removal technologies gave MBR the competitive edge over other 
alternatives and resulted in the highest benefit scores. In addition, MBR combines biological 
treatment, settling, and filtration options and eliminates the need for solids separation and 
filtration. CAS received the second highest total benefit score (6.92). Even though CAS 
cannot produce very high-quality water compared to MBR, CAS is a well proven and most 
commonly used biological treatment technology that satisfies water quality objectives while 
effectively utilizing existing infrastructure. The oxidation ditch (5.76) requires a larger 
footprint than any alternatives, and it is difficult to phase. Although trickling filters are easy 
to operate and receive the highest scores on greenhouse gas (GHG) emission criterion, their 
performance cannot match with other technologies, are not compatible with potential future 
regulations, and are not well suited with existing TDS and disinfection removal 
technologies. Two secondary treatment technologies that will be further evaluated, 
therefore, include MBR and CAS.  
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FIGURE 4-1 
Benefit Evaluation for Secondary Treatment Alternatives 
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4.2.2 Benefit Scores for Tertiary Filtration Alternatives 
The benefit scores for four tertiary filtration alternatives are presented in Figure 4-2. This 
figure indicates that membrane filtration and cloth media filtration are the most suitable 
technologies based on selected criteria scoring. Reliable and consistent operation, ability to 
phase, being compatible with potential future regulations and existing disinfection, and TDS 
removal technologies gave membrane filtration the highest benefit scores (8.39) among four 
candidate alternatives. Cloth filtration (5.28) is relatively easy to operate, requires minimal 
chemical addition under normal operating conditions, and is a low energy solution that 
reduces GHG emission. Its performance depends significantly on the upstream process 
performance, and can result in quality variability if hydraulic or solids loading increases or 
fluctuates. Chemical pretreatment was observed to be ineffective at other installations under 
poor feed quality conditions. Dual media (4.27) and DynaSand (4.45) filtration have been 
widely applied for tertiary filtration with a good track record depending on the upstream 
process performance and downstream disinfection method. These technologies are not well 
suited with future regulations and existing disinfection (especially UV) and TDS removal 
technologies. For this reasons, they received lower scores than membrane and cloth media 
filtration.  

Based on the benefit scores, membrane filtration and cloth media filtration will be further 
evaluated.  
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4.2.3 Benefit Scores for Sludge Stabilization Alternatives 
The benefit scores for six sludge stabilization alternatives are presented in Figure 4-3. 
According to Figure 4-3, conventional single-phase anaerobic digestion (currently used 
technology at WWRP) is the most suitable alternative among six alternatives and based on 
the benefit scores (7.12). It received highest score because it is: 

 It is reliable and more prone to process upsets compared to its thermophilic 
counterparts.  

 It is easy to operate (no additional training and stuffing is needed).  

 It maximizes use of existing infrastructure.  

 It is easy to phase.  

While the benefit scores distinctly identify the first place, benefit scores were very close for 
two-phase digestion (6.69) and Cannibal process (6.14). Because the digestion technologies 
and Cannibal have high merit scores and viable benefits that could offer cost-effective 
biosolids management options for LCSD, they need to be further evaluated.  

Unlike any other alternatives, Cannibal process does not require further digestion or sludge 
stabilization because sludge stabilization is achieved in the Cannibal reactors. With the 
exception of infrequent purges and daily screened material, no wasting is performed in the 
Cannibal process, which can significantly reduce the sludge hauling and disposal costs. 
However, it does not support biogas generation. Therefore, the monetary benefits gained in 
sludge disposal need to be weighed against the bioenergy recovery potential of the digestion 
options.  
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FIGURE 4-2 
Benefit Evaluation for Tertiary Filtration Alternatives 
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FIGURE 4-3 
Benefit Evaluation for Sludge Stabilization Alternatives 
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5.0 Short-Listed Treatment Alternatives 

The following treatment alternatives will be further evaluated in terms of benefit scores and 
cost-basis-based life cycle costs over a 20-year project period.  

Secondary treatment alternatives: 

 CAS 
 MBR 

Tertiary treatment alternatives: 

 Membrane filtration (only applicable to CAS) 
 Cloth media filtration (only applicable to CAS) 

Sludge stabilization alternatives: 

 Single-phase mesophilic digestion 
 Two-phase anaerobic/ aerobic digestion 
 Cannibal 

Pro2D, CH2M HILL's whole plant process simulation model, will be used to establish 
preliminary sizing for the unit treatment processes, ancillary equipment, plant liquid and 
solids mass balances, and recycle flow management for the short-listed alternatives. The 
findings developed using Pro2D models will be applied to CPES, a CH2M HILL cost 
estimating tool to establish capital and operations and maintenance cost estimates for the 
short-listed alternatives. Life cycle costs will be developed using a 6 percent discount rate 
and 20-year project period. Ultimately, the alternatives will be ranked based on 
benefit-to-cost ratios, to identify the treatment alternatives that could provide the highest 
benefit for unit project cost. 
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Evaluation Criteria
Weighting 

Factor Trickling 
Filter CAS MBR

Oxidation 
Ditch

Adjusted 
Weights

Trickling 
Filter CAS MBR

Oxidation 
Ditch

Reliable and Consistent 
Operation 10 3 8 10 8 0.114 0.341 0.909 1.136 0.909

Ease of Operation and 
Maintenance 9 10 8 9 8 0.102 1.023 0.818 0.920 0.818

Ability to Phase 8 6 7 9 2 0.091 0.545 0.636 0.818 0.182

Impact on Facility Staffing 8 7 7 7 7 0.091 0.636 0.636 0.636 0.636

Compatibility with 
Potential Future 
Regulations 7

1 6 9 7 0.080 0.080 0.477 0.716 0.557

Chemical Usage Needs 7 9 8 5 8 0.080 0.716 0.636 0.398 0.636

Overall Aesthetics 7 5 7 8 5 0.080 0.398 0.557 0.636 0.398

Ease of Incorporation into 
Existing Facility and 
Constructability 6

5 7 8 4 0.068 0.341 0.477 0.545 0.273

Compatibility with Existing 
Disinfection and TDS 
Removal Technologies 6

1 7 10 7 0.068 0.068 0.477 0.682 0.477

Greenhouse Gases 
Emissions and Carbon 
Footprint 6

8 6 4 3 0.068 0.545 0.409 0.273 0.205

Impact on Plant Hydraulics 6 5 5 6 5 0.068 0.341 0.341 0.409 0.341

Ability to Maximize use of 
Existing Assets 5

6 6 3 4 0.057 0.341 0.341 0.170 0.227

Facility Footprint and Site 
Space Requirements 3

6 6 8 3 0.034 0.205 0.205 0.273 0.102

SUM 88 72 88 96 71 1.00 5.58 6.92 7.61 5.76

Scores for Liquid Treatment Alternatives 

LCSD WWRP
Technology Alternatives Multicriteria Evaluation - Secondary Treatment Alternatives

Benefit Scores



 

Evaluation Criteria
Weighting 

Factor Dual-Media 
Filtration

Cloth Media 
Filtration DynaSand

Membrane 
Filtration

Adjusted 
Weights

Dual-Media 
Filtration

Cloth Media 
Filtration DynaSand

Membrane 
Filtration

1 Reliable and Consistent 
Operation 10 5 3 5 10 0.114 0.568 0.341 0.568 1.136

2 Ease of Operation and 
Maintenance 9 6 5 5 8 0.102 0.614 0.511 0.511 0.818

3 Ability to Phase 8 3 7 4 9 0.091 0.273 0.636 0.364 0.818

4 Impact on Facility Staffing 8 4 7 5 7 0.091 0.364 0.636 0.455 0.636

5
Compatibility with 
Potential Future 
Regulations 7

4 4 4 10 0.080 0.318 0.318 0.318 0.795

6 Chemical Usage Needs 7 4 7 4 6 0.080 0.318 0.557 0.318 0.477

7 Overall Aesthetics
7

5 7 5 9 0.080 0.398 0.557 0.398 0.716

8
Ease of Incorporation into 
Existing Facility and 
Constructability 6

5 6 6 8 0.068 0.341 0.409 0.409 0.545

9
Compatibility with Existing 
Disinfection and TDS 
Removal Technologies 6

4 4 4 10 0.068 0.273 0.273 0.273 0.682

10
Greenhouse Gases 
Emissions and Carbon 
Footprint 6

4 6 4 5 0.068 0.273 0.409 0.273 0.341

11 Impact on Plant Hydraulics 6 5 6 5 8 0.068 0.341 0.409 0.341 0.545

12 Ability to Maximize use of 
Existing Assets 5

1 1 1 10 0.057 0.057 0.057 0.057 0.568

13 Facility Footprint and Site 
Space Requirements 3

4 5 5 9 0.034 0.136 0.170 0.170 0.307

SUM 88 54 68 57 109 1.00 4.27 5.28 4.45 8.39

Scores for  Filtration Alternatives 

LCSD WWRP
Technology Alternatives Multicriteria Evaluation - Tertiary Filtration Alternatives

Benefit Scores



 

 

Evaluation Criteria
Weighting 

Factor

Conventional 
Mesophilic 
Anaerobic 
Digestion

Two-Phase 
Anaerobic/ 
Digestion

Acid-Gas 
Phase 

Digestion
Cambi 

Process
CannibalTM 

Process

Single-Phase 
Thermophilic 

Digestion
Adjusted 
Weights

Conventional 
Mesophilic 
Anaerobic 
Digestion

Two-Phase 
Anaerobic 
Digestion

Acid-Gas 
Phase 

Digestion
Cambi 

Process
Cannibal
Process

Single-Phase 
Thermophilic 

Digestion

1 Reliable and Consistent 
Operation 10 9 9 6 6 6 6 0.084 0.756 0.756 0.504 0.504 0.504 0.504

2 Ease of Operation and 
Maintenance 9 10 9 4 3 9 4 0.076 0.756 0.681 0.303 0.227 0.681 0.303

3

Impact on Plant Loading 
and  Treatment/Side 
Stream Treatment 
Requirement

9 7 9 5 5 6 6 0.076 0.529 0.681 0.378 0.378 0.454 0.454

4 Ability to Phase 8 9 6 4 4 6 7 0.067 0.605 0.403 0.269 0.269 0.403 0.471

5 Gas Production and 
Energy Recovery 8 7 7 7 9 1 8 0.067 0.471 0.471 0.471 0.605 0.067 0.538

6 Impact on Facility Staffing 8 7 7 4 3 6 5 0.067 0.471 0.471 0.269 0.202 0.403 0.336

7 Impact on Sludge 
Dewaterability 7 6 6 5 5 10 5 0.059 0.353 0.353 0.294 0.294 0.588 0.294

8
Compatibility with 
Potential Future 
Regulations 7

2 2 6 10 7 6 0.059 0.118 0.118 0.353 0.588 0.412 0.353

9 Chemical Usage Needs 7 6 6 4 4 9 5 0.059 0.353 0.353 0.235 0.235 0.529 0.294

10 Overall Aesthetics 7 9 8 2 5 6 4 0.059 0.529 0.471 0.118 0.294 0.353 0.235

11 Solids Disposal and 
Hauling 7 5 6 6 7 9 6 0.059 0.294 0.353 0.353 0.412 0.529 0.353

12
Ease of Incorporation into 
Existing Facility and 
Constructability 6

9 7 4 3 6 7 0.050 0.454 0.353 0.202 0.151 0.303 0.353

13
Open Up Additional 
Capacity for Future 
Digestion or Co-Digestion 6

5 5 6 9 1 7 0.050 0.252 0.252 0.303 0.454 0.050 0.353

14
Greenhouse Gases 
Emissions and Carbon 
Footprint 6

5 5 3 1 4 2 0.050 0.252 0.252 0.151 0.050 0.202 0.101

15 Impact on Plant Hydraulics 6 5 5 5 5 5 5 0.050 0.252 0.252 0.252 0.252 0.252 0.252

16 Ability to Maximize use of 
Existing Assets 5

10 7 6 1 5 8 0.042 0.420 0.294 0.252 0.042 0.210 0.336

17 Facility Footprint and Site 
Space Requirements 3

10 7 7 4 8 9 0.025 0.252 0.176 0.176 0.101 0.202 0.227

SUM 119 121 111 84 84 104 100 1.00 7.12 6.69 4.88 5.06 6.14 5.76

Benefit Scores

LCSD WWRP
Technology Alternatives Multicriteria Evaluation - Sludge Stabilization Alternatives

Scores for Solids Treatment Alternatives 
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Background and Objective 

Technical Memorandum (TM) 3 screened and short-listed the following treatment 
alternatives based on non-monetary benefit scores. These alternatives included: 

Secondary treatment alternatives: 

 Conventional Activated Sludge (CAS) 
 Membrane Bioreactor (MBR) 

Tertiary filtration alternatives: 

 Membrane filtration 
 Cloth media filtration 

Sludge stabilization alternatives: 

 Single-phase mesophilic anaerobic digestion 
 Two-phase anaerobic/aerobic digestion 
 Cannibal process 

In this TM (TM 4), these alternatives are further evaluated in terms of 20-year life cycle costs 
(LCC) to identify the treatment alternative(s) that exhibit the highest benefit-to-cost (B/C) 
ratio(s). Pro2D, CH2M HILL's whole plant process simulation model, was used to establish 
preliminary sizing for the unit treatment processes, ancillary equipment, plant liquid and 
solids mass balances, and recycle flow management for the short-listed alternatives. The 
findings developed using Pro2D models were applied to CPES, a CH2M HILL cost 
estimating tool, to establish the capital and operations and maintenance (O&M) cost 
estimates for the short-listed alternatives. LCCs for each treatment alternative were 
developed using a 6 percent discount rate and 20-year project period. Replacement of parts 
and consumables over the project life were also considered in the cost models to a make fair 
comparison among the alternatives. Finally, B/C ratios were developed for the alternatives 
to identify the most suitable treatment alternative for the project. The objective of this TM is 
to summarize the evaluation findings. 
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1.0 Evaluation of Treatment Options 

The treatment alternatives were developed for two major treatment options. The two major 
treatment options include the CAS system and the MBR. 

1.1 Treatment Alternatives 
In the CAS1 option, a brand new CAS facility replaces the existing trickling filter. Filtration 
and sludge stabilization and handling options are coupled with the CAS to generate 
following eight CAS alternatives: 

 Alternative 1: CAS + membrane filtration + sludge thickening (waste activated sludge 
[WAS] only) + single phase anaerobic digestion + sludge dewatering using sludge 
drying beds 

 Alternative 2: CAS + cloth media filtration + sludge thickening (WAS only) + 
single-phase anaerobic digestion + sludge dewatering using sludge drying beds 

 Alternative 3: CAS + membrane filtration + sludge thickening (WAS only) + 
single-phase anaerobic digestion + sludge dewatering using Belt Filter Press (BFP) 

 Alternative 4: CAS + membrane filtration + sludge thickening (WAS only) + 
single-phase anaerobic digestion + sludge dewatering using solar drier 

 Alternative 5: CAS + cloth media filtration + sludge thickening (WAS only) + 
single-phase anaerobic digestion + sludge dewatering using solar drier 

 Alternative 6: CAS + membrane filtration + sludge thickening (WAS only) + two-phase 
digestion (anaerobic-aerobic) + sludge dewatering using sludge drying beds 

 Alternative 7: CAS + membrane filtration + Cannibal + Infrequent sludge dewatering 
using a rental BFP 

 Alternative 8: CAS + membrane filtration + Cannibal + Infrequent sludge dewatering 
using a portion of the existing sludge drying bed area 

Notice that 18 CAS alternatives can be generated using a combination of filtration, sludge 
stabilization, and dewatering technologies. These 18 alternatives were screened, but only 
8 CAS alternatives (Alternative 1 through 8) are presented in this TM for the reader to easily 
track the potential alternatives. The presented alternatives covered diverse treatment 
options and included the most cost-effective treatment alternative. All 18 CAS alternatives 
will be presented in a scheduled workshop and included in the Appendix of the final report.  

In the MBR22 option, a brand new MBR facility replaces the existing trickling filter. Because 
MBR couples biological treatment with solids separation and filtration, there is no need for 

                                                      
1 Unless otherwise mentioned, the CAS facility includes primary settling tanks, activated sludge tanks with fine-bubble diffuse 
aeration system, aeration blowers, secondary clarifiers, and RAS/WAS pump station. 
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additional secondary clarification and tertiary filtration facilities. Sludge stabilization and 
handling options previously presented are coupled with the MBR to generate the following 
MBR alternatives: 

 Alternative 9: MBR + sludge thickening (WAS only) + single-phase anaerobic digestion 
+ sludge dewatering using sludge drying beds 

 Alternative 10: MBR + sludge thickening (WAS only) + single-phase anaerobic digestion 
+ sludge dewatering using BFP 

 Alternative 11: MBR + sludge thickening (WAS only) + single-phase anaerobic digestion 
+ sludge dewatering using solar drier 

 Alternative 12: MBR + Cannibal (no primary settling) + sludge dewatering using a rental 
BFP 

 Alternative 13: MBR + Cannibal (no primary settling) + sludge dewatering using a 
portion of the existing sludge drying bed area 

 Alternative 14: MBR + Cannibal with primary settling+ single-phase anaerobic digestion 
+ sludge dewatering using a portion of the existing sludge drying bed area 

 Alternative 15: MBR + Cannibal with primary settling+ single-phase anaerobic digestion 
+ sludge dewatering using a rental BFP 

 Alternative 16: MBR + sludge thickening (WAS only) + two-phase digestion + sludge 
dewatering using sludge drying beds 

Notice that 18 MBR alternatives can be generated using a combination of primary settling, 
no primary settling, sludge stabilization, and dewatering technologies. These 18 alternatives 
were screened, but only 8 MBR alternatives (Alternative 9 through 16) are presented in this 
TM for the reader to easily track the potential alternatives. The presented alternatives 
covered diverse treatment options and included the most cost-effective treatment 
alternative. All 18 alternatives will be presented in the scheduled workshop and included in 
the Appendix of the final report.  

In each alternative, if applicable, the capacity of the existing infrastructure and unit 
processes (i.e., primary settling basins, primary sludge and scum pumps, tertiary 
ultrafiltration and related auxiliary facilities, anaerobic digesters) were evaluated. Future 
expansion considered using these facilities, if applicable, to minimize the capital investment 
cost of the project.  

                                                                                                                                                                     
2 Unless otherwise mentioned, the MBR facility includes primary settling tanks, activated sludge tanks with fine-bubble diffuse 
aeration system, aeration blowers, membrane tanks, air scour system for membrane cleaning, CIP system, and RAS/WAS 
pump station. 
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1.2 Key Assumptions and Design Criteria 
The sizing of facility and capital and O&M costs developed in this TM are based on the 
following key assumptions: 

 Facility sizing and the cost estimate are based on flows and loads presented in Table 1.1.  

 Although the headworks upgrade has no impact on the process selection, the capital 
costs for headworks are included, which will be used in the financial planning 
modeling. The capital costs are estimated for replacing existing headworks (i.e., adding 
a new Huber step screen and replacing the existing grit chambers with the new system) 
and building a new headworks.  

 Biological treatment for the CAS and MBR options is designed for biological oxygen 
demand (BOD) removal only considering that biological nutrient removal is not 
required at Laguna County Sanitation District (LCSD). However, a solids retention time 
(SRT) of no less than 5 days will be provided to allow biodegradation of slowly 
biodegradable compounds (i.e., polysaccharides). Recent full-scale experiences indicated 
that membrane filtration or cloth media filtration facilities that are coupled with the 
short SRT CAS facilities are subject to significant fouling due to the presence of very fine 
particulate and organic foulants as a result of short SRT operation. An anoxic zone will 
also be included, and it will act as an anoxic selector by minimizing sludge bulking and 
improving sludge settling and filterability. 

 Key unit processes and process equipment will handle wastewater flows and loads with 
one large unit out of service.  

 Existing and future clarifiers will not be covered for odor control.  

 All unused existing infrastructure will be abandoned in place.  

 Currently, disinfected water used on demand is stored in the storage reservoir when 
reuse water demand is low. However, such practice causes bacterial re-growth in the 
storage reservoir. Depending on the reuse application, re-disinfection of water may be 
necessary. LCSD is considering options to avoid bacterial re-growth and re-disinfection 
of water. One option is to store disinfected water in the existing storage reservoir and 
provide re-disinfection if reuse water is needed for higher uses rather than beef cattle 
grazing. Because options to minimize bacterial re-growth in the storage reservoir do not 
have any influence on the process selection herein, these options will be further 
discussed in a forthcoming TM (TM 5, Project Implementation TM).  

 Currently, LCSD is building a 1-million-gallon (MG) recycled water tank at the plant site 
(design by Wallace Group, 2009). Three 1-MG future tanks are also planned, and space 
will be reserved for these future facilities.  

 Sludge drying beds will be lined to prevent groundwater contamination.  

 Digester upgrades will include converting the secondary digester to a primary digester 
by installing a new sludge mixer and heating system. Currently, LCSD is replacing the 
existing steel dome of primary digester with a concrete dome and is planning to provide 



IDENTIFYING MOST SUITABLE TREATMENT OPTIONS FOR LAGUNA COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICT WASTEWATER RECLAMATION PLANT 

GEN050410064106SCO/101270004 1-4 

pipe stub-outs for a future gas storage sphere. The digester upgrade also includes a 
high-pressure storage sphere system to store the produced gas.  

 LCSD currently operates a gas handling and co-generation facility at the wastewater 
reclamation plant (WWRP). LCSD is getting a low return ($30,000/year) from this 
system and is planning to terminate co-generation operation next year. With the 
proposed digester upgrades, gas productions and savings are expected to increase. In 
this evaluation, a volatile solids (VS) reduction of 55 percent and biogas yield of 15 cubic 
feet per pound (ft3/lb) VS destroyed will be assumed in biogas estimations.  

 Currently, dewatered biosolids are hauled offsite for composting by a private company. 
For purposes of this evaluation, it will be assumed that the future dewatered solids will 
be handled in the same fashion.  

 LCSD WWRP is currently treating high- and low-total-dissolved-solids (TDS) streams 
separately. It is assumed that LCSD will continue to provide separate treatment in the 
future.  

 The existing high-TDS MBR treatment train at the WWRP is designed to treat up to 
500,000–gallon-per-day (gpd) flow. LCSD is planning to divert a high-TDS flow of 
approximately 62,000 gpd from the city of Santa Maria to the water reclamation plant 
(WRP) in the future when as the new headworks facility is built. This high-TDS flow is 
based on flow and TDS measurements taken from Semco (Waller) flow metering station 
manhole on December 17 and 18, 2009. Because these measurements are based on 
limited data, the future MBR train capacity was assumed to treat 600,000 gpd (current 
capacity plus 100,000-gpd additional flow).  

 Effluent limits will remain the same.  

Table 1-1 presents design criteria used in this evaluation. These design criteria were used in 
process and facilities sizing, as well as in solids mass balance for sizing solids handling and 
treatment facilities. For proprietary technologies (i.e., Cannibal, solar drier), the design 
criteria were obtained from the equipment suppliers.  

TABLE 1-1 
Design Criteria for CAS and MBR Treatment Options  

Process CAS Design Criteria MBR Design Criteria 

Influent Flows and Loads   

Average Total Annual Flow, mgd 5.0 5.0 

Maximum Monthly Total Flow Rate (1.1 times the 
average total annual flow), mgd 

5.5 5.5 

Peak Wet Weather Flow, mgd 12.0 12.0 

Influent BOD5, mg/L 232 232 

Influent TSS, mg/L 210 210 

Influent TKN, mg/L 41 41 

Influent Ammonia-N, mg/L 29 29 

Influent VSS/TSS Ratio 0.8 0.8 
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TABLE 1-1 
Design Criteria for CAS and MBR Treatment Options  

Process CAS Design Criteria MBR Design Criteria 

Headworks   

Peak Flow with 20% Safety Factor, mgd 14.4 14.4 

Maximum Approach Velocity to Screening Channel, ft/s 5.0 5.0 

Screen Openings, mm 3.0 3.0 

Average Screening Production, ft3/mg 5.0 5.0 

Peak Screening Production, ft3/mg 25 25 

Primary Settling   

Design TSS Removal at Average Flows and Loads, % 65 65 

Design BOD Removal at Average Flows and Loads, % 25 25 

Hydraulic Loading Rate (All settling tanks in service), 
gpm/ft2 

<1,000 <1,000 

Hydraulic Loading Rate (One settling tank out of 
service), gpm/ft2 

<2,000 <2,000 

Primary Sludge Concentration, % 4 4 

Biological Treatment (Activated Sludge System)   

Total SRT, days 8 10 

Average Water Temperature, oC 20 20 

Minimum Water Temperature, oC 16 16 

Maximum Water Temperature, oC 25 25 

Activated Sludge Basin Tank Side Water Depth, ft 20 20 

% Anoxic Volume (% of the Total Activated Sludge 
Basin Volume), % 

15 15 

Activated Sludge Basin Length to Width Ratio 8 (minimum) 8 (minimum) 

Maximum MLSS Concentration (One basin out of 
service), mg/L 

3,200 7,100 

Minimum Dissolved Oxygen Concentration in Aeration 
Basin, mg/L 

1.5 1.5 

Standard Oxygen Transfer Efficiency, % 35 35 

Blower Safety Factor on Peak Diurnal Loads 1.3 1.3 

Average Air Rate per Diffuser, scfm/diffuser 1.5 1.5 

Maximum Air Rate per Diffuser, scfm/diffuser 3.0 3.0 

Secondary Clarification   

Hydraulic Loading Rate (All clarifiers in service), gpm/ft2 <600 NA 

Hydraulic Loading Rate (One clarifier out of service), 
gpm/ft2 

<750 NA 

Solids Loading Rate (All clarifiers in service), lb/d/ft2 <20 NA 

Solids Loading Rate (One clarifier out of service), lb/d/ft2 <25 NA 
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TABLE 1-1 
Design Criteria for CAS and MBR Treatment Options  

Process CAS Design Criteria MBR Design Criteria 

Membrane Tanks NA  

Instantaneous Flux (all tanks in service), gfd NA 13.1 

Instantaneous Flux (one tank out of service), gfd NA 17.0 

Membrane Tank Depth, ft NA 12.0 

Maximum MLSS Concentration in Membrane Tanks 
(one membrane tank out of service), mg/L 

NA 10,000 

Maximum MLSS Concentration in Membrane Tanks 
(one aeration basin out of service), mg/L 

NA 12,000 

Minimum Percent Available Space for Additional 
Membrane Installation, % 

NA 15 

Tertiary Membrane Filtration Options   

1. Membrane Filtration (Based on GE-Zenon 
Submerged Membrane System) 

  

Average Feedwater TSS, mg/L ≤10 NA 

Maximum Feedwater TSS, mg/L 25 NA 

Instantaneous Flux (all tanks in service), gfd 20 NA 

Maximum Transmembrane Pressure (TMP), psi 9 NA 

Minimum Backwash Frequency, min 60 NA 

Minimum Chemically Enhanced Backwash Frequency, 
days 

2 NA 

Minimum CIP Frequency, days 30 NA 

Minimum Water Recovery, % 90 NA 

Effluent (Filtrate) Quality Requirement per CDPH 
Title 22 Recycled Water Criteria for Membrane 
Treatment 

  

Turbidity, NTU Less than 0.1, 95% of the 
time 

Less than 0.2, 100% of the 
time 

Less than 0.1, 95% of 
the time 

Less than 0.2, 100% of 
the time 

2. Cloth Media Filtration System (Based on 
AquaAerobics Cloth Media System) 

  

Average Feedwater TSS, mg/L ≤10 NA 

Maximum Feedwater TSS, mg/L 25 NA 

Maximum Hydraulic Loading Rate, gpm/ft2 6.0 NA 

Backwash Requirement, % of the Filtrate 3.0-5.0 NA 

Effluent (Filtrate) Quality Requirement per CDPH 
Title 22 Recycled Water Criteria for Membrane 
Treatment 

  

Turbidity, NTU ≤ 2, daily average NA 

≤ 5, 95% of the time NA 

≤ 10, 100% of the time NA 
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TABLE 1-1 
Design Criteria for CAS and MBR Treatment Options  

Process CAS Design Criteria MBR Design Criteria 

UV Disinfection   

Minimum Feed Water UV Transmittance at 254 nm, % 65 (with membrane 
filtration) 

55 (with cloth media 
filtration) 

65 

Design UV Dose, mJ/sq-cm 80 (with membrane 
filtration) 

100 (with cloth media 
filtration) 

80 

Type Medium Pressure Medium Pressure 

Disinfected Water Quality Requirement per Title 22 
Recycled Water Regulations 

  

Seven-day total coliform median value, MPN/100 mL ≤2.2 ≤2.2 

Maximum total coliform value in a single sample over 
any 30-day period, MPN/100 mL 

≤23 ≤23 

RAS/WAS Pump Station   

RAS Pumps   

RAS Flow (% of the total flow rate), % 100 400 

Total Dynamic Head, ft 25 25 

Operation 24/7 24/7 

WAS Pumps   

Total Dynamic Head, ft 30 30 

Operation 7 days a week, 10 hrs per 
day 

7 days a week, 10 hrs 
per day 

Sludge Thickening Options for WAS   

1. Gravity Belt Thickening   

Average Feed Suspended Solids Concentration, mg/L 4,600 8,000 

Maximum Hydraulic Loading Rate, gal/meter-min 200 200 

Maximum Solids Loading Rate, lb/meter-hour 1,200 1,200 

Belt Width, meter 1.5 1.5 

Minimum Percent Solids Capture, % 93 93 

Dry Polymer per Dry Solids Dewatered, lb/ton 16 16 

Thickened Sludge Concentration, % 6 6 

Operation 7 days a week, 10 hrs per 
day 

7 days a week, 10 hrs 
per day 

2. Rotary Drum Thickening   

Average Feed Suspended Solids Concentration, mg/L 4,600 8,000 

Hydraulic Loading Rate, gal/min per unit <200 <200 

Solids Loading Rate, lb/h per unit <550 <550 
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TABLE 1-1 
Design Criteria for CAS and MBR Treatment Options  

Process CAS Design Criteria MBR Design Criteria 

Minimum Percent Solids Capture, % 95 95 

Dry Polymer per Dry Solids Dewatered, lb/ton 12 11 

Thickened Sludge Concentration, % 6 6 

Operation 7 days a week, 10 hrs per 
day 

7 days a week, 10 hrs 
per day 

Sludge Stabilization Options   

1. Single-Phase Anaerobic Digestion   

Temperature, oC 35-37 35-37 

Minimum SRT (All Digesters in Service), days 

Minimum SRT (Large Digester Out of Service), days 

25 

13 

25 

13 

Solids Loading Rate, lb/ft3-d 0.08 0.08 

Average Volatile Solids Reduction, % 55 55 

2. Two-Phase Anaerobic Digestion ) 
Anaerobic+Aerobic 

  

Anaerobic Phase Temperature 35-37 35-37 

Minimum Anaerobic SRT (All Digesters in Service), days 

Minimum Anaerobic SRT (Large Digester Out of 
Service), days 

25 

13 

25 

13 

Anaerobic Phase Solids Loading Rate, lb/ft3-d 0.08 0.08 

Average Volatile Solids Reduction in Anaerobic Phase, 
days 

55 55 

Aerobic SRT, days 5 5 

Total Volatile Solids Reduction (Anaerobic+Aerobic), % 65 65 

3. Cannibal   

Percent Inert Material in Suspended Solids, % 25 25 

Sludge Volume Index (SVI), mL/g 150 150 

Organic Loading Rate, lbBOD/ft3-day 24 24 

Biological Yield, lbTSS formed per lb BOD utilized 0.3 0.3 

Sludge Dewatering Options   

1. Sludge Drying Beds   

Sludge Loading Rate, lb dry-solids/ft2/year 12 12 

Average Dry Cake Solids Content, % 23 23 

2. Belt Filter Press   

Dry Feed Solids, % 2.4-2.8 2.4-2.8 

Hydraulic Loading Rate, gpm/meter 25-100 25-100 

Solids Loading Rate, lb/h-meter 400-700 400-700 

Belt Width, meter 2 2 
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TABLE 1-1 
Design Criteria for CAS and MBR Treatment Options  

Process CAS Design Criteria MBR Design Criteria 

Minimum Percent Solids Capture, % 95 95 

Dry Polymer per Dry Solids Dewatered, lb/ton 26 26 

Dry Cake Solids Content, % 20 20 

Operation 7 days a week 
10 hrs per day 

7 days a week 
10 hrs per day 

3. Solar Drying Beds   

Minimum Feed Dry Solids Content, % 23 23 

Dewatered Sludge Solids Cake Content, % 75 75 
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2.0 Upgrade/Modification and Expansion Needs 
for the Treatment Options 

The design criteria presented in Table 1-1 were used in process and facility sizing using 
Pro2D. For proprietary technologies (i.e., Cannibal, solar drier, digester mixers), the sizing 
and upgrade requirements as well as capital and O&M costs were obtained from the 
equipment suppliers. The process modeling showed that increased sludge loading, as a 
result of CAS or MBR implementation, requires converting the existing secondary digester 
to a primary digester. In addition, thickening of WAS is required to avoid adding one 
digester (39 feet). With the exception of Cannibal options, which do not generate WAS, all of 
the treatment alternatives included sludge thickening. Two thickening alternatives, gravity 
belt thickening and rotary drum thickening, were sized and compared on a cost basis.  

Table 2-1 presents upgrade/modification and expansion needs for CAS and MBR options. 
In certain cases, the capacity of the existing infrastructure is sufficient to handle future flows 
and loads without any upgrade (i.e., flow equalization basins). A condition assessment of 
the existing facilities indicated that these facilities can be used in the future.  

The upgrade requirement for and cost associated with the recycled water storage tanks, 
chlorination facility for re-disinfecting long-term stored water for high-end users, 
uninterrupted power system, and new laboratory, shop, and garage will be included in 
TM 5 considering that these facilities have no impact on the process selection.  
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TABLE 2-1 
Upgrade, Modification, and Expansion Needs for CAS and MBR Options for Ultimate Capacity 

Unit Treatment Process Existing Facilities 
Upgrade/Modification/ Expansion Needs 

CAS MBR 
Headworks One step screen (3-mm opening), one 

aerated grit removal chamber, and 
three (2 duty+1 stand-by) centrifugal 
pumps, each with 2,000 gpm. Existing 
headworks is old (50 years) and 
already approached its useful life. 
Existing flow management in 
headworks is complex where grit 
removal is provided before screening.  

Build a new headworks to handle 
peak flows of up to 13.0 mgd. The 
new headworks will include influent 
pump station, screening, and grit 
removal. (Existing Huber step screen 
and conductivity meter will be used in 
the new headworks.)  

Build a new headworks to handle 
peak flows of up to 13.0 mgd. The 
new headworks will include influent 
pump station, screening, and grit 
removal. (Existing Huber step screen 
and conductivity meter will be used in 
the new headworks.)  

Primary Settling Tanks Two primary settling tanks each with a 
diameter of 65 ft. Condition of the 
primary clarifier mechanisms is bad 
due to significant corrosion. Concrete 
of primary clarifiers looks OK (may 
require more detailed evaluation to 
determine condition of the concrete 
structure).  

Option I: Add two new primary 
clarifiers with 75-ft diameter.  

Option II: Replace existing clarifier 
drives, bridges, influent risers and 
baffles, and scraper mechanisms. 

Option I: Add two new primary 
clarifiers with 75-ft diameter.  

Option II:. Replace existing clarifier 
drives, bridges, influent risers and 
baffles, and scraper mechanisms. 

Flow Storage Basins One at 2 MG (Low-TDS Pond). 

One at 1 MG (High-TDS Pond). 

None. Each basin was recently lined. None. Each basin was recently lined. 

Activated Sludge Basins None. Add four new activated sludge basins 
(trains) each with a capacity of 0.52 
MG. Furnish each basin with anoxic 
zone, fine-bubble air diffuser system 
and mixed liquor recycle pumps. 

Add four new activated sludge basins 
(trains) each with a capacity of 0.27 
MG. Furnish each basin with anoxic 
zone, fine-bubble air diffuser system 
and mixed liquor recycle pumps. 

Aeration Blowers None. Add 2 (1 duty+1 stand-by) 310-HP 
multi-stage centrifugal blowers for 
process air and mixing. 

Add 2 (1 duty+1 stand-by) 375 HP 
multi-stage centrifugal blowers for 
process air and mixing. 

MBR System Membrane Tanks, 
Membrane Cassettes, and Ancillary 
Equipment 

None. None (not applicable to CAS). Add four new membrane tanks (trains) 
each with a capacity of 0.04 MG. 
Furnish the system with 
coarse-bubble aeration system, 
backwash and chemical cleaning 
system, permeate, and vacuum 
systems. 
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TABLE 2-1 
Upgrade, Modification, and Expansion Needs for CAS and MBR Options for Ultimate Capacity 

Unit Treatment Process Existing Facilities 
Upgrade/Modification/ Expansion Needs 

CAS MBR 
Secondary Clarifiers 1 at 90-ft diameter. Abandon the existing clarifier (shallow 

and old). Add three new 75-ft clarifiers 
with a SWD of 16 ft.  

None (not applicable to MBR). 

RAS/WAS/ Pump Station None. Add 2 (1 duty+1 stand-by) RAS 
pumps. 

Each RAS pump 3,600 gpm with a 
TDH of 25 ft. 

Add 2 (1 duty+1 stand-by) WAS 
pumps. 

Each WAS pump 300 gpm with a TDH 
of 30 ft. 

Add 3 (2 duty+1 stand-by) RAS 
pumps. 

Each RAS pump 9,800 gpm with a 
TDH of 25 ft. 

Add 2 (1 duty+1 stand-by) WAS 
pumps. 

Each WAS pump 300 gpm with a TDH 
of 30 ft. 

Tertiary Filtration Options    

Membrane Filtration 3.2-mgd ZeeWeed® 500 Ultrafiltration 
tertiary membrane facility with CIP 
and other auxiliary facilities. 

Expand facility to treat average annual 
flow of 4.5 mgd adding one identical 
membrane train to the existing two 
trains. Upgrade actuators, valves, and 
vacuum compressor per NEMA 4X 
standards.  

None (not applicable to MBR). Reuse 
of ZeeWeed® UF membranes could 
reduce capital cost of MBR facilities, 
depending upon conditions of the 
membranes at the time when 
implementation is taken place. 
However, due to uncertainty on 
implementation schedule right now, 
the cost estimate considered using 
new membranes in the MBR system.  

Cloth Media Disc Filter-AquaDisk 
Supplied by Aqua Aerobic Systems 

None. Add two steel tanks with 12 Aquadisk 
units in each tank and backwash 
assembly. 

None (not applicable to MBR). 

UV Expansion Options    

UV System Expansion with Membrane 
Filtration 

Medium pressure UV system with four 
banks. 

Expand the facility capacity by adding 
two banks. Modify the existing pipe 
feeding the UV system to improve 
hydraulics. Add a break tank between 
membrane filtration and the UV 
disinfection system to operate UV 
system at nearly constant flow. 

Expand facility capacity by adding two 
banks. Modify the existing pipe 
feeding the UV system to improve 
hydraulics. Add a break tank between 
membrane filtration and the UV 
disinfection system to operate UV 
system at nearly constant flow. 
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TABLE 2-1 
Upgrade, Modification, and Expansion Needs for CAS and MBR Options for Ultimate Capacity 

Unit Treatment Process Existing Facilities 
Upgrade/Modification/ Expansion Needs 

CAS MBR 
UV System Expansion with Cloth 
Media Filtration 

Medium pressure UV system with four 
banks. 

Expand the facility capacity by adding 
four banks. Modify the existing pipe 
feeding the UV system to improve 
hydraulics. 

None (not applicable to MBR). 

Sludge Thickening Options    

Gravity Belt Thickener None. Add two (1 duty+1 stand-by) 1.5-meter 
gravity belt thickeners. Facility cost 
includes installed equipment cost, 
polymer feed system, and a building 
to house the equipment. 

Add two (1 duty+1 stand-by) 1.5-meter 
gravity belt thickeners. Facility cost 
includes installed equipment cost, 
polymer feed system, and a building 
to house the equipment. 

Rotary Drum Thickener None. Add two (1 duty+1 stand-by) rotary 
drum thickener. Facility cost includes 
installed equipment cost, polymer feed 
system, and a building to house the 
equipment. 

Add two (1 duty+1 stand-by) rotary 
drum thickener. Facility cost includes 
installed equipment cost, polymer feed 
system, and a building to house the 
equipment. 

Sludge Stabilization Options    

Anaerobic Digestion One 39-ft mesophilic digester (primary 
digester). 

One 55-ft sludge holding and 
decanting tank (secondary digester; 
no temperature or mixing provided). 

Convert secondary digester to primary 
digester by adding one 7.5-HP linear 
motion mixer and one spiral heat 
exchanger with a hot water capacity of 
120 gpm. 

Add a high-pressure storage sphere 
system for gas storage. 

 Convert secondary digester to 
primary digester by adding one 
7.5-HP linear motion mixer and one 
spiral heat exchanger with a hot water 
capacity of 120 gpm. 

Add a high pressure storage sphere 
system for gas storage. 

Aerobic Digestion None. Add a 0.17-MG tank, coarse-bubble 
aeration system and blower. 

Add a 0.17-MG tank, coarse-bubble 
aeration system and blower. 

Cannibal  None. Add two Cannibal Interchange 
Reactors (each with a volume of 
0.66 MG) and a solids separation 
module (two drum screens, 
screenings compactor, dumpster, 
hydro cyclone, and grit classifier) with 
control package. 

Add two Cannibal Interchange 
Reactors (each with a volume of 
0.66 MG) and a solids separation 
module (two drum screens, 
screenings compactor, dumpster, 
hydro cyclone, and grit classifier) with 
control package. 
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TABLE 2-1 
Upgrade, Modification, and Expansion Needs for CAS and MBR Options for Ultimate Capacity 

Unit Treatment Process Existing Facilities 
Upgrade/Modification/ Expansion Needs 

CAS MBR 
Sludge Dewatering Options    

Sludge Drying Beds Approximately 240,000-ft2 area 
available for sludge dewatering. This 
area is not lined.  

Install HDPE liner and drain system to 
the existing area (185,000-ft2 area 
would be sufficient).  

Install HDPE liner and drain system to 
the existing area (185,000-ft2 area 
would be sufficient).  

Belt Filter Press None. Add one 2.0-meter belt filter press. 
Include a building to house equipment 
and polymer feed and storage system. 
No redundant unit. Install HDPE liner 
and drain system to approximately 
60,000 -ft2 area in the drying beds to 
allow emergency sludge dewatering at 
the facility. 

Add one 2.0-meter belt filter press. 
Include a building to house equipment 
and polymer feed and storage system. 
No redundant unit. Install HDPE liner 
and drain system to approximately 
60,000-ft2 area in the drying beds to 
allow emergency sludge dewatering at 
the facility. 

Solar Drier None. Add five drying chambers each 
measuring 42 ft wide and 204 ft long. 
Build drying chambers on concrete 
slabs.  

Add five drying chambers each 
measuring 42 ft wide and 204 ft long. 
Build the drying chambers on concrete 
slabs. 

Break Tank Before UV Disinfection None. Included under UV disinfection 
improvements. 

Included under UV disinfection 
improvements. 

High TDS MBR System (Zenogem) 0.5-mgd Zenogem MBR system to 
treat high-TDS stream that includes 
two package process trains housed in 
steel tanks and associated equipment 
and two break tanks.  

Replace existing Zenogem steel tanks 
with concrete tanks and add 0.1-mgd 
package train to handle future flows.  

Replace existing Zenogem steel tanks 
with concrete tanks and add 0.1-mgd 
package train to handle future flows.  

Yard Piping, Flow Rerouting, and 
Electrical Upgrades for the New Plant 
Facilities 

None. Allocated for new piping, flow 
collections, and distribution structures 
and electrical upgrades (Assumed 
10% of the total capital cost). 

Allocated for new piping, flow 
collections and distribution structures, 
and electrical upgrades (Assumed 
10% of the total capital cost). 

Other Upgrades/Improvements1    

Recycle Water Storage Tanks None.  One 1.0-MG steel storage tank is 
currently under construction. LCSD 
planned to add three more 1.0-MG 
tanks in the future. 

One 1.0-MG steel storage tank is 
currently under construction. LCSD 
planned to add three more 1.0-MG 
tanks in the future. 
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TABLE 2-1 
Upgrade, Modification, and Expansion Needs for CAS and MBR Options for Ultimate Capacity 

Unit Treatment Process Existing Facilities 
Upgrade/Modification/ Expansion Needs 

CAS MBR 
Chlorinating Long-term Stored 
Recycled Water for High-End Users 

None.   Add a chlorination system to allow re-
disinfection of long-term stored 
recycle water for high-end users as 
necessary. Include chlorine storage, 
day tank, and two metering pumps 
(one duty+one stand-by).  

Add a chlorination system to allow re-
disinfection of long-term stored 
recycle water for high-end users as 
necessary. Include chlorine storage, 
day tank, and two metering pumps 
(one duty+one stand-by). 

Uninterrupted Power Supply (UPS) None.  Include a UPS system to allow 
uninterrupted operation of entire 
facility. Total power requirement for 
CAS option is 840 kW.  

Include a UPS system to allow 
uninterrupted operation of entire 
facility. Total power requirement for 
CAS option is 880 kW. 

New Laboratory, Shop, and Garage 
(Optional) 

Existing facility has a small laboratory, 
shop, and garage. 

Add new buildings for laboratory and 
shop and garage.  

Add new buildings for laboratory and 
shop and garage. 

1Because these upgrades have no impact on the process selection, they are excluded in benefit-to-cost analysis and process selection. However, cost estimates regarding these 
upgrades will be included in TM 5.  
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3.0 Cost Estimate and Benefit-to-Cost Ratios 
for Treatment Options 

Cost estimates were developed by obtaining budgetary-level equipment costs from the 
equipment suppliers and calculating facility costs using CH2M HILL’s cost estimating 
methodology (CPES) for projects of similar type and size.  

The cost estimates developed for this analysis provide a relative comparison of the 
treatment alternatives and are considered “order-of-magnitude” estimates. An 
order-of-magnitude cost estimate is defined as “an approximate estimate made without 
detailed engineering data.” The Association for the Advancement of Cost Engineering 
(AACE) International defines order-of-magnitude costs as Class 5 cost estimates without 
detailed engineering data. Examples of order-of-magnitude costs include:  (1) an estimate 
from cost capacity curves, (2) an estimate using scale-up or scale-down factors, and (3) an 
approximate ratio estimate. The estimates shown, and any resulting conclusions on project 
financial or economic feasibility or funding requirements, have been prepared to guide 
project evaluation and implementation from the information available at the time of cost 
estimation. The expected accuracy ranges for a Class 5 cost estimate are –15 to –30 percent 
on the low side and +20 to +50 percent on the high side. The final costs of the project and 
resulting feasibility will depend on actual labor and material costs, competitive market 
conditions, actual site conditions, final project scope, implementation schedule, continuity of 
personnel and engineering, and other variable factors.  

Capital costs, herein, reflects construction costs for the facilities and do not include 
engineering and design or legal fees. The following markups and contingencies were 
included in the facility costs: 

 Mobilization: 10% 
 Bond/Permits and Insurance: 3.5% 
 Contractors Overheads: 15% 
 Contractor Profit: 8% 
 Project Contingency: 25% 

Operations and maintenance costs items including chemicals, power, sludge hauling, and 
disposal costs were obtained from LCSD and were summarized in TM 3. Membrane 
replacement, part replacement, and maintenance costs were from CPES and leading 
equipment suppliers. A 20-year LCC, which is the total cost of ownership of equipment or 
technology, including its cost of acquisition, operations and maintenance, and 
decommission, was estimated to identify the most cost-effective alternatives from 16 
(8 CAS+8 MBR) alternatives evaluated. Tables 3-1 and 3-2 present capital, O&M, and 
20-year LCC (at 6 percent discount rate) for CAS and MBR options, respectively. The green 
highlighted cells in Table 3-1 refer to new processes or technologies whereas yellow 
highlighted cells refer to upgrades and expansion to the existing plant facilities. 
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TABLE 3-1 
Cost Estimate Summary for CAS Alternatives  

 
Estimate 

Basis Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5 Alternative 6 Alternative 7 Alternative 8 

Headworks From CPES $7,300,000 $7,300,000 $7,300,000 $7,300,000 $7,300,000 $7,300,000 $7,300,000 $7,300,000 

Primary Clarifiers From CPES $1,910,000 $1,910,000 $1,910,000 $1,910,000 $1,910,000 $1,910,000 $1,910,000 $1,910,000 

Activated Sludge 
Basins 

From CPES $4,440,000 $4,440,000 $4,440,000 $4,440,000 $4,440,000 $4,440,000 $5,550,000 $4,884,000 

Aeration Blowers From CPES $3,095,000 $3,095,000 $3,095,000 $3,095,000 $3,095,000 $3,095,000 $3,350,000 $3,095,000 

Secondary 
Clarifiers 

From CPES $3,224,000 $3,224,000 $3,224,000 $3,224,000 $3,224,000 $3,224,000 $4,299,000 $3,224,000 

RAS/WAS Pump 
Station 

From CPES $902,000 $902,000 $902,000 $902,000 $902,000 $902,000 $902,000 $902,000 

Expand Existing 
ZeeWeed® UF  
System 

From GE-
Zenon 

$2,930,000 $0 $2,930,000 $2,930,000 $0 $2,930,000 $2,930,000 $2,930,000 

Replace Existing 
ZeeWeed® with 
AquaDisk Filters 

From Aqua 
Aerobics 

$0 $1,147,000 $0 $0 $1,147,000 $0 $0 $0 

New Break Tank 
Before UV System 

From CPES $370,000 $0 $370,000 $370,000 $0 $370,000 $370,000 $370,000 

Expand Existing 
UV System 

From CPES $750,000 $1,300,000 $750,000 $750,000 $1,300,000 $750,000 $750,000 $750,000 

Sludge Thickening From CPES $1,704,000 $1,704,000 $1,704,000 $1,704,000 $1,704,000 $1,704,000 $0 $0 

Anaerobic 
Digester 
Improvements 

From EIMCO $1,425,000 $1,425,000 $1,425,000 $1,425,000 $1,425,000 $1,425,000 $0 $195,000 

Aerobic Digestion From CPES $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,900,000 $0 $0 

Cannibal From CPES $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $6,660,000 $5,994,000 
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TABLE 3-1 
Cost Estimate Summary for CAS Alternatives  

 
Estimate 

Basis Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5 Alternative 6 Alternative 7 Alternative 8 

Dewatering via 
Belt Filter Press 

From CPES $0 $0 $2,430,000 $2,430,000 $2,430,000 $0 $0 $0 

Dewatering Using 
Existing Sludge 
Drying Beds 

From CPES $1,080,000 $1,080,000 $519,000 $519,000 $519,000 $1,080,000 $0 $519,000 

Solar Drier From 
Parkson 

$0 $0 $0 $5,254,000 $5,254,000 $0 $0 $0 

Upgrade and 
Expand Existing 
Zenogem MBR 
System 

From CPES 
and GE-
Zenon 

$1,150,000 $1,150,000 $1,150,000 $1,150,000 $1,150,000 $1,150,000 $1,150,000 $1,150,000 

Subtotal  $30,280,000 $28,677,000 $32,149,000 $37,403,000 $35,800,000 $32,180,000 $35,171,000 $33,223,000 

Subtotal 
Including Yard 
Piping and 
Electrical 
Upgrades1 

 $33,308,000 $31,545,000 $35,364,000 $41,144,000 $39,380,000 $35,398,000 $38,689,000 $36,546,000 

Markups and 
Contingencies 

         

Mobilization, 10% 
of the Subtotal 

From TM 3 $3,331,000 $3,155,000 $3,537,000 $4,115,000 $3,938,000 $3,540,000 $3,869,000 $3,655,000 

Bond, Permit, and 
Insurance, 3.5% of 
the Subtotal 

From TM 3 $1,166,000 $1,105,000 $1,238,000 $1,441,000 $1,379,000 $1,239,000 $1,355,000 $1,280,000 

Contractor 
Overheads, 15% 
of the Subtotal 

From TM 3 $4,997,000 $4,732,000 $5,305,000 $6,172,000 $5,907,000 $5,310,000 $5,804,000 $5,482,000 

Contractor Profit, 
8% of the Subtotal 

From TM 3 $2,665,000 $2,524,000 $2,830,000 $3,292,000 $3,151,000 $2,832,000 $3,096,000 $2,924,000 
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TABLE 3-1 
Cost Estimate Summary for CAS Alternatives  

 
Estimate 

Basis Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5 Alternative 6 Alternative 7 Alternative 8 

Project 
Contingency, 25% 
of the Subtotal 

From TM 3 $8,327,000 $7,887,000 $8,841,000 $10,286,000 $9,845,000 $8,850,000 $9,673,000 $9,137,000 

TOTAL CAPITAL 
COST, $ 

 $53,794,000 $50,948,000 $57,115,000 $66,450,000 $63,600,000 $57,169,000 $62,486,000 $59,024,000 

O&M Cost, $/year          

CAS System From CPES $543,000 $543,000 $543,000 $543,000 $543,000 $543,000 $663,000 $543,000 

ZeeWeed® 500 
Ultrafiltration 

From GE-
Zenon 

$290,000 $0 $290,000 $290,000 $0 $290,000 $290,000 $290,000 

AquaDisk Filters From Aqua 
Aerobics 

$0 $54,000 $0 $0 $54,000 $0 $0 $0 

UV System From CPES $133,000 $211,000 $133,000 $133,000 $211,000 $133,000 $133,000 $133,000 

Sludge Thickening From CPES $76,000 $76,000 $76,000 $76,000 $76,000 $76,000 $0 $0 

Anaerobic 
Digestion 

From similar 
projects 

$46,000 $46,000 $46,000 $46,000 $46,000 $46,000 $0 $36,000 

Aerobic Digestion From CPES $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $90,000 $0 $0 

Cannibal From 
Siemens 

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $222,000 $200,000 

Dewatering via 
Belt Filter Press 

From CPES $0 $0 $118,000 $118,000 $118,000 $0 $0 $0 

Sludge Drying 
Beds 

 $41,000 $41,000 $14,000 $14,000 $14,000 $41,000 $0 $0 

Solar Drier From 
Parkson 

$0 $0 $0 $53,000 $53,000 $0 $0 $0 

Sludge Hauling  $155,000 $155,000 $170,000 $47,000 $47,000 $124,000 $0 $0 
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TABLE 3-1 
Cost Estimate Summary for CAS Alternatives  

 
Estimate 

Basis Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5 Alternative 6 Alternative 7 Alternative 8 

Total O&M Cost, 
$/year 

 $1,284,000 $1,126,000 $1,390,000 $1,320,000 $1,162,000 $1,343,000 $1,308,000 $1,202,000 

Potential Biogas 
to Energy O&M 
Cost Saving, 
$/year 

From Pro2D -$239,000 -$239,000 -$239,000 -$239,000 -$239,000 -$239,000 $0 -$148,000 

TOTAL O&M 
Cost Including 
Biogas to Energy 
Cost Saving, 
$/year 

 $1,045,000 $887,000 $1,151,000 $1,081,000 $923,000 $1,104,000 $1,308,000 $1,054,000 

LCC (Excludes 
Potential Biogas 
to Energy 
Saving)2, $ 

 $68,521,000 $63,863,000 $73,058,000 $81,590,000 $76,928,000 $72,573,000 $77,489,000 $72,811,000 

LCC (Includes 
Potential Biogas 
to Energy 
Saving), $ 

 $65,780,000 $61,122,000 $70,317,000 $78,849,000 $74,187,000 $69,832,000 $77,489,000 $71,113,000 

110% of the subtotal is allocated for yard piping and electrical upgrades.  
2Values used in the benefit-to-cost analysis  
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TABLE 3-2 

Cost Estimate Summary for MBR Options 

 

Cost 
Estimate 

Basis Alternative 9 Alternative 10 Alternative 11 Alternative 12 Alternative 13 Alternative 14 Alternative 15 Alternative 16 

Headworks From CPES $7,300,000 $7,300,000 $7,300,000 $7,300,000 $7,300,000 $7,300,000 $7,300,000 $7,300,000 

Primary Clarifiers From CPES $1,910,000 $1,910,000 $1,910,000 $1,910,000 $1,910,000 $1,910,000 $1,910,000 $1,910,000 

Activated Sludge 
Basins 

From CPES $3,000,000 $3,000,000 $3,000,000 $4,100,000 $4,100,000 $3,457,000 $3,457,000 $3,000,000 

Aeration Blowers From CPES $3,806,000 $3,806,000 $3,806,000 $4,071,000 $4,071,000 $3,806,000 $3,806,000 $3,806,000 

MBR Tanks and 
Auxiliary Equipment 

From GE-
Zenon 

$7,607,000 $7,607,000 $7,607,000 $7,607,000 $7,607,000 $7,607,000 $7,607,000 $7,607,000 

RAS/WAS Pump 
Station 

From CPES $1,488,000 $1,488,000 $1,488,000 $1,560,000 $1,560,000 $1,488,000 $1,488,000 $1,488,000 

New Break Tank 
Before UV System 

From CPES $370,000 $370,000 $370,000 $370,000 $370,000 $370,000 $370,000 $370,000 

Expand Existing 
UV System 

From CPES $750,000 $750,000 $750,000 $750,000 $750,000 $750,000 $750,000 $750,000 

Sludge Thickening From CPES $1,704,000 $1,704,000 $1,704,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,704,000 

Anaerobic Digester 
Improvements 

From 
EIMCO 

$1,425,000 $1,425,000 $1,425,000 $0 $0 $195,000 $195,000 $1,425,000 

Aerobic Digester From CPES $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,900,000 

Dewatering via Belt 
Filter Press 

From CPES $0 $2,430,000 $2,430,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Dewatering Using 
Existing Sludge 
Drying Beds 

From CPES $1,080,000 $519,000 $519,000 $519,000 $0 $519,000 $0 $886,000 

Cannibal Process From 
Siemens 

$0 $0 $0 $6,660,000 $6,660,000 $5,254,000 $5,254,000 $0 
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TABLE 3-2 

Cost Estimate Summary for MBR Options 

 

Cost 
Estimate 

Basis Alternative 9 Alternative 10 Alternative 11 Alternative 12 Alternative 13 Alternative 14 Alternative 15 Alternative 16 

Solar Drier From 
Parkson 

$0 $0 $5,254,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Upgrade and 
Expand Existing 
Zenogem MBR 
System 

From CPES 
and GE-
Zenon 

$1,150,000 $1,150,000 $1,150,000 $1,150,000 $1,150,000 $1,150,000 $1,150,000 $1,150,000 

Yard Piping and 
Flow Rerouting 

From CPES $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 

Subtotal  $31,590,000 $33,459,000 $38,713,000 $35,997,000 $35,478,000 $33,806,000 $33,287,000 $33,296,000 

Subtotal 
Including Yard 
Piping and 
Electrical 
Upgrades1 

 $34,749,000 $36,805,000 $42,585,000 $39,597,000 $39,026,000 $37,187,000 $36,616,000 $36,626,000 

Markups and 
Contingencies 

         

Mobilization, 10% 
of the Subtotal 

From TM 3 $3,475,000 $3,681,000 $4,259,000 $3,960,000 $3,903,000 $3,719,000 $3,662,000 $3,663,000 

Bond, Permit, and 
Insurance, 3.5% of 
the Subtotal 

From TM 3 $1,217,000 $1,289,000 $1,491,000 $1,386,000 $1,366,000 $1,302,000 $1,282,000 $1,282,000 

Contractor 
Overheads, 15% of 
the Subtotal 

From TM 3 $5,213,000 $5,521,000 $6,388,000 $5,940,000 $5,854,000 $5,579,000 $5,493,000 $5,494,000 

Contractor Profit, 
8% of the Subtotal 

From TM 3 $2,780,000 $2,945,000 $3,407,000 $3,168,000 $3,123,000 $2,975,000 $2,930,000 $2,931,000 
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TABLE 3-2 

Cost Estimate Summary for MBR Options 

 

Cost 
Estimate 

Basis Alternative 9 Alternative 10 Alternative 11 Alternative 12 Alternative 13 Alternative 14 Alternative 15 Alternative 16 

Project 
Contingency, 25% 
of the Subtotal 

From TM 3 $8,688,000 $9,202,000 $10,647,000 $9,900,000 $9,757,000 $9,297,000 $9,154,000 $9,157,000 

TOTAL CAPITAL 
COST, $ 

 $56,122,000 $59,443,000 $68,777,000 $63,951,000 $63,029,000 $60,059,000 $59,137,000 $59,153,000 

O&M Cost, $/year          

MBR System From 
CPES+GE-

Zenom 

$814,000 $814,000 $814,000 $863,000 $863,000 $814,000 $814,000 $814,000 

UV System From CPES $133,000 $133,000 $133,000 $133,000 $133,000 $133,000 $133,000 $133,000 

Sludge Thickening From CPES $72,000 $72,000 $72,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $72,000 

Anaerobic 
Digestion 

From similar 
projects 

$46,000 $46,000 $46,000 $0 $0 $36,000 $36,000 $46,000 

Aerobic Digester From CPES $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $90,000 

Dewatering via Belt 
Filter Press 

From CPES $0 $117,000 $117,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $90,000 

Cannibal From 
Siemens 

$0 $0 $0 $162,000 $222,000 $162,000 $222,000 $0 

Sludge Drying 
Beds 

From CPES $41,000 $14,000 $14,000 $14,000 $0 $14,000 $0 $41,000 

Solar Drier From 
Parkson 

$0 $0 $50,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Sludge Hauling From TM 3 $151,000 $151,000 $47,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $124,000 

Total O&M Cost, 
$/year 

 $1,257,000 $1,347,000 $1,293,000 $1,172,000 $1,218,000 $1,159,000 $1,205,000 $1,410,000 
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TABLE 3-2 

Cost Estimate Summary for MBR Options 

 

Cost 
Estimate 

Basis Alternative 9 Alternative 10 Alternative 11 Alternative 12 Alternative 13 Alternative 14 Alternative 15 Alternative 16 

Potential Biogas 
to Energy O&M 
Cost Saving, 
$/year 

From Pro2D -$227,000 -$227,000 -$227,000 $0 $0 -$148,000 -$148,000 -$227,000 

TOTAL O&M Cost 
Including 
Savings, $/year 

 $1,030,000 $1,120,000 $1,066,000 $1,172,000 $1,218,000 $1,011,000 $1,057,000 $1,183,000 

LCC (Excludes 
Potential Biogas 
to Energy 
Saving)2, $ 

 $70,540,000 $74,893,000 $83,608,000 $77,394,000 $76,999,000 $73,353,000 $72,958,000 $75,326,000 

LCC (Includes 
Potential Biogas 
to Energy 
Saving), $ 

 $67,936,000 $72,289,000 $81,004,000 $77,394,000 $76,999,000 $71,655,000 $71,261,000 $72,722,000 

110% of the subtotal is allocated for yard piping and electrical upgrades.  
2 Values used in the benefit-to-cost analysis  
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The sludge thickening costs presented in Tables 3-1 and 3-2 are based on rotary drum 
thickening, which offered a capital cost saving of approximately $400,000 over gravity belt 
thickening with identical O&M costs. Cost details are presented in Appendixes A and B.  

For MBR option, two alternatives were evaluated for upgrading the existing Zenogem MBR 
system. The option of replacing the existing steel tanks with concrete tanks offered better 
cost savings than allocating an MBR train on the proposed MBR system to treat high and 
low TDS streams separately in one system.  

Projected biogas generation and corresponding cost savings3 for CAS and MBR options 
include proposed digester upgrades. In each option, 55 percent VS reduction and a biogas 
yield of 15 cubic feet biogas per pound VS destroyed were used. The potential cost savings 
(offsets) were estimated using electricity purchase rate of $0.15/kilowatt-hour (kWh).  

The ability to use the existing facilities such as tertiary filters for the CAS system result in 
the capital costs of CAS options to be slightly lower than those for the MBR options. 
However, the LCC cost difference of approximately 2 percent between Alternative 1 (CAS 
option) and Alternative 9 (MBR option) indicates that the difference is in fact within the 
error range of the Class 5 cost estimate. The B/C ratios are identical for Alternative 1 (0.327) 
and Alternative 9 (0.328), thereby suggesting that Alternative 1 and Alternative 9 are equally 
qualified as the treatment alternatives.  

A greenhouse drier can significantly improve solids dry cake content and potentially meet 
the Class A requirement. However, relatively high equipment cost makes this alternative 
unattractive. This alternative would be attractive in locations with higher biosolids hauling 
and disposal costs, and with tight site space availability.  

The LCC estimates indicate that the Cannibal options offer substantial saving on sludge 
disposal costs but require higher initial investment.  

Because selection of the most suitable treatment alternative(s) will be determined based on 
B/C ratios rather than LCC alone, the B/C ratios were evaluated for treatment technology 
selection. Figure 3-1 illustrates the LCCs along with B/C ratios for all CAS and MBR 
alternatives (total 16) evaluated. Table 3-3 presents the results in tabular form and provides 
ranking for the alternatives.  

                                                      
3 Savings due to not purchasing electricity from PG&E at $0.15 kWh.  
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FIGURE 3-1 
LCCs, B/C Ratios for Treatment Alternatives  
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TABLE 3-3 
LCCs, Total Benefit Scores, B/C Ratios, and Alternative Rankings for Treatment Alternatives 

Alternatives 
LCC  
($M) 

Total Benefit 
Scores 

B/C 
Ratios 

B/C Ranking 
 

LCC 
Ranking 

Alternative 1 

CAS+MF+ ST+SPAD+SDB 

68.5 22.4 0.327 2 2 

Alternative 2 

CAS+CMF+ST+SPAD+SDB 

63.9 19.3 0.303 8 1 

Alternative 3 

CAS+MF+ST+SPAD+BFP 

73.1 22.4 0.307 5 7 

Alternative 4 

CAS+MF+ST+SPAD+SD 

81.6 22.4 0.275 15 15 

Alternative 5 

CAS+CMF+ST+SPAD+SD 

76.9 19.3 0.251 16 11 

Alternative 6 

CAS+MF+ ST+TPD+SDB 

72.6 22.4 0.310 3 4 
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TABLE 3-3 
LCCs, Total Benefit Scores, B/C Ratios, and Alternative Rankings for Treatment Alternatives 

Alternatives 
LCC  
($M) 

Total Benefit 
Scores 

B/C 
Ratios 

B/C Ranking 
 

LCC 
Ranking 

Alternative 7 

CAS+MF+ Cannibal+Rental BFP 
(no primary settling) 

77.5 21.5 0.277 13 14 

Alternative 8 

CAS+MF+ Cannibal+SDB (no 
primary settling) 

72.8 21.5 0.295 10 5 

Alternative 9 

MBR+ST+SPAD+SDB 

70.5 23.1 0.328 1 3 

Alternative 10 

MBR+ST+SPAD+BFP 

74.9 23.1 0.309 4 9 

Alternative 11 

MBR+ST+SPAD+SD 

83.6 23.1 0.277 14 16 

Alternative 12 

MBR+Cannibal+BFP (no primary 
settling) 

77.4 22.1 0.286 12 13 

Alternative 13 

MBR+Cannibal+SDB (no 
primary settling) 

77.0 22.1 0.288 11 12 

Alternative 14 

MBR+Cannibal+SPAD+SDB 

73.4 22.1 0.302 9 8 

Alternative 15 

MBR+Cannibal+SPAD+Rental 
BFP 

73.0 22.1 0.303 7 6 

Alternative 16 

MBR+ST+TPD+SDB 

75.3 23.1 0.307 6 10 

BFP: belt filter press 
CAS: conventional activated sludge 
CMF: cloth media filtration 
MBR: membrane bioreactor 
MF: membrane filtration 
SD: solar drier 
SDB: sludge drying bed 
SPAD: single-phase anaerobic digestion 
ST: sludge thickening 
TPD: two-phase digestion 

 
Figure 3-1 and Table 3-3 show that Alternatives 1, 9, and 6 exhibited the highest B/C ratios 
and are the top three alternatives. Alternatives 1 and 6 are very similar but the latter 
includes an additional aerobic digestion step (two-phase digestion) to improve VS reduction 
and consequently reduce biosolids handling costs. A sensitivity analysis was performed to 
compare Alternatives 1 and 6 under following scenarios: 
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 Scenario 1: 30 percent increase in current biosolids hauling cost only. Under this scenario, 
a biosolids disposal cost of $51.3/ton biosolids was used ($39.5x1.3).  

 Scenario 2:  10 percent increase in electricity cost only. Under this scenario, an electricity 
cost of $0.165/kWh used (1.1X$0.15/kWh).  

 Scenario 3:  30 percent increase in current biosolids hauling cost and 10 percent increase 
in electricity cost. 

The sensitivity analysis results are presented in Table 3-4.  

TABLE 3-4 
Sensitivity Analysis Scenarios for Alternative 1 and 6 

 

Scenario I  
(Increase in Biosolids 
Disposal Cost, $/year) 

Scenario II  
(Increase in Power 

Cost, $/year) 

Scenario III  
(Increase in Biosolids 

Disposal Cost and Power, 
$/year) 

Alternative 1 (Single-Phase 
Anaerobic Digestion) 

47,000 1,300 48,300 

Alternative 6 (Two-Phase 
Digestion) 

37,000 10,000 47,000 

Net O&M Cost Difference 
Between Alternatives 1 
and 6, $/year 

+10,000 -8,700 +1,300 

Net LCC Difference 
Between Alternatives 1 
and 6, $ 

+115,000 -100,000 +15,000 

 

Table 3-4 indicates that Alternative 6 (CAS + membrane filtration + sludge thickening (WAS 
only) + two-phase digestion (anaerobic-aerobic) + sludge dewatering using sludge drying 
beds) can offer up to $10,000 year O&M cost saving or $115,000 LCC saving over 
Alternative 1 (CAS + membrane filtration + sludge thickening (WAS only) + single-phase 
anaerobic digestion + sludge dewatering using sludge drying beds) if biosolids hauling 
costs increase, but the reverse is true in the event that electricity costs increase. Therefore, 
there is not a significant difference between the two alternatives.  

3.1 Recommendations 
The objective of this TM was to determine the most suitable technology based on the B/C 
ratios developed for the treatment alternatives developed previously in this study. The B/C 
ratios showed that Alternative 1 (CAS+MF+ ST+SPAD+SDB) and Alternative 9 
(MBR+ST+SPAD+SDB) exhibited the highest benefit scores among 16 treatment alternatives 
summarized. Although LCC for Alternative 1 is slightly lower (approximately 2 percent) 
than that for Alternative 9, the B/C scores were nearly identical for Alternative 1 and 
Alternative 9, which pointed to two equally beneficial treatment alternatives to meet the 
LCSD goals. The B/C ratios clearly indicate that the differences between Alternatives 1 
and 9 are well within the error range of cost estimation, and both alternatives are equally 
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qualified. To move forward with the selection of one alternative for LCSD, additional steps 
such as further evaluation of the advantages of each alternative and obtaining further 
feedback from the plant operators were taken.  

MBR has unique advantages over CAS, such as reducing the facility footprint (see 
Figures 3-2 and 3-3). Although superior effluent quality is not the major interest at this 
moment, MBR may be a better fit to meet stringent future recycle water regulations, which 
may include micro-pollutants (i.e., pharmaceuticals, personal care products, and endocrine 
disrupting compounds). Numerous research studies indicate that MBR systems are capable 
of removing a greater percentage of micro-pollutants compared to typical CAS systems 
coupled with membrane filtration as in Alternative 1. Microfiltration performance after the 
CAS system is heavily dependent on the sludge settling characteristics and the performance 
of the secondary clarifiers. The recent advancements in MBR design practices (i.e., cyclic air 
on/off) significantly lowered the MBR power requirements and made MBR power and 
carbon footprint competitive to the CAS systems.  

LCSD is currently operating a submerged membrane filtration facility (ZeeWeed® 
Ultrafiltration) and a small MBR system (Zenogem). LCSD staff expressed concern about the 
ZeeWeed® membrane filtration system and its continued useful life due to mechanical 
failures such as membrane fiber failures, material corrosion, and increased repair needs for 
valves and actuators used in the membrane system. Therefore, the existing system has 
recurring maintenance costs at a much more frequent interval compared to typical tertiary 
membrane filtration facilities. LCSD, however, has had good success with the operation of 
the MBR system. It should be noted that the cost estimation in this TM assumed that the 
existing ZeeWeed® system will be expanded for a future phase with the minimum 
upgrades to the existing units. This was assumed considering the anticipated improvement 
in feedwater quality with the CAS implementation. However, if the maintenance and 
frequent repair needs are not reduced in the future, LCC (both labor and material costs) for 
the CAS system could be much higher than what this evaluation forecasted. In light of these 
and LCSD O&M staff feedback based on their operating experience with the two systems, 
Alternative 9 was identified as the most favorable option of the two. 

Alternative 2 (CAS coupled with cloth media filtration) appears as the most economical 
alternative based on LCC, but it was found to have a much lower benefit score than 
Alternative 9 or Alternative 1. The main drawback of cloth media filters is its inability to 
produce high-quality effluent, which is critical for the performance and sizing of the 
downstream ultraviolet (UV) disinfection facilities. Changing the existing membrane 
filtration to cloth media or not implementing MBR would require upgrade and expansion of 
the existing UV system as well as re-validation of the UV system at 55 percent UV 
transmittance according to the National Water Research Institute (NWRI) and American 
Water Works Association Research Foundation (AWWARF) UV Guidelines. These upgrades 
and re-validation could be lengthy, cumbersome, and costly (cost for revalidation testing 
was not included in this evaluation).  

Based on the foregoing evaluation and findings, it is recommended that the further 
evaluation for the facility plan be completed using Alternative 9 as the treatment alternative.  

Currently, CH2M HILL is working on a scope to evaluate renewable energy options for 
LCSD. This evaluation will identify the capacity of renewable energy technology to meet 
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future energy demand of the plant, footprint requirement as well as state and federal 
incentives available for the renewable energy options, and payback calculations to evaluate 
the long–term benefits and ownership options for the renewable energy alternatives.  

In addition, CH2M HILL will provide a summary of the current status of the California 
Renewable Portfolio Standards (RPS). Under RPS programs, energy utilities need to acquire 
Renewable Energy Credits (RECs) by providing renewables as part of their energy portfolio. 
If LCSD moves forward into negotiations with a renewable energy provider, it will be 
important to understand the value and ownership of the RECs associated with the project.  
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FIGURE 3-2 
CAS Site Layout 
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FIGURE 3-3 
MBR Site Layout 
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Cost Estimate Details for CAS  
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Headworks Capital Cost, $ 

Sitework $       239,000 

Concrete $       860,000 

Building $       408,000 

Metals $         68,000 

Equipment $     3,609,000 

Instrumentation & Controls $       200,000 

Mechanical $       132,000 

Electrical $         90,000 

Subtotal $     5,606,000 

Finishes Allowance (2%) $       113,000 

I&C Allowance (4%) $       225,000 

Mechanical Allowance (20%) $     1,122,000 

Electrical Allowance (4%) $       225,000 

Total $     7,300,000 

 
 
 
Headworks O&M Cost, $/year 

Power $       192,000 

Maintenance (1% of the Capital Investment) $         73,000 

Total $       265,000 
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Upgrading the Existing Primary Clarifiers Capital Cost, $ 

Metals $        124,000 

Equipment $        560,000 

Mechanical and Electrical $        150,000 

Subtotal $        834,000 

Finishes Allowance (2%) $          12,000 

I&C Allowance (2%) $          12,000 

Mechanical Allowance (5%) $          30,000 

Electrical Allowance (2%) $          12,000 

Total $        900,000 

 
 
 
 
New Primary Clarifiers Capital Cost, $ 

Sitework  $                    194,000  

Concrete  $                    500,000  

Metals  $                    134,000  

Equipment  $                    720,000  

Mechanical and Electrical  $                      15,000  

Subtotal  $                 1,561,000  

Finishes Allowance (2%)  $                      63,000  

I&C Allowance (4%)  $                      63,000  

Mechanical Allowance (20%)  $                    157,000  

Electrical Allowance (4%)  $                      63,000  

Total  $                 1,910,000  
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Activated Sludge Basins, Mixers, and Diffuse 
Aeration System 

Capital Cost, $ 

Sitework $            220,000 

Concrete $         1,700,000 

Metals $            195,000 

Equipment $            770,000 

Instrumentation & Controls $            262,000 

Mechanical $            410,000 

Electrical $            110,000 

Subtotal $         3,667,000 

Finishes Allowance (3%) $            111,000 

I&C Allowance (5%) $            184,000 

Mechanical Allowance (8%) $            294,000 

Electrical Allowance (5%) $            184,000 

Total $         4,440,000 

 
 
 
 
Process Air Blowers  Capital Cost, $ 

Sitework $               9,000 

Concrete $             23,000 

Building $           177,000 

Equipment $           318,000 

Instrumentation & Controls $           105,000 

Mechanical $           607,000 

Electrical $           200,000 

Subtotal $         1,439,000 

Finishes Allowance (2%) $             29,000 

I&C Allowance (3%) $             44,000 

Mechanical Allowance (5%) $             72,000 

Electrical Allowance (5%) $             72,000 

Total $         3,095,000 
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Secondary Clarifiers  Capital Cost, $ 

Sitework $                    550,000 

Concrete $                 1,350,000 

Metals $                    280,000 

Equipment $                    870,000 

Mechanical $                      25,000 

Subtotal $                 3,075,000 

Finishes Allowance (4%) $                      40,000 

I&C Allowance (2%) $                      20,000 

Mechanical Allowance (5%) $                      49,000 

Electrical Allowance (4%) $                      40,000 

Total $                 3,224,000 

 
 
 
 
RAS/WAS Pump Station Capital Cost, $ 

Sitework $             23,000 

Concrete $             79,000 

Building $           180,000 

Equipment $           225,000 

Instrumentation & Controls $             96,000 

Mechanical $           107,000 

Electrical $           100,000 

Subtotal $           810,000 

Finishes Allowance (2%) $             17,000 

I&C Allowance (3%) $             17,000 

Mechanical Allowance (5%) $             41,000 

Electrical Allowance (5%) $             17,000 

Total $           902,000 
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CAS (Includes Activated Sludge Basins, Aeration 
Blowers, Secondary Clarifiers, and RAS/WAS 
Pump Station) O&M Cost, $/year 

Power $       395,000 

Maintenance (2% of the Capital Investment) $       151,000 

Total $       546,000 

 

 
UF System Expansion Capital Cost, $ 

Sitework $             9,000 

Concrete $           57,000 

Metals $             7,000 

Building $         391,000 

Equipment $       1,443,000 

Instrumentation and Control $           37,000 

Mechanical $         194,000 

Electrical  $           61,000 

Subtotal $       2,199,000 

Finishes Allowance (2%) $           44,000 

I&C Allowance (4%) $           88,000 

Mechanical Allowance (5%) $         110,000 

Electrical Allowance (4%) $           88,000 

Total $       2,530,000 

TOTAL COST Including Upgrades and Repairs to 
the Existing System, $ $       2,930,000 

 

 
UF O&M Cost, $/year 

Power $          55,000 

Chemicals $          15,000 

Membrane Replacement Cost $          34,000 

Repair and Maintenance  $         186,000 

Total $         290,000 
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Cloth Media Filtration Capital Cost, $ 

Sitework $          10,000 

Concrete $                   - 

Installed Equipment Cost $        960,000 

Subtotal $        970,000 

Finishes Allowance (2%) $          20,000 

I&C Allowance (3%) $          30,000 

Mechanical Allowance (8%) $          78,000 

Electrical Allowance (3%) $          49,000 

Total $     1,147,000 

 

 
 
 
Cloth Media Filtration O&M Cost, $/year 

Power $           1,000 

Part Replacement Cost $           41,000 

Maintenance $           6,000 

Total $         48,000 

 
 
 
 
UV System with Membrane Filtration Capital Cost, $ 

Sitework $                 - 

Concrete $                 - 

Installed Equipment Cost $       634,000 

Subtotal $       634,000 

Finishes Allowance (2%) $        13,000 

I&C Allowance (3%) $        20,000 

Mechanical Allowance (8%) $        51,000 

Electrical Allowance (3%) $        32,000 

Total $       750,000 
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UV System with Membrane Filtration O&M Cost, $/year 

Power $          66,000 

Lamp, Sleeve, and Ballast Replacement  $          67,000 

Total $         133,000 

 
 
 
 
UV System with Cloth Media Filtration Capital Cost, $ 

Sitework $                 - 

Concrete $                 - 

Installed Equipment Cost $     1,100,000 

Subtotal $     1,100,000 

Finishes Allowance (2%) $          22,000 

I&C Allowance (3%) $          33,000 

Mechanical Allowance (8%) $          88,000 

Electrical Allowance (3%) $          55,000 

Total $     1,298,000 

 

 
 
 
UV System with Cloth Media Filtration O&M Cost, $/year 

Power $          117,000 

Lamp, Sleeve, and Ballast Replacement  $           94,000 

Total $         211,000 
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Sludge Thickening via Rotary Drum Thickener Capital Cost, $ 

Sitework $              29,000 

Concrete $              87,000 

Building $            703,000 

Metals $              15,000 

Equipment $            465,000 

Instrumentation & Controls $            132,000 

Electrical $            130,000 

Subtotal $          1,561,000 

Finishes Allowance (2%) $              32,000 

I&C Allowance (2%) $              32,000 

Mechanical Allowance (3%) $              47,000 

Electrical Allowance (2%) $              32,000 

Total $          1,704,000 

 

 
 
 
 
Sludge Thickening via Rotary Drum Thickener O&M Cost, $/year 

Power $           29,0000 

Polymer  $           17,000 

Maintenance $            30,000 

Total $           76,000 
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Sludge Thickening via Gravity Belt Thickener Capital Cost, $ 

Sitework $              29,000 

Concrete $              87,000 

Building $            703,000 

Metals $              15,000 

Equipment $            787,000 

Instrumentation & Controls $            132,000 

Electrical $            130,000 

Subtotal $          1,883,000 

Finishes Allowance (2%) $              38,000 

I&C Allowance (2%) $              38,000 

Mechanical Allowance (3%) $              57,000 

Electrical Allowance (2%) $              38,000 

Total $          2,054,000 

 

 
 
 
 
Sludge Thickening via Gravity Belt Thickener O&M Cost, $/year 

Power $           29,000 

Polymer  $           20,000 

Maintenance $            35,000 

Total $           84,000 
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Anaerobic Digester Upgrades with CAS Capital Cost, $ 

Secondary Digester Upgrades  

Piping and Heat Exchanger $           200,000 

Insulation $            80,000 

Mixing System $           130,000 

Steel Cover $           205,000 

Subtotal $           615,000 

Installation $           615,000 

Total $        1,230,000 

Primary Digester Upgrades  

Primary Digester Steel Cover $           125,000 

Mixing System $           121,000 

Subtotal $           246,000 

Installation $           246,000 

Total $           492,000 

Project Total $        1,722,000 

 

 
 
 
Anaerobic Digestion with CAS O&M Cost, $/year 

Power $           13,000 

Gas Cleaning and Maintenance $            33,000 

Total $           46,000 
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Anaerobic Digester Upgrades with CAS+Cannibal Capital Cost, $ 

Secondary Digester Upgrades $                   - 

Piping and Heat Exchanger $                   - 

Insulation $                   - 

Mixing System $                   - 

Steel Cover $                   - 

Subtotal $                   - 

Installation $                   - 

Total  

Primary Digester Upgrades $        125,000 

Primary Digester Steel Cover $        121,000 

Mixing System $        246,000 

Subtotal $        246,000 

Installation $        492,000 

Total $        492,000 

 

 
 
 
Anaerobic Digestion with CAS+Cannibal O&M Cost, $/year 

Power $           5,000 

Gas Cleaning and Maintenance $            17,000 

Total $            22,000 
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Dewatering via Belt Filter Press Capital Cost, $ 

Sitework $          39,000 

Concrete $        145,000 

Building $     1,025,000 

Equipment $        680,000 

Instrumentation & Controls $        157,000 

Mechanical $        123,000 

Electrical $          98,000 

Subtotal $     2,228,000 

Finishes Allowance (2%) $          45,000 

I&C Allowance (2%) $          45,000 

Mechanical Allowance (3%) $          67,000 

Electrical Allowance (2%) $          45,000 

Total $     2,430,000 

 

 
 
Dewatering via Belt Filter Press O&M Cost, $/year 

Power $           15,000 

Polymer  $           44,000 

Maintenance $            59,000 

Total $          118,000 
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Dewatering via Sludge Drying Beds Capital Cost, $ 

Sitework $        100,000 

HDPE Liner $        408,000 

Drainage System $        473,000 

Subtotal $        981,000 

Miscellaneous Allowance (10%) $          98,100 

Total $     1,080,000 

 

 
 
Dewatering via Sludge Drying Beds O&M Cost, $/year 

Maintenance $            41,000 

Total $           41,000 

 
 
 
Dewatering via Solar Drier Capital Cost, $ 

Sitework $         60,000 

Concrete Slab $     1,643,000 

Equipment $     3,300,000 

Subtotal $     5,003,000 

Miscellaneous Allowance (5%) $        251,000 

Total $     5,254,000 

 

 
 
Dewatering via Solar Drier O&M Cost, $/year 

Power $           25,000 

Service and Maintenance $            23,000 

Total $           48,000 
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Break Tank Prior to UV System Capital Cost, $ 

Sitework $          7,000 

Concrete  $            312,000 

Subtotal $          319,000 

Finishes Allowance (5%) $          16,000 

I&C Allowance (2%) $            7,000 

Mechanical Allowance (5%) $          16,000 

Electrical Allowance (2%) $            7,000 

Total $        365,000 

 

 
 
Upgrading Existing Zenogem with Concrete  Tanks Capital Cost, $ 

Sitework $          25,000 

Concrete  $        325,000 

Subtotal $        350,000 

Finishes Allowance (5%) $          18,000 

I&C Allowance (2%) $            7,000 

Mechanical Allowance (5%) $          18,000 

Electrical Allowance (2%) $            7,000 

Total $        400,000 
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Headworks Capital Cost, $ 

Sitework $       239,000 

Concrete $       860,000 

Building $       408,000 

Metals $         68,000 

Equipment $     3,609,000 

Instrumentation & Controls $       200,000 

Mechanical $       132,000 

Electrical $         90,000 

Subtotal $     5,606,000 

Finishes Allowance (2%) $       113,000 

I&C Allowance (4%) $       225,000 

Mechanical Allowance (20%) $     1,122,000 

Electrical Allowance (4%) $       225,000 

Total $     7,300,000 

 
 
 
Headworks O&M Cost, $/year 

Power $       192,000 

Maintenance (1% of the Capital Investment) $         73,000 

Total $       265,000 

 

 
Upgrading the Existing Primary Clarifiers Capital Cost, $ 

Metals $        124,000 

Equipment $        560,000 

Mechanical and Electrical $        150,000 

Subtotal $        834,000 

Finishes Allowance (2%) $          12,000 

I&C Allowance (2%) $          12,000 

Mechanical Allowance (5%) $          30,000 

Electrical Allowance (2%) $          12,000 

Total $        900,000 
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New Primary Clarifiers Capital Cost, $ 

Sitework  $                    194,000  

Concrete  $                    500,000  

Metals  $                    134,000  

Equipment  $                    720,000  

Mechanical and Electrical  $                      15,000  

Subtotal  $                 1,561,000  

Finishes Allowance (2%)  $                      63,000  

I&C Allowance (4%)  $                      63,000  

Mechanical Allowance (20%)  $                    157,000  

Electrical Allowance (4%)  $                      63,000  

Total  $                 1,910,000  

 
 
 
Activated Sludge Basins, Mixers, and Diffuse 
Aeration System Capital Cost, $ 

Sitework $            128,000 

Concrete $            860,000 

Metals $            141,000 

Equipment $            774,000 

Instrumentation & Controls $            242,000 

Mechanical $            301,000 

Electrical $              88,000 

Subtotal $          2,534,000 

Finishes Allowance (3%) $              77,000 

I&C Allowance (5%) $            127,000 

Mechanical Allowance (8%) $            203,000 

Electrical Allowance (5%) $            127,000 

Total $          3,068,000 
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MBR Process Air Blowers  Capital Cost, $ 

Sitework $             11,000 

Concrete $             28,000 

Building $           223,000 

Equipment $           412,000 

Instrumentation & Controls $           116,000 

Mechanical $           714,000 

Electrical $           265,000 

Subtotal $        1,769,000 

Finishes Allowance (2%) $             36,000 

I&C Allowance (3%) $             54,000 

Mechanical Allowance (5%) $             89,000 

Electrical Allowance (5%) $             89,000 

Total $        3,806,000 

 
 
 
 
RAS/WAS Pump Station Capital Cost, $ 

Sitework $          30,000 

Concrete $          98,000 

Building $         234,000 

Equipment $         453,000 

Instrumentation & Controls $         142,000 

Mechanical $         261,000 

Electrical $         122,000 

Subtotal $      1,340,000 

Finishes Allowance (2%) $          27,000 

I&C Allowance (3%) $          27,000 

Mechanical Allowance (5%) $          67,000 

Electrical Allowance (5%) $          27,000 

Total $      1,488,000 
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MBR System (Includes Activated Sludge Basins, 
Aeration Blowers, and RAS/WAS Pump Station, Air 
Scour and CIP System) O&M Cost, $/year 

Power $           512,000 

Chemicals $             15,000 

Membrane Replacement $             58,000 

Maintenance (2% of the Capital Investment) $           229,000 

Total $           814,000 

 

 

UV System with MBR (Membrane Filtration) Capital Cost, $ 

Sitework $                 - 

Concrete $                 - 

Installed Equipment Cost $       634,000 

Subtotal $       634,000 

Finishes Allowance (2%) $        13,000 

I&C Allowance (3%) $        20,000 

Mechanical Allowance (8%) $        51,000 

Electrical Allowance (3%) $        32,000 

Total $       750,000 

 

 

UV System with MBR O&M Cost, $/year 

Power $          66,000 

Lamp, Sleeve, and Ballast Replacement  $          67,000 

Total $         133,000 
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Sludge Thickening via Rotary Drum Thickener Capital Cost, $ 

Sitework $              29,000 

Concrete $              87,000 

Building $            703,000 

Metals $              15,000 

Equipment $            465,000 

Instrumentation & Controls $            132,000 

Electrical $            130,000 

Subtotal $          1,561,000 

Finishes Allowance (2%) $              32,000 

I&C Allowance (2%) $              32,000 

Mechanical Allowance (3%) $              47,000 

Electrical Allowance (2%) $              32,000 

Total $          1,704,000 

 

 
 
Sludge Thickening via Rotary Drum Thickener O&M Cost, $/year 

Power $           28,000 

Polymer  $           14,000 

Maintenance $            30,000 

Total $           72,000 
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Sludge Thickening via Gravity Belt Thickener Capital Cost, $ 

Sitework $              29,000 

Concrete $              87,000 

Building $            703,000 

Metals $              15,000 

Equipment $            787,000 

Instrumentation & Controls $            132,000 

Electrical $            130,000 

Subtotal $          1,883,000 

Finishes Allowance (2%) $              38,000 

I&C Allowance (2%) $              38,000 

Mechanical Allowance (3%) $              57,000 

Electrical Allowance (2%) $              38,000 

Total $          2,054,000 

 

 
 
Sludge Thickening via Gravity Belt Thickener O&M Cost, $/year 

Power $           28,000 

Polymer  $           18,000 

Maintenance $            35,000 

Total $           81,000 
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Anaerobic Digester Upgrades with MBR Capital Cost, $ 

Secondary Digester Upgrades  

Piping and Heat Exchanger $           200,000 

Insulation $            80,000 

Mixing System $           130,000 

Steel Cover $           205,000 

Subtotal $           615,000 

Installation $           615,000 

Total $        1,230,000 

Primary Digester Upgrades  

Primary Digester Steel Cover $           125,000 

Mixing System $           121,000 

Subtotal $           246,000 

Installation $           246,000 

Total $           492,000 

Project Total $        1,722,000 

 

 
 
Anaerobic Digestion with MBR O&M Cost, $/year 

Gas Cleaning $           30,000 

Maintenance $            16,000 

Total $           46,000 
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Anaerobic Digester Upgrades with MBR + Cannibal Capital Cost, $ 

Secondary Digester Upgrades $                   - 

Piping and Heat Exchanger $                   - 

Insulation $                   - 

Mixing System $                   - 

Steel Cover $                   - 

Subtotal $                   - 

Installation $                   - 

Total  

Primary Digester Upgrades $        125,000 

Primary Digester Steel Cover $        121,000 

Mixing System $        246,000 

Subtotal $        246,000 

Installation $        492,000 

Total $        492,000 

 

 
 
Anaerobic Digestion with MBR + Cannibal O&M Cost, $/year 

Gas Cleaning $           15,000 

Maintenance $            16,000 

Total $            31,000 
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Dewatering via Belt Filter Press Capital Cost, $ 

Sitework $          39,000 

Concrete $        145,000 

Masonry $     1,025,000 

Equipment $        680,000 

Instrumentation & Controls $        157,000 

Mechanical $        123,000 

Electrical $          98,000 

Subtotal $     2,228,000 

Finishes Allowance (2%) $          45,000 

I&C Allowance (2%) $          45,000 

Mechanical Allowance (3%) $          67,000 

Electrical Allowance (2%) $          45,000 

Total $     2,430,000 

 

 
Dewatering via Belt Filter Press O&M Cost, $/year 

Power $           15,000 

Polymer  $           44,000 

Maintenance $            59,000 

Total $          118,000 

 
 
 
 
Dewatering via Sludge Drying Beds Capital Cost, $ 

Sitework $        100,000 

HDPE Liner $        408,000 

Drainage System $        473,000 

Subtotal $        981,000 

Miscellaneous Allowance (10%) $          98,100 

Total $     1,080,000 
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Dewatering via Sludge Drying Beds O&M Cost, $/year 

Maintenance $            41,000 

Total $           41,000 

 
 
 
 
 
Dewatering via Solar Drier Capital Cost, $ 

Sitework $         60,000 

Concrete Slab $     1,643,000 

Equipment $     3,300,000 

Subtotal $     5,003,000 

Miscellaneous Allowance (5%) $        251,000 

Total $     5,254,000 

 

 
 
Dewatering via Solar Drier O&M Cost, $/year 

Power $           25,000 

Service and Maintenance $            23,000 

Total $           48,000 
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Break Tank Prior to UV System Capital Cost, $ 

Sitework $          7,000 

Concrete  $            312,000 

Subtotal $          319,000 

Finishes Allowance (5%) $          16,000 

I&C Allowance (2%) $            7,000 

Mechanical Allowance (5%) $          16,000 

Electrical Allowance (2%) $            7,000 

Total $        365,000 

 

 
 
 
Upgrading Existing Zenogem with Concrete Tanks Capital Cost, $ 

Sitework $          25,000 

Concrete  $        325,000 

Subtotal $        350,000 

Finishes Allowance (5%) $          18,000 

I&C Allowance (2%) $            7,000 

Mechanical Allowance (5%) $          18,000 

Electrical Allowance (2%) $            7,000 

Total $        400,000 
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Introduction and Objectives 

This document presents the recommended project implementation plan for Laguna County 
Sanitation District Wastewater Reclamation Plant facilities. A multi-criteria decision analysis 
was completed previously and presented in TM4. The analysis was conducted based on a 
monetary and a nonmonetary evaluation of the technology alternatives to identify the 
treatment option that would be most beneficial for LCSD. The analysis identified one 
conventional activated sludge (CAS) and one membrane bioreactor (MBR) alternative 
(Alternatives 1 and 9) as the best alternatives with virtually identical benefit to cost ratios. 
However, based on further evaluation of these two alternatives, and feedback from the 
District’s Operations staff, the MBR technology (Alternative 9) was selected. The major 
treatment units for this MBR treatment process includes: 

 Construction of activated sludge basins and membrane tanks  

 Installation of a process aeration system, membrane cassettes, a membrane air scour 
system and ancillary membrane equipment  

 Expansion of the existing UV system  

 Construction of a new break tank ahead of the UV system  

 Upgrade and expansion of the existing Zenogem MBR system 

 Construction of a new sludge thickening facility using a rotary drum thickener 

 Upgrade of existing secondary anaerobic digesters, and sludge dewatering via sludge 
drying beds  

Due to current condition of the existing plant infrastructure, construction of a new 
headworks facility and two new primary clarifiers were also included in the cost analysis.  

Although it was not included in benefit to cost analysis, additional cost analysis will be 
performed for financial modeling to include other facilities already in the Capital 
Improvement Planning of the District, including the new recycled water storage tanks (total 
of 4 in ultimate phase), an uninterrupted power source (UPS), a chlorination system to 
re-disinfect the long-term stored recycle water, new facilities for laboratory, garage and 
mechanical shop, and electrical upgrades and yard piping. The selected alternative will be 
further developed herein with consideration given to implementation steps such as 
projected flows, capacity phasing and funding.  

The objectives of this implementation plan include the following: 

 Establish project phasing  

 Establish flow and solids mass balance, develop process flow diagram, and facility 
layout for the planning phases 

 Identify project elements that will have impact before and during construction activities 
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 Develop cost estimate for the implementation plan elements and the costs for 
construction based on manufacturer quotes, recent project bids and market conditions 

 Develop an implementation schedule 
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1.0 Project Phasing 

1.1 Treatment Facilities Phasing 
The projected average wastewater flows that will be generated within the service area of 
LCSD WWRP between 2010 and 2030 are illustrated in Figure 1-1 below. These flow 
projections are based on the Project Background TM (TM1).  
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FIGURE 1-1 
Projected Influent Flows to LCSD WWRP 

LCSD WWRP is currently treating high and low TDS streams separately and will continue 
to provide separate treatment in the future, projecting that no significant increase is 
expected in high TDS flows in the future. The existing high TDS MBR treatment train at the 
WWRP is designed to treat up to 0.5 mgd flow. LCSD is planning to expand the MBR 
capacity to 0.6 mgd to treat additional flows that are expected in the future. Knowing that 
flow contribution of the high TDS stream is small compared to that of the low TDS stream, it 
is expected that the low TDS treatment capacity needs will be the basis for project phasing.  

To aid in the project phasing evaluation, a set of criteria and scoring as presented in 
Table 1-1 were applied to the existing treatment units and plant facilities. The basis of the 
evaluation was a functionality review based on the performance, capacity and the physical 
condition of the existing facilities. Ultimately, any one of the unit treatment process with a 
corresponding 0 (zero) score was identified as a priority item that deserves immediate 
attention as part of facilities upgrade, whereas any unit treatment process with a score of 
1 (one) or 2 (two) was identified as lower priority items, where no immediate attention is 
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needed to upgrade or expand these facilities. The findings of the cursory condition 
assessment conducted earlier under this study (TM2) were considered for this review.  

Accordingly, the existing headworks, primary clarifiers and trickling filter have already 
approached the end of their useful lives, and priority needs to be given to replacing and/or 
upgrading these units. In addition, the existing trickling filter and secondary clarifier have 
no redundant units. The lack of redundancy raises a major concern for plant reliability and 
limits the operational flexibility. Therefore, priority needs to be given to replace and/or 
upgrade and expand the aged infrastructure and unit processes without redundant unit(s). 
Additionally, the plant staff has indicated that the existing ZeeWeed® Ultrafiltration system 
requires frequent repair and maintenance exceeding the originally anticipated routine repair 
and maintenance needs. These needs mainly include frequent repair of malfunctioning 
valves and actuators. The plant staff also indicated that the ultrafiltration trains are 
producing much lower filtrate flows than their projected capacities. This indicates that the 
capacity of the existing ultrafiltration system is actually lower than 3.2 mgd, which may 
require upgrade sooner than initially thought. LCSD has a plan for replacing all the 
membrane modules by July 2011. Replacing membranes in the ZeeWeed® Ultrafiltration 
System may improve productivity and restore plant capacity subjected to actual 
performance following completion of the upgrades. In the rate model, the existing 
ultrafiltration system was assumed to be replaced with MBR system under the initial phase 
(Phase I) upgrades. Depending upon rate model findings and project financial, the proposed 
replacement can be done in Phase II.  

The existing sludge drying beds are not lined which has raised concerns and will likely be 
required to be upgraded to meet regulatory requirements. As a result, immediate action for 
proper lining of the sludge drying beds could be included as a priority item under this plan. 
LCSD will make the final decision for including this in priority item list or implementing 
this during Phase II upgrades.  

According to Table 1-1, the upgrade and expansion of the existing high TDS MBR, high TDS 
RO, UV disinfection system, and anaerobic digestion can be done under the Phase II of the 
facilities expansion.  



LAGUNA COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICT WASTEWATER RECLAMATION PLANT FACILITIES PLANNING IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 

GEN050410064106SCO/101370002 1-3 

TABLE 1-1 
LCSD WWRP Facilities Planning Priority Review of Existing Treatment Units 

Criteria Headworks 
Primary 

Clarifiers 
Trickling 

Filter 
Secondary 

Clarifier 

ZeeWeed® 
Ultrafiltration 

System 

High TDS 
MBR 

System 

High 
TDS RO 
System 

UV 
Disinfection 

Anaerobic 
Digestion 

Sludge 
Drying 

Aging-Condition 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 2 1 2 

Repair and Maintenance 
Requirement 

2 1 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 

Capacity 1 2 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 

Performance 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 1 2 

Reliability 1 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Regulatory Concerns 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 0 

0 = not acceptable, does not meet one or more parameters presented in the table, requires immediate attention-first priority  
1 =  still meets all the criteria presented in the table currently or in near future (till 2014), deserves secondary priority 
2 =  meets all the expectations and does not require attention in near future, deserves tertiary priority 
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In the light of the flow projections and Table 1-1 findings, a phasing approach was 
developed and presented in Figure 1-2.  
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FIGURE 1-2 
Proposed Timeframes for Phase I and Phase II Plant Upgrades 

A two-phase approach is appropriate considering the size of the facility. As can be seen 
from Figure 1-2, it is suggested that the initial project phase (Phase I) activities start as early 
as possible. The reason for such urgency is primarily due to the need for replacing aged 
infrastructure and concerns related to the available capacity of the existing ultrafiltration 
facility as mentioned previously. According to this approach, the Initial Phase with a low 
TDS liquid treatment capacity of approximately 3.3 mgd (blue line in Figure 1-2) will be 
completed before 2014. The 3.3 mgd is the upper limit of the low TDS flow that can be 
treated without expanding the existing UV system capacity and was estimated using liquid 
treatment mass balance presented in Figure 2-4. The plant low TDS liquid capacity will be 
expanded to 4.5 mgd in Phase II by 2023.  

According to the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) guidelines, it is necessary 
to plan the next phase of plant expansion once 75% of the plant design capacity is reached. 
For the year 2017, the average low TDS flow is projected to be 2.5 mgd which is 
approximately 75% of the proposed Phase I capacity. The Phase II planning, therefore, needs 
to be started by 2017 and the necessary plant upgrades/expansions need to be completed by 
2024.  

A peaking factor of 2.4 (established in Project Background TM, TM1) was applied to the 
average flows to project the peak flows (sustained 1 to 2 hrs). Since the peak flows are 
equalized following the preliminary treatment and knowing that the plant has enough flow 
equalization capacity, these peak flows were mainly applied to size the headworks facilities. 
Figure 1-3 shows the projected peak flowrates and existing headworks capacity. According 
to Figure 1-3, the existing headworks capacity is approximately 6.0 mgd (dictated by the 
capacity of existing grit removal facility) that can handle the projected peak flow rates 
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occurring over the next three years till 2013, indicating the need for expansion. The flow 
rates exceeding 6 mgd will reduce retention time in grit removal chamber to a level that is 
not sufficient to effectively remove grit from the wastewater. Inefficient grit removal will 
cause grit accumulation in downstream process over the year which will reduce the 
effective volume of process tanks and basins. Volume reductions caused by grit 
accumulation are frequently observed in anaerobic digesters as anaerobic digesters are 
emptied for cleaning. More importantly, inadequate grit removals can damage membrane 
fibers and cause severe integrity problems. Therefore, both the level of aging and capacity of 
the grit removal systems indicate that the Phase I upgrades need to be completed by 2013, 
which is possible with expedited planning and scheduling.  
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FIGURE 1-3 
Proposed Timeframe for Phase I and Phase II Plant Upgrades 

The phasing approach presented above was applied to the financial modeling and the 
results are further discussed in Section 4.  

1.2 Collection System Phasing 
The collection system phasing is not included in this evaluation per project scope. The 
collection system upgrades will be conducted per Sewer Master Plan (2007). 

1.3 Recycled Water System Phasing 
The recycled water average daily demand, water storage requirements and necessary 
acreage for row crops and/or pasture irrigation were identified and presented in a previous 
report titled “Feasibility Study of Treated Wastewater Discharge Options” (CH2M HILL, 
2008). According to this report, LCSD will continue to produce recycled water and develop 
the necessary infrastructure and recycled water pipeline alignments to serve potential 
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customers (i.e., Santa Maria Country Club, Rancho Maria Golf Course, Sutti Farm, etc.). The 
infrastructure upgrades include new conveyance pipelines to the new customers, and 
increasing the seasonal storage capacity to 450 MG. LCSD is currently adding a 1-MG water 
storage tank to allow short-term storage of recycled water for high end users. It appears that 
most of the upgrades for the recycled water system upgrades can be implemented during 
Phase II treatment facility upgrades. The Class 5 estimate for recycled water system 
upgrades presented in Feasibility Study was $20.6 M (according to May 2008 prices). This 
value included the construction costs for three 1-MG short-term storage tanks, project 
markups and contingencies. LCSD is currently constructing one 1-MG storage tank. Three 
storage tanks will be added in the future. The recycled water system cost with adjustments 
will be including in financial evaluation. The adjustments will consist of deduction of the 
storage tank cost from the Feasibility Study cost value, and addition of the three storage 
tank costs obtained from LCSD as one line item.  
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2.0 Project Components, Mass Balances and 
Process Flow Diagram for Project Phases 

The TM 4 identified an MBR based secondary treatment technology as the most feasible 
treatment alternative for LCSD. One additional benefit of implementing MBR is that it can 
reliably meet nitrogen discharge requirements with little modifications (i.e., increasing 
anoxic zone volume, increasing capacity of nitrate recirculation pumps), if a portion of 
treated wastewater is discharged into a creek in future. LCSD is considering this discharge 
option to avoid costly investment of upgrading its recycle storage and distribution system. 
This requires NPDES to replace the existing waste discharge requirement (WDR).  

As described previously, the selected alternative will include primary clarification, MBR 
based biological treatment (also combines membrane filtration), UV disinfection, sludge 
thickening, single-phase anaerobic digestion, and sludge drying beds. Based on project 
objectives and water quality requirements, it was determined that it is beneficial to operate 
WWRP with the primary clarifiers which reduce the size of the secondary treatment system 
and offer O&M savings due to reduced aeration requirements. The existing treatment 
facility has two primary clarifiers, each with a diameter of 65 ft, which have aged and 
require either replacing existing clarifiers with the new ones or replacing existing clarifier 
drives, bridges, influent risers and baffles and scraper mechanisms. Replacing primary 
clarifiers with the new ones is more costly but allows for combining all unit treatment 
processes in one new location, simplifying the plant hydraulics and enhancing flow 
management. The implementation plan is developed assuming replacement of the existing 
clarifiers.  

2.1 Phase I  
Currently raw sewage first enters the grit chamber and depending upon electrical-
conductivity readings the flow is conveyed to either the high or the low TDS treatment 
train. Under low-flow conditions, when electrical conductivity readings are low, flow is 
routed to screening followed by primary clarification. During high flow, low TDS pond 
water is sent downstream of the weir whereas high TDS water is sent to the high TDS pond 
(all water from 5 pm to 10 pm). As high flow subsides, incoming raw wastewater goes over 
the weir to screen and is pumped to the primary clarifiers. Flow from the high TDS pond is 
treated in a separate treatment train (Figure 2-1). As can be seen from the existing process 
flow diagram, the current flow management in the headworks is complex.  

As part of the Phase I upgrade, a new headworks facility will be built on the southeast 
corner of the existing treatment plant site. The new headworks facility will include an 
influent pump station followed by screening and grit removal facilities in sequence. The 
Phase I capacity of headworks will be 9.5 mgd which will handle projected peak wet 
weather flows until 2023. The relatively new bar screen used in the existing headworks will 
be relocated and used in the new structure. An additional pump will be added and one 
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screen (if needed) will be placed into the bypass channel to increase headworks capacity to 
approximately 12.0 mgd in the ultimate project phase.  

 
FIGURE 2-1 
Current Process Flow Diagram and Flow Management 

In the new headworks, all streams (either low or high TDS) will pass through screening and 
grit removal. An electrical-conductivity (EC) meter will be used to divert flow high and low 
TDS treatment trains. Table 2-1 summarizes flow diversion strategy based on EC readings 
and flow rates. The flow conditions will be decided using a pre-determined set point for 
water depth in screening or grit removal channel.  

TABLE 2-1 
Flow Diversion Strategy for Low and High TDS Streams  

EC Reading Flow Action 

Low Low Divert flow to the primary clarifiers for low TDS treatment.  

Low High Divert flow to the low TDS ponds and subsequently return to the 
primary clarifiers when peak flow subsides. 

High Low Divert flow to the high TDS pond and feed the existing Zenogem MBR 
system from the high TDS pond. 

High Low Divert flow to the high TDS pond and feed the existing Zenogem MBR 
system from the high TDS pond. 
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Phase I upgrade requirements and flow management are depicted in the process flow 
diagram (Figure 2-2).  

 
FIGURE 2-2 
Proposed Phase I Process Flow Diagram and Plant Upgrades  

Two new 75-ft-diameter primary clarifiers are included in Phase I plant upgrades. The 
sludge collected from the primary clarifiers will be blended with thickened waste activated 
sludge prior to anaerobic digestion. The clarified effluent from primary clarifiers will 
normally enter the MBR system for secondary and tertiary treatment. The flexibility is given 
to allow temporary storage of primary clarified wastewater in flow equalization basin 
(Pond A) under emergency conditions. Although it is not shown in Figure 2-1, Pond B and 
C can also be used to expand equalization capacity at the treatment plant. However, lining 
is required for using these ponds as equalization basins. The lining cost for Ponds B and C 
was not included in this evaluation.   

The MBR system in Phase I will include activated sludge tanks and external membrane 
tanks, to treat an average flow of up to 3.3 mgd in the first phase and up to 4.5 mgd in the 
ultimate phase. Diurnal flow fluctuations will be dampened in the low TDS ponds and the 
MBR system itself by providing extra membrane modules. The peak flows that are not 
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equalized in the low TDS ponds will be equalized in the flow equalization pond (Pond A). 
An anoxic zone will be included in each activated sludge basin and serve as an anoxic 
selector to improve sludge filterability and nutrient removal. If creek discharge is 
considered in the near future, anoxic zone volumes and internal mixed liquor recirculation 
(nitrate recirculation) pump capacities should be increased to meet the nitrogen 
requirement. Internal mixed liquor recirculation pumps will convey nitrate-rich effluent 
from the end of aerobic zone to entrance section of anoxic zone to create an anoxic 
environment in the entrance section of activated sludge basins as presented in Figure 2-3. 
The return activated sludge (RAS)/waste activated sludge (WAS) pump station will deliver 
RAS to the head of the aeration basin and WAS to the sludge thickening. RAS pumps are 
designed to handle four times of the plant flowrate (4xQ) to avoid accumulation of solids in 
the membrane tanks.  

 
FIGURE 2-3 
Process Flow Diagram and Current Flow Management 

The filtrate (permeate) from MBR systems will enter a break tank prior to the UV 
disinfection. The sludge thickening via a rotary drum thickener will increase solids content 
of the sludge from about 1% to approximately 6% before the thickened sludge is sent to the 
anaerobic digesters. Thickening will reduce the sludge volume thereby significantly 
increasing the hydraulic retention time (HRT) of digestion. In addition, thickening of the 
sludge gives LCSD flexibility to implement anaerobic digester upgrades in Phase II. Lining 
of the sludge drying beds to minimize ground water contamination concerns is 
recommended as part of Phase I upgrades.  

Solids and BOD mass balances for Phase I design flows (3.3 mgd for low TDS train and 
0.5-mgd high TDS train) are presented in Figure 2-4. The proposed Phase I upgrades require 
LCSD to renew waste discharge requirement (WDR). The upgrade requirements for each 
phase are presented in Table 3-1. 
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FIGURE 2-4 
Phase I Mass Balance for BOD and Solids  
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2.2 Phase II 
Because LCSD will continue to provide separate treatment for the low and high TDS 
streams in Phase II, the expansion and upgrade needs for low and high TDS treatment 
streams were estimated using design flows of 4.5 and 0.6 mgd (total of 5.1 mgd), 
respectively. The upgrade needs for the common treatment facilities such as UV 
disinfection, thickening and anaerobic digestion were estimated using combined flow from 
the two streams. A design peak flow rate of 12.0 mgd was used for headworks facility 
expansion at Phase II. The proposed upgrades for Phase II are illustrated in Figure 2-5.  

 
FIGURE 2-5 
Process Flow Diagram and Proposed Plant Upgrades for Phase II. 

According to Figure 2-5, the major upgrades for Phase II include adding new treatment 
trains to the low and high TDS MBR and UV facilities. The Phase II upgrades also include 
converting secondary digester to a primary digester by adding a mechanical mixer and heat 
exchanger and modifying piping arrangement to allow operation of digesters in parallel 
mode. New equipment will be added to increase the capacity of the headworks structure 
and RAS/WAS pumping station. Lining of sludge drying beds will be completed in 
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Phase II. A detailed summary of plant upgrades in each of the project phase is given in 
Table 3-1. Figure 2-6 presents design flows and solids and BOD mass balances for key liquid 
and solids treatment processes. The flows and mass balances are based on 0.6 and 4.5 mgd 
flowrates for high and low TDS liquid treatment streams.  
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FIGURE 2-6 
Phase II Flows and Mass Balance for BOD and Solids  
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3.0 Summary of Plant Upgrades and Cost 
Estimate for Project Phases 

3.1 Upgrades and Modifications for Each Project Phase 
The upgrade and expansion requirements were briefly discussed and illustrated in 
Section 2. Table 3-1 summarizes the existing facilities and upgrade needs for each phase of 
the project. Phase II upgrades and expansions presented in Table 3-1 are the additions to 
those upgrades to be already completed in Phase I.  

3.2 Cost Estimates for Plant Upgrades for Project Phases 
Cost estimates were developed by obtaining budgetary-level equipment costs from the 
equipment suppliers and calculating facility costs using CH2M HILL’s cost estimating 
methodology (CPES) for projects of similar type and size.  

The Class 5 cost estimates developed for this analysis provide a relative comparison of the 
treatment alternatives and are considered “order of magnitude” estimates. An order of 
magnitude cost estimate is defined as “an approximate estimate made without detailed 
engineering data.” The Association for the Advancement of Cost Engineering (AACE) 
International defines order-of-magnitude costs as Class 5 cost estimates without detailed 
engineering data. Examples of order-of-magnitude costs include: (1) an estimate from cost 
capacity curves, (2) an estimate using scale-up or scale-down factors, and (3) an 
approximate ratio estimate. The estimates shown, and any resulting conclusions on project 
financial or economic feasibility or funding requirements, have been prepared to guide 
project evaluation and implementation from the information available at the time of cost 
estimation. The expected accuracy ranges for a Class 5 cost estimate are –15 to –30 percent 
on the low side and +20 to +50 percent on the high side. The final costs of the project and 
resulting feasibility will depend on actual labor and material costs, competitive market 
conditions, actual site conditions, final project scope, implementation schedule, continuity of 
personnel and engineering, and other variable factors.  

Capital cost, herein, reflects construction costs for the facilities and do not include 
engineering and design or legal fees. The following markups and contingencies were 
included in the facility costs: 

 Mobilization: 10% 
 Bond/Permits and Insurance: 3.5% 
 Contractors Overheads: 15% 
 Contractor Profit: 8% 
 Project Contingency: 25% 
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TABLE 3-1 
Upgrade, Modification, and Expansion Needs for Phase I and Phase II of the Project 

Unit Treatment Process Existing Facilities 
Upgrade/Modification/ Expansion Needs 

Phase I Phase II 
Headworks Existing headworks is old (50 years) 

and already approached its useful life. 
A brand new headworks facility 
including influent pumps, screening 
and grit removal is recommended.  

New structure 
Influent Pumps: 
Large Pumps  
Number of Pumps: 2 (1 duty+1 
standby) 
Capacity, each= 4 mgd 
Total Dynamic Head (TDH) = 90 
Drive: Variable frequency drive (VFD) 
Small Pump  
Number of Pump: 1 
Capacity of Pump=1.5 mgd 
TDH=90 ft 
Screening and Grit Removal: 
Relocate and use the existing Huber 
step screen and conductivity meter.  
Add one mechanical screen (12.5 
mgd) with a bypass channel 
Add one grit removal with a capacity 
of 12.5 mgd. 

Add one influent pump with a capacity 
of 4.0 mgd. 
 
 

Primary Settling Tanks Two primary settling tanks each with a 
diameter of 65 ft. Condition of the 
primary clarifier mechanisms is bad 
due to significant corrosion. Concrete 
of primary clarifiers look OK (may 
require more detailed evaluation to 
determine condition of the concrete 
structure). The condition of 
underneath piping is unknown. 
Building new primary clarifiers make 
flow management easy and perform 
better treatment when one unit out of 
service (due to increased clarification 
area)  

Add two new primary clarifiers with 
75 ft diameter and 16 ft Side water 
depth (SWD). 
 

None 
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TABLE 3-1 
Upgrade, Modification, and Expansion Needs for Phase I and Phase II of the Project 

Unit Treatment Process Existing Facilities 
Upgrade/Modification/ Expansion Needs 

Phase I Phase II 
Flow Storage Basins One at 2 MG (Low TDS Pond) 

One at 1 MG (High TDS Pond) 
Pond A (9 MG), B and C 

None. Capacity of each basin is 
adequate to handle diurnal peak flows. 
For wet weather flows use Pond A, B 
and C. Connect Pond A, B and C. 

None. Capacity of each basin is 
adequate to handle diurnal peak 
flows. 

Activated Sludge Basins None Add three activated sludge basins 
(trains) 
Volume of Each Basin = 0.30 MG 
(approximately)  
Total Volume = 0.90 MG 
Dimension of Each Basin: 
Length=135 ft 
Width=15 ft 
SWD=20 ft 
Furnish each basin with anoxic zone, 
anoxic mixer, fine bubble diffuse air 
system and mixed liquor recycle 
pumps.  

Add one train at 0.3 MG 
Dimension of Each Basin: 
Length=135 ft 
Width=15 ft 
SWD=20 ft 
Furnish the basin with anoxic zone, 
anoxic mixer and fine bubble air 
diffusers. 

Aeration Blowers None Add 2 (1 duty+1 standby) 375 HP 
multi-stage centrifugal blowers for 
process air and mixing. 
Type of Blowers: Multi-stage 
centrifugal 
Capacity of Blower, each=6,000 scfm 

None 

MBR System 
(Design is based on GE-Zenon 
ZeeWeed® 500 d membranes) 

None Add three membrane trains (tanks) 
(Based on GE-Zenon 500 d 
membranes) 
Number of cassettes installed per 
train=5 
Number of cassettes space available 
per train=6 
Total cassettes installed=15  
Number of modules installed per 

Add one membrane train 
Number of cassettes installed per 
train=5 
Number of cassettes space available 
per train=6 
Total additional cassettes installed=5 
Total cassettes installed (Phase I 
+Phase II)=20 
Number of modules installed per 
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TABLE 3-1 
Upgrade, Modification, and Expansion Needs for Phase I and Phase II of the Project 

Unit Treatment Process Existing Facilities 
Upgrade/Modification/ Expansion Needs 

Phase I Phase II 
cassettes=48 
Total number of modules 
installed=720 
Net Flux at Average Daily Flow=12.9 
gfd 
Each membrane tank dimension: 
Length=42 ft 
Width=11 ft 
SWD=13 ft 
Footprint of the facility: 
Membrane tanks: 33 ft x 47 ft 
Membrane permeate pumps: 48 ft x 
19 ft  
CIP system, blowers and control 
panel: 48 ft x 18 ft 

cassettes=48 
Total additional modules installed=240 
Net Flux at Average Daily Flow=12.4 
gfd 
Total modules installed (Phase I + 
Phase II)=920 
Each membrane tank dimension: 
Length=42 ft 
Width=11 ft 
SWD=13 ft 
Footprint of the facility 
(Phase I+Phase II): 
Membrane tanks: 44 ft x 47 ft 
Membrane permeate pumps: 48 ft x 
19 ft  
CIP system, blowers and control 
panel: 48 ft x 18 ft 

RAS/WAS/ Pump Station None Build a RAS/WAS Pump Station  
RAS Pumps: 

Add 2 (1 duty+1 standby) RAS pumps 
Capacity of each RAS pump= 9,800 
gpm  
Total dynamic head (TDH), each=20 ft 
Drive=Variable frequency drive (VFD) 
WAS Pumps: 

Add 2 (1 duty+1 standby) RAS pumps 
Capacity of each RAS pump= 400 
gpm  
Total dynamic head (TDH), each=25 ft 
Drive=Variable frequency drive (VFD) 

Add 1 RAS pump with similar size.  
 



LAGUNA COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICT WASTEWATER RECLAMATION PLANT FACILITIES PLANNING IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 

GEN050410064106SCO/101370002 3-5 

TABLE 3-1 
Upgrade, Modification, and Expansion Needs for Phase I and Phase II of the Project 

Unit Treatment Process Existing Facilities 
Upgrade/Modification/ Expansion Needs 

Phase I Phase II 
UV System  Medium pressure UV system with four 

banks 
Add a break tank (9,300 cubic feet, 22 
ft diameter, 27 ft SWD) between 
membrane filtration and UV 
disinfection system to operate UV 
system at nearly constant flow 
The rated capacity of the existing UV 
system is 3.7 mgd which is sufficient 
to treat Phase I flows.  

Add two new UV banks. Upgrade 
electrical and control system.  

Rotary Drum Thickener for WAS 
Thickening 

None Add one rotary drum thickener and 
polymer feed system. House rotary 
drum thickener and chemical feed 
system under a canopy.  

None 

Anaerobic Digestion One 39 ft mesophilic digester (primary 
digester) 
One 55 ft sludge holding and 
decanting tank (secondary digester; 
no temperature or mixing provided) 

None. (However, if the project budget 
allows, it is recommended that LCSD 
consider implementing Phase II 
upgrades at Phase I.  

Convert secondary digester to primary 
digester by adding one 7.5 HP linear 
motion mixer and one spiral heat 
exchanger with a hot water capacity of 
120 gpm. 

Sludge Drying Beds Approximately 240,000 sq-ft area 
available for sludge dewatering. This 
area is not lined.  

Install HDPE liner and drain system to 
area of approximately 125,000 sq-ft  

Install additional 60,000 sq-ft of HDPE 
liner and expand the drain system.  

Break Tank Before UV Disinfection None Included under UV disinfection 
improvements. 

Included under UV disinfection 
improvements. 

High TDS MBR System (Zenogem) 0.5 mgd Zenogem MBR system that 
includes two package process trains 
housed in steel tanks and associated 
equipment and two break tanks  

None Replace existing Zenogem steel tanks 
with concrete tanks and add 0.1 mgd 
package train to handle future flows.  

Yard Piping, Flow Rerouting and 
Electrical Upgrades for the New Plant 
Facilities 

None Phase I upgrades cover all major 
modifications (i.e., adding new piping, 
flow collections and distribution 
structures and electrical upgrades).   

Sludge flow distribution and collection 
piping from anaerobic digesters.  

Recycle Water Storage Tanks None One 1.0 MG steel storage tank is 
currently under construction. LCSD is 
planning to add one 1.0 MG tank as 
part of Phase I upgrade.  
Dimension of Each Tank: 

Add two 1.0 MG steel storage tanks. 
Dimension of Each Tank: 
Diameter=75 ft 
SWD=30 ft 
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TABLE 3-1 
Upgrade, Modification, and Expansion Needs for Phase I and Phase II of the Project 

Unit Treatment Process Existing Facilities 
Upgrade/Modification/ Expansion Needs 

Phase I Phase II 
Diameter=75 ft 
SWD=30 ft 

Long-Term Recycle Water Storage 
and Recycled Water Distribution 
System  

300-MG upper reservoir (lower ponds) 
 

 Expand capacity to 450-mgd. 
Expand recycled water distribution 
system per CH2M HILL report 
“Feasibility Study of Treated 
Wastewater Disposal Options” 
CH2M HILL May 2008). 
If LCSD elects to creek discharge in 
the future, no additional upgrade is 
needed for expanding storage and 
recycled water distribution system. 
Under this condition, no cost should 
be allocated for this upgrade.  

Re-disinfect Long-term Stored 
Recycled Water for High End Users 

None Add a chlorination system to allow re-
disinfection of long-term stored 
recycle water for high end users as 
necessary. The system will Include 
chlorine storage, day tank and two 
metering pumps (one duty+one 
standby) for chlorine injection.  

None 

Backup Generator One diesel generator (sized to run the 
old plant). This generator needs to be 
replaced considering diesel emission 
concerns.  

Include a new natural-gas-powered 
generator to power essential process 
facilities (i.e., influent pump station, 
membrane air scour system, and 
recirculation pumps) 

Expand capacity to meet Phase II 
power requirement.  

Uninterrupted Power Supply (UPS) None Include a UPS system with a capacity 
of 20-30 kW to allow uninterrupted 
operation of PLCs and control 
systems during power surges.  

Increase capacity 

New Laboratory, Shop and Garage 
(Optional) 

Existing facility has a small laboratory, 
shop and garage. LCSD is looking for 
a larger lab facility and new shop and 
garage  

Include a new laboratory building, 
shop and garage. Cost is based on 
similar size projects.  

None 
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Operation and maintenance cost items including chemicals, power, sludge hauling and 
disposal costs were calculated based on the unit costs obtained from LCSD as summarized 
previously in TM 3. Membrane replacement, parts replacement and maintenance costs were 
obtained from CPES and the equipment suppliers. A 20-year life cycle cost (LCC), which is 
the total cost of ownership of equipment or technology, including its cost of acquisition, 
operation and maintenance was estimated for each phase of the project. Table 3-2 presents 
capital, O&M and 20-year LCC (at 6 percent discount rate) for each phase of the project. The 
potential electricity purchase offset benefit due to biogas to energy was not included in the 
O&M cost estimates, since more upgrades in anaerobic digesters, gas treatment and 
handling system are necessary to realize such benefits. Due to cost and performance related 
concerns of LCSD, only a limited capital investment was allocated for upgrading the 
digestion and gas handling system and potential benefits were consequently ignored. The 
cost values presented in Table 3-2 were used for developing the financial models. The 
financial model that is summarized in Section 4 of this TM also includes recycled water sales 
revenues. It should be noted that implementation of creek discharge will eliminate cost 
associated with upgrading the recycled water storage and distribution system.  

TABLE 3-2 
Cost Estimate Summary for Plant Upgrades for Phase I and Phase II 

  
Phase I 

($) 
Phase II1 

($) 
Phase I + Phase II2 

($) 

New Headworks Facility 5,440,000 1,860,000 7,300,000 

Primary Clarifiers  1,910,000 - 1,910,000 

Activated Sludge Basins 2,540,000 460,000 3,000,000 

Aeration Blowers  3,806,000 - 3,806,000 

MBR Tanks  5,740,000 1,867,000 7,607,000 

RAS/WAS Pump Station  1,213,000 275,000 1,488,000 

Break Tank Between MBR and UV System 370,000 - 370,000 

Expand Existing UV System  750,000 750,000 

Replace Existing Zenogem Tanks with 
Concrete Tanks (Rehabilitation)  400,000 400,000 

Expand Existing Zenogem System for Added 
Salt Flow 750,000 - 750,000 

Sludge Thickening via Rotary Drum 
Thickening 1,704,000  1,704,000 

Anaerobic Digester Improvements  1,425,000 1,425,000 

Dewatering Using Existing Sludge Drying 
Beds  730,000 350,000 1,080,000 

Subtotal for Process Upgrades, $ 23,453,000 8,137,000 31,590,000 

Yard Piping and Electrical (10% of the 
Subtotal) 2,346,000 814,000 3,160,000 

Process Upgrades Total, $ 25,799,000 8,951,000 34,750,000 

Other Upgrades    - 
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TABLE 3-2 
Cost Estimate Summary for Plant Upgrades for Phase I and Phase II 

  
Phase I 

($) 
Phase II1 

($) 
Phase I + Phase II2 

($) 

Recycle Water Storage Tanks 700,000 1,400,000 2,100,000 

Recycled Water Distribution System 430,000 8,657,000 9,087,000 

Re-disinfection of Long-term Stored Recycle 
Water 320,000  320,000 

Emergency Power Generator System 140,000 80,000 220,000 

UPS for New Plant 120,000 40,000 160,000 

Garage, Shop and New Lab  700,000 700,000 

Total for Other Upgrades 1,710,000 10,877,000 12,587,000 

Total Capital Cost without Markups and 
Contingencies 28,334,000  19,003,000    47,337,000 

Markups and Contingencies    

Mobilization, 10% of the Subtotal 2,834,000  1,901,000  4,734,000  

Bond, Permit and Insurance, 3.5% of the 
Subtotal 992,000  666,000  1,657,000  

Contractor Overheads, 15% of the Subtotal 4,251,000  2,851,000  7,101,000  

Contractor Profit, 8% of the Subtotal 2,267,000  1,521,000  3,787,000  

Project Contingency, 25% of the Subtotal 7,084,000  4,751,000  11,835,000  

TOTAL CAPITAL COST, $ 45,762,000  30,693,000  76,451,000  

O&M Cost3, $/year    

Headworks, $/year 190,000 265,000 265,000 

MBR System (Includes primary clarifiers, 
activated sludge tanks, activated sludge 
system mixing and fine bubble diffuse 
aeration system, aeration blowers, internal 
mixed liquor recycle pumps, membrane 
tanks, membrane air scour system, CIP, 
RAS/WAS Pump Station) 

632,000 814,000 814,000 

UV System 102,000 133,000 133,000 

Sludge Thickening  68,000 72,000 72,000 

Anaerobic Digestion 46,000 150,000 150,000 

Sludge Drying Beds 31,000  41,000 41,000 

Recycle Water Distribution System 
(projections are based on Feasibility Study of 
Treated Wastewater Disposal Options, 
CH2M HILL May 2008) 

174,000 260,000 260,000 

Sludge Hauling 99,000 151,000 151,000 

Total O&M Cost, $/year 1,342,000 1,886,000 1,886,000 
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TABLE 3-2 
Cost Estimate Summary for Plant Upgrades for Phase I and Phase II 

  
Phase I 

($) 
Phase II1 

($) 
Phase I + Phase II2 

($) 

Total O&M Cost Including 10% 
Contingency, $/year 1,477,000 2,075,000 2,075,000 

20-Year LCC, $ 62,703,000 54,493,000 100,251,000 
1 Capital cost associated with the additional upgrades/improvements that to be completed under Phase II. 
2 Sum of the capital costs associated with Phase I and Phase II. 
3LCSD is considering implementation of the solar power at the WWRP in the near future. When implemented, it will 
considerably reduce the O&M cost associated with the power.  
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4.0 Rate Modeling and Project Financial 
Forecast  

The evaluation of the treatment alternatives was based on an economic analysis using a 
20-year life cycle cost. This approach is appropriate for comparing alternatives, but once 
alternatives have been evaluated, the financial impacts of the selected alternative should be 
estimated. To estimate these impacts, a financial model was developed. The financial model 
calculates user charges for the next several years and also calculates the connection fee 
based on the costs allocated to new users. The financial model was developed to rapidly 
evaluate the financial impacts from changing capital improvements, varying rates of 
growth, financing costs for improvements, as well as many other financial assumptions. 

4.1 Financial Analysis Approach 
Unlike the life cycle cost analysis, the financial analysis is sensitive to the timing of projects. 
As such, there are competing goals for the utility. The key purpose of the master plan is to 
evaluate what facilities are needed to meet the growth estimated by the local general and 
community plans. As such, the master plan perspective is over the next 20 years. The 
financial analysis has a near term perspective—it focuses on what user charges need to be 
over the next few years to meet financial obligations. Therefore, if growth does not occur as 
soon as projected in the general plans, projects can be delayed until growth resumes.  

The financial analysis is also impacted by those capital projects that are not directly 
influenced by the master plan decisions, and were excluded from the life cycle cost analysis. 
The rate model was developed to give the District the ability to vary the timing of capital 
costs and how they are financed, as well as varying different levels of reserves. The model 
allocates costs using a cost of service approach, similar to the existing model used by the 
District.  

Capital costs are the responsibility of both existing and future users. Those improvements 
that are needed if there is no growth are allocated to existing users. Improvements that are 
needed to increase capacity for new users are allocated to new users. Many projects serve 
both existing and new users, and have costs shared proportionally to the capacity that is 
provided to each group and the benefit of the existing users. In the rate model, the capital 
improvements not only show when the capital costs will be incurred, but they show the 
allocation of costs between existing and future users. Costs allocated to existing users are 
recovered from user charges, while costs allocated to new users are recovered from 
connection fees. 

4.2 Key Assumptions 
While there are many inputs to the financial model that will have some impact on the user 
charges and connection fees, the variables with the most impact include the assumed 
growth rate of new development, which impacts the time of the capital improvements, and 
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the allocation of costs between existing and future users. In the initial analysis of the 
financial impacts of the master plan improvements, necessary user charge impacts would 
have taken place over the next few years. However, if we postponed improvements until 
they were needed, user charge impacts could be delayed for several years. Table 4.1 shows 
the allocation between existing and new users for the proposed capital improvements. It 
should be noted that the upgrade costs presented in Table 4-1 include contractor markups 
and contingencies defined in Section 3.2.  

TABLE 4-1 

Allocations Between Existing and New Users for the Proposed Capital Improvements 
Capital Improvement Plan Total Project Cost 

Project 

Upgrade Expansion (2010 dollars) 
Pay-as- 
You-Go 

Debt 
Servicing 

Connection 
Fees   

Solids Handling Expansion 0% 0% 100% 0 

Prim Dig Dome Replace 100% 0% 0% 212,000 

Stubbs/Waller Lift Station 0% 100% 0% 1,838,900 

Center Column S. Prim Clarifier 100% 0% 0% 0 

Heavy Equipment Replacement 100% 0% 0% 1,487,500 

Operation Building Expansion 50% 0% 50% 354,000 

Major Pump Replacements 100% 0% 0% 499,400 

Major Electrical Comp Replace 100% 0% 0% 337,900 

Sewer System Repair/Replacement 0% 100% 0% 4,836,000 

Generator Replacement 100% 0% 0% 159,000 

Recycled Water Distr. Expansion 
Rancho Maria 

0% 0% 100% 2,184,000 

MBR Upgrade/Expansion     

New Headworks Facility 0% 75% 25% 11,790,000 

New Two PCs (each with 75 ft) 0% 100% 0% 3,085,000 

Activated Sludge Basins 0% 85% 15% 4,845,000 

Aeration Blowers 0% 100% 0% 6,147,000 

MBR Tanks 0% 75% 25% 12,286,000 

RAS/WAS Pump Station 0% 85% 15% 2,403,000 

Break Tank Between MBR and UV 
System 

0% 100% 0% 598,000 

Expand Existing UV System 0% 0% 100% 1,211,000 

Replace Existing Zenogem Tanks 
with Concrete Tanks 

0% 100% 0% 0 

Expand Existing Zenogem System 0% 100% 0% 1,211,000 

Sludge Thickening 0% 100% 0% 2,752,000 

Anaerobic Digester Improvements 0% 0% 100% 2,302,000 
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TABLE 4-1 

Allocations Between Existing and New Users for the Proposed Capital Improvements 
Capital Improvement Plan Total Project Cost 

Project 

Upgrade Expansion (2010 dollars) 
Pay-as- 
You-Go 

Debt 
Servicing 

Connection 
Fees   

Dewatering Using Existing Sludge 
Drying Beds 

0% 70% 30% 1,744,000 

Yard Piping and Electrical (10% of 
the Subtotal) 

0% 75% 25% 5,104,000 

Recycle Water Storage Tanks 0% 50% 50% 3,300,000 

Recycled Water Distribution 
System 

0% 5% 95% 12,492,000 

Chlorinating Stored Recycle Water 0% 100% 0% 517,000 

Emergency Power Generation 
System 

0% 60% 40% 350,000 

UPS for New Plant 0% 75% 25% 256,000 

Garage, Shop and New Lab 0% 0% 100% 1,131,000 

          

4.3 Results 
Based on the cost allocation shown in Table 4.1 and the value of the existing infrastructure 
that would be used by new users, the connection fee would need to rise to $6,200. This 
increase from the existing connection fee is due to significant escalation in construction costs 
that was substantially greater than the consumer price index over the past several years. It 
also reflects costs for a new recycled water distribution system. 

User charges would expect to see an increase of approximately ten percent a year for the 
next four years to generate the funds needed to finance construction starting in 2012-2013.  
There would also need to be another significant increase when the second phase of 
construction begins, anticipated to be 2018.  A portion of these rate increases stem from 
having to loan funds to the capacity expansion reserves to pay for the future users’ share of 
improvements.  Slow growth results in there not being enough funds on hand in the 
capacity expansion reserves.  Future connection fees will be used to repay the capital 
replacement reserve, which will offset future rate increases.  
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5.0 Site Layout, Flow Conveyance, 
Implementation Schedule and Overall 
Considerations 

5.1 Site Layout and Flow Conveyance 
Site layouts were developed for the two implementation phases of the project. The facility 
site layouts of the unit treatment processes in accordance with the process flow diagrams 
presented earlier in this TM are illustrated in Figure 5-1 and 5-2. With the exception of flow 
storage, equalization basins, and common unit treatment processes such as UV disinfection 
and anaerobic digesters, all low TDS unit treatment processes will be new and built in the 
southeastern corner of the existing plant site. As can be seen, from the Figures 5-1 and 5-2, 
the vehicles and temporary storage facilities located near the existing Zenogem MBR can be 
removed from the plant site and new treatment facilities will be built in those areas. 

High TDS treatment processes will remain in their current location with upgrades (i.e., 
replacement of existing tanks, addition of a small MBR train with a capacity of 
100,000 gal/day). No expansion of the UV disinfection system is required for Phase I, and it 
will be expanded in Phase II by adding one UV train to the existing in the current location. 
Existing sludge drying beds need to be lined properly to minimize groundwater 
contamination. The lining requirement for each phase of the project is shown in Figures 5-1 
and 5-2.  

Currently, pumping is the main driving force for transferring flows among the existing unit 
treatment processes. The target is to minimize the amount of pumping to reduce O&M cost 
and carbon footprint of the facility for each phase of the project. Considering flat nature of 
the area and the hydraulics of the treatment processes, the facility layout and cost estimates 
developed in this TM assume that the flow will be carried out by pumping most of the time 
and the cost associated with process piping was assumed as 10% of the total facility cost. 
Actual pipe sizes, pipe material and pumping requirements will be determined during 
design phase of the project. Use of gravity over pumping may offer some savings on the 
O&M cost and increases plant reliability. On the other hand, it will have little impact on the 
proposed plant site-layout which was already planned to minimize flow transfers between. 
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FIGURE 5-1 
Phase I Site Layout  
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FIGURE 5-2 
Phase II Site Layout  
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Building a new facility to replace the aging units on a separate part of the existing plant site 
will greatly ease construction activities and reduce plant down periods during construction. 
The construction of facilities that do not interfere with the current plant operation includes: 

 Primary clarifiers 
 Activated sludge basins 
 Aeration blowers 
 MBR systems (MBR tanks and all associated ancillary equipment) 
 RAS/WAS Pump Station 
 Sludge thickener 
 Sludge drying bed lining  

Table 5-1 presents unit processes that require minor to moderate shutdowns at the existing 
plant during plant upgrades. Actual down periods may vary depending on the availability 
of resources to complete the activities.  

TABLE 5-1. 
Projected Plant Down town Requirements Due to Construction Activities 

 

Projected Downtime Requirement 
Associated with Upgrade 

Activity/Phase Reason for the Shutdowns 

Headworks Moderate/Phase I 

Relocating the step screen and 
electrical conductivity meter 

Tie-in to the existing sewer trunk lines 

Tie-in to the existing low and high 
TDS ponds 

Flow Equalization Basin Minor/Phase I Tie-in to flow equalization facility  

Break Tank Prior to the Existing 
UV System Minor/Phase I Tie-in break tank to the existing UV 

system  

UV System Minor/Phase II Flow modifications between the trains 

High TDS MBR Expansion Minor/Phase II Flow split between old and new trains 

Anaerobic Digesters Minor/Phase II Flow split and collection 

 

The site layout was developed recognizing future expansion. Pipelines and conduits should 
be located sufficiently far away from the future structure excavations to avoid costly 
sheeting and shoring for the support.  

5.2 Implementation Schedule 
A preliminary project implementation schedule was developed for the WWRP as illustrated 
in Figure 5-3. For implementation of the project, the key milestone that needs to be reached 
is the start and completion of the preliminary design of the facilities. Preliminary design of 
this type of facilities satisfies the “project definition” requirements for equipment selection 
and permitting and environmental documentation. A quick start with very aggressive 
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project scheduling is essential to meet that goal. Once these steps are completed, permitting 
and environmental documentation, equipment selection, final design, contractor selection 
and construction activities can be completed. The schedule highlights a traditional 
design/construction delivery method that incorporates the environmental documentation. 
Alternative delivery methods can be implemented to shorten the Phase I schedule and bring 
the facilities on-line earlier than shown in Figure 5-3.  

5.3 Other Considerations 
The WWRP has reliable electrical power and telephone communication. The LCSD needs to 
contact with Pacific Gas and Electric to show the projected power consumption for future 
plant upgrades to determine additional transformer capacity and upgrade needs. The 
current emergency power generator is diesel powered and has capacity to power the current 
plant facilities. Considering the limited capacity and stringent current air quality 
requirements that prohibit use of a diesel-power generator, a new natural-gas-powered 
generator will be installed as part of the Phase I upgrades. In addition, control panels and 
communicating personal computers (PCs) will be furnished with uninterrupted power 
source (UPS). The WRP has currently limited water sources for lavatory use and drinking 
(i.e., a well and bottled water provide water for lavatory use and drinking water). The 
proposed WWTP upgrades, however, will not significantly increase water demand in the 
plant. In proposed MBR system, for instance, the cleaning of membrane (backwashing 
membranes) will be accomplished using produced filtrate which will be stored in a filtrate 
tank. WRP’s distance from the residential areas significantly minimizes potential olfactory 
issues. Proper specification of equipment and sound-absorbing enclosures or isolation will 
be provided for noise control in future plant facilities (i.e., blowers, pump station). With the 
exception of sludge thickening and activated sludge basins, no new facility with potential 
odor generation will be added. To minimize odor generation, activated sludge system will 
be operated with sufficient dissolved oxygen (i.e., no less than 2.0 mg/L) and fresh sludge 
will be applied to the thickener.  

Existing UV system is currently operated a typical UV dose of 200 mJ/cm2 or higher 
according to CDPH requirements. However, current UV dose is much higher than the 
design UV doses (i.e., 80 mJ/cm2) stated in the NWRI UV guidelines. This high UV dose 
was recommended by CDPH to ensure adequate disinfection based on the outcome of the 
UV validation testing study performed in 2005. The flow fluctuations in ZeeWeed® system 
and degree of secondary treatment provided at the WRP during validation testing were the 
two potential factors that influenced validation testing outcome. It is expected that the 
proposed upgrades (i.e., a break tank ahead of UV system and better treatment with MBR) 
may dramatically improve UV disinfection performance and allow operation of UV system 
with UV doses that are expected to be at or much closer to the suggested design doses. It is 
recommended that LCSD communicate with CDPH to review UV operating requirements 
when break tank is installed. Although revalidation of the UV system may be needed by 
CDPH and it requires allocation of some money for the testing, the revalidated UV system 
may offer better value in long run in reducing O&M cost.  
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FIGURE 5-3 
Project Implementation Schedule 
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Numerous permits (i.e., building and grading permits, floodplain analysis) may be required. 
For floodplain analysis, the first task is to determine whether or not the property is located 
in a Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) designated floodplain. This can be 
done by reviewing the FIRMs on FEMA’s Website1. If the property is located in a FEMA 
designated 100-year floodplain, a floodplain study needs to be performed to assess the 
impacts of the project on the 100-year floodplain. This study consists of the following steps: 

1. Review and research available hydrologic and hydraulic information from FEMA, 
USACE, City, County, and the local Flood Control District. 

2. Evaluate the hydrologic information available to determine the 100-year flow rate for the 
affected river. If no hydrology information is available, a hydrology study will need to 
be performed to determine the 100-year flow rate. 

3. Perform hydraulic analysis of the river for the existing and proposed project conditions. 
This generally consists of preparing a HEC-RAS model of the river and associated 
floodplain area and then running the model and evaluating the model output for the 
existing and proposed conditions. 

4. Determine the impact, if any, on the floodplain and complete a Letter of Map Revision 
(LOMR), if necessary. If, based on the hydraulic analysis, physical changes to the 
floodplain will result due to the proposed project and they also change the flood hazard 
information shown on the effective FIRM, a LOMR must be requested from FEMA 
through the Local Floodplain Administrator. The Local Floodplain Administrator is 
either the City or the County, if the project is located in an unincorporated area. As soon 
as practicable, but not later than 6 months after the date such information becomes 
available, the Local Floodplain Administrator must notify FEMA of the changes by 
submitting technical or scientific data in accordance with 44 CFR 65.3. The request must 
be accompanied by the appropriate portions of the MT-2 application forms package, 
titled Revisions to National Flood Insurance Program Maps (FEMA Form 81-89 Series), and 
the required supporting information. In certain situations, a Conditional Letter of Map 
Revision (CLOMR) may also be required. It generally takes 6 to 9 months to process a 
CLOMR or LOMR with FEMA. 

An NPDES permit is required, if creek discharge is considered in the near future. It is 
imperative that all of the permits be identified during the planning process and a time line 
and list of requirements for each be established. This will be the roadmap for project 
implementation.  

 

                                                      
1http://www.msc.fema.gov/webapp/wcs/stores/servlet/FemaWelcomeView?storeId=10001&catalogId=10001&langId=-1 
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T E C H N I C A L  M E M O R A N D U M  6   

 

Evaluation of Current Energy and Greenhouse Gas 
Regulations 
PREPARED FOR: Laguna County Sanitation District 

PREPARED BY: CH2M HILL 

DATE: July 19, 2010 

 
The Laguna County Sanitation District (the District or LCSD) owns property near and 
adjacent to the wastewater reclamation plant (WWRP) that could be used to co-locate 
renewable energy production facilities. The District has been approached by representatives 
from the solar energy industry about the potential use of the land. As a high-energy user, 
the WWRP could benefit from alternative energy sources. To this end, the District would 
like to explore current regulations governing renewable energy and the potential  benefits of 
developing alternative energy projects at the WWRP. In addition, the District is interested in 
any economic benefits that might be associated with a new alternative energy source.  

In 2006, the California State Legislature signed the Global Warming Solutions Act (AB 32). 
This law requires the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to design and implement 
emission limits, energy regulations, and other measures such that statewide greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions are reduced in a technologically feasible and cost-effective manner to 1990 
levels by 2020.  

This Technical Memorandum (TM) provides an overview of GHG regulations that may 
affect the WWRP, based on the primary GHG emissions sources at the existing plant and 
estimated sources, based on the future plant recommendations described in the Wastewater 
Master Plan. This TM also describes the current status of California’s Renewable Portfolio 
Standards (RPS), Renewable Electricity Standard (RES), and other relevant energy policies. 
This summary is intended to assist LCSD in considering its options regarding renewable 
energy development.  

This TM focuses on GHG and energy regulations in California because California is leading 
the way nationally with respect to climate change and renewable energy policy. It will be 
important to track development of federal regulations and legislation on climate change and 
energy. However, it does not appear that federal policies will move forward on the same 
timescale that California is moving on, and California policies are likely to be more stringent 
and/or far-reaching. Therefore, a focus on California policy likely provides a solid 
framework for compliance and revenue opportunities with any federal programs that may 
roll out in the future.  
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Status of California Greenhouse Gas Regulations 
Mandatory Reporting 
In 2007, CARB adopted a Mandatory Reporting Regulation for GHG, and that regulation 
took effect in January 2009. The regulation requires facilities with combustion-related GHG 
emissions greater than 25,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide (CO2) per year to report their 
emissions through CARB’s reporting tool. Biomass emissions, or those emissions resulting 
from the combustion of biogases such as landfill and digester gas, count toward the 
threshold but are reported in a category separate from GHG. Reporting is also currently 
required for facilities that operate cogeneration systems that have 1-megawatt (MW) or 
greater power rating and emit more than 2,500 tons of CO2 per year. Reporting facilities 
must have their report verified by a certified third party. 

CARB is currently working on revisions to the regulation to align with the federal 
Mandatory Reporting Regulation (Title 40, Parts 86, 87, 89, et al., Mandatory Reporting of 
Greenhouse Gases, of the Code of Federal Regulations), adopted by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency in 2009, and to support CARB’s cap and trade program (in late 2009, 
CARB released its Cap and Trade Preliminary Draft Regulation, and an updated draft is 
imminent). Draft amendments to the Mandatory Reporting Regulation were discussed at a 
recent workshop in Sacramento. The changes in process with the greatest potential impacts 
to wastewater agencies are as follows:  

 CARB is proposing to lower the reporting threshold for stationary combustion from 
25,000 metric tons per year of CO2 to 10,000 tons per year of carbon dioxide equivalent 
(CO2e), including both biomass and fossil fuel emissions. This change includes using 
CO2e emissions rather than CO2 emissions for the reporting threshold. 

 CARB is proposing that the verification requirements apply only to entities that have 
compliance obligations under California’s cap and trade program (which is discussed in 
the next section). As currently drafted, only those facilities with fossil fuel emissions 
greater than 25,000 tons CO2e per year will be subject to cap and trade; therefore, those 
are the only facilities that will have to pay for external verification. Agencies with 
emissions less than 25,000 tons per year will not be required to conduct verification.  

 CARB is proposing to do away with the cogeneration category and electricity-generating 
facilities that are not required to report under Title 40, Part 75, of the Code of Federal 
Regulations. Therefore, if an entity currently reports because it has a cogeneration or 
electric generating facility that is greater than 1 MW and emits less than 2,500 tons of 
CO2  per year, it will no longer have to report if its combustion emissions are less than 
10,000 tons CO2e per year. If combustion emissions are greater than 10,000 tons CO2e per 
year, the entity will report as a stationary combustion source (see first bullet). 

The proposed changes would begin for reporting year 2011 (to be filed in 2012). Current 
reporting requirements would remain through the 2010 emissions report (filed in 2011). The 
revised regulation is scheduled to move forward in parallel with California’s cap and trade 
regulation, with adoption slated for October 2010.  

The reporting program and the cap and trade program are focused only on combustion 
emissions at this time. While wastewater facilities are not specifically exempt from these 
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regulations, they are reporting as industrial combustion sources. GHG emissions from 
wastewater process units are not yet understood well enough for regulatory purposes. 
Research is ongoing through the Water Environment Research Foundation (WERF) and 
others into the emissions from wastewater process units, but further research needs to be 
done before these GHG emissions can be reliably reported or regulated. 

More information on California’s mandatory reporting program and the proposed changes 
is available online at http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/reporting/ghg-rep/ghg-rep.htm. 

Cap and Trade 
On November 24, 2009, CARB released its Cap and Trade Preliminary Draft Regulation, and 
an updated draft is expected any day. Cap and trade is a market-based regulatory 
framework in which regulated entities are given “allowances” for their CO2 emissions. To 
meet compliance obligations, regulated parties can reduce their own emissions, purchase 
allowances from other entities within the cap, or purchase “offsets” or emission reductions 
made by entities outside the cap.  

Stationary combustion facilities that emit more than 25,000 tons of CO2e per year would be 
regulated under the cap. The draft regulation contains a provision to exclude biomass 
emissions from compliance obligations under cap and trade, and this exclusion is expected 
to remain in the next draft. This means that emissions from combustion of digester or 
landfill gas would not count toward the threshold of 25,000 tons of CO2e per year. Process 
emissions are not regulated at this time. 

Offsets can be generated by facilities outside the cap, such as wastewater agencies. The 
offset provisions of the California cap and trade program are still being developed. In 
general, offsets must be as follows: 

 Real – reflect actual emission reductions/removals 

 Additional – beyond what otherwise have happened 

 Quantifiable – reliably measured or estimated 

 Verifiable – easily monitored and verifiable 

 Permanent – irreversible or backed up by a guarantee 

 Enforceable – backed up by contracts, legal requirements and official 
registration requirements 

To qualify under the California program, offset projects will need to follow pre-established 
protocols developed by organizations such as the Climate Action Reserve or Clean 
Development Mechanism, or protocols developed and approved by CARB. The wastewater 
community (through the California Wastewater Climate Change Group) is currently 
working with CARB staff to identify protocols that should be developed to facilitate projects 
by wastewater agencies. Examples of potential protocols that CARB may develop include 
carbon sequestration through land application of biosolids, and fossil fuel avoidance 
through displacement of fossil fuel fertilizers by biosolids land application. It is important to 
keep in mind that just reducing GHG emissions at a facility does not generally constitute a 
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carbon offset. Rather, offsets are granted to specific projects developed under 
established protocols. 

While voluntary carbon markets do exist currently, the California market will really take 
shape once the offset provisions of the cap and trade regulation are established. Without 
regulatory clarity, is difficult to estimate value of a compliance-based carbon offset in 
California until regulation is promulgated. However, one can look to the current state of the 
voluntary carbon markets. The best available market data from Bloomberg New Energy 
Finance (March 29, 2010) shows low price levels for voluntary emission reductions (VERs) 
trading in the range of $1 to $4 per ton of  CO2e.  The low prices are attributable to the recent 
economic downturn and a supply glut of VERs driving down prices in the near-
term horizon.  

The latest information on the California draft cap and trade regulation is available online at 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/capandtrade/capandtrade.htm. The public release of the final 
draft cap and trade regulation is planned for September 2010, with Board adoption in 
October. The cap and trade program would be launched in the beginning of 2012. This 
adoption timeframe may be delayed as a result of the intense political debate surrounding 
this program and AB 32 overall, but CARB staff has not indicated publicly that they will 
deviate from this schedule. 

LCSD Emissions and Comparison to Thresholds 
GHG emissions were estimated for CO2, methane (CH4), and nitrous oxide (N2O) emissions, 
based on the methodologies and emission factors in the California mandatory reporting of 
GHG emissions regulation in Title 17(Regulation), Subchapter 10, Article 2, Sections 95100 to 
95133, of the California Code of Regulations (CCR).1 Emissions were estimated for combustion 
of natural gas, digester gas, and diesel for three scenarios: current (2009), Phase I, and 
Phase II. Table 1 summarizes the CO2e emission estimates; the emissions shown are much 
lower than the proposed reporting threshold of 10,000 metric tons of CO2e per year; 
therefore, the facility would not be required to report emissions to CARB, based on the 
current methodologies and emission factors.  

TABLE 1 
Summary of Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Scenario 
CO2 Biomass 

(metric tons per year) 
CO2e  

(metric tons per year) 

Current 593 611.06 

Phase I 973 611.24 

Phase II 1,424 611.45 

Note: CO2 emissions from digester gas combustion are reported separately and not included 
in the CO2e emissions. 
CO2 = carbon dioxide 
CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent 

                                                      
1 Title 17, Public Health, Division 3. Air Resources, Chapter 1. Air Resources Board, Subchapter 10 Climate Change. 
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Current 
The natural gas, digester gas, and diesel fuel used at the WWRP in 2009 were used to 
estimate emissions for the current scenario. The current scenario assumes 101,129 therms 
per year of natural gas; 7,447 gallons of diesel fuel; and 9.1 million standard cubic feet per 
year (MMscf/yr) of digester gas. 

Future Under Master Plan 
For Phase I and Phase II, the current natural gas and diesel fuel use, along with the 
proposed digester gas projections, were used to estimate emissions. Phase I assumes a 
digester gas production rate of 14.97 MMscf/yr, and Phase II assumes a rate of 
21.9 MMscf/yr. The CO2e emissions slightly increase between Phase I and Phase II because 
only the CH4 and N2O from digester gas combustion would be counted toward the 
proposed reporting threshold of 10,000 metric tons CO2e/yr.  

Status of California Renewable Energy Policy 
Renewable Portfolio Standard and CPUC Decision on Tradable Renewable 
Energy Credits 
Under its existing RPS, California requires electric utilities to generate at least 20 percent of 
their electric power from renewable sources. Utilities must generate the renewable power 
themselves, or furnish renewable energy credits (RECs) that demonstrate that they have 
purchased renewable energy from an independent generator. Under current policy, RECs 
are bundled with the energy. This means that a distributed renewable power generator such 
as a wastewater agency must sell the energy and the REC together to the buyer. For 
example, if LCSD were to generate renewable energy using biogas or solar panels and use it 
onsite, the District would not be able to sell RECs associated with that energy. If LCSD were 
to sell renewable power to the grid, it would sell the power and the REC to the same electric 
utility under one bundled contract. 

A recent proposed decision by the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), 
Decision 10-03-021, would create a market for tradable RECs. In the bundled REC case, the 
renewable energy generator must sell the energy and the REC to the same buyer (the electric 
utility); in a tradable REC case, the generator can sell the energy to the utility while selling 
the associated REC to any willing buyer. The buyer may be another utility or an 
independent broker or other third party. In a tradable REC market, LCSD could sell RECs 
for biogas or solar energy that it generates and uses onsite. If excess energy were generated 
and sold to the grid, the energy could be sold to the electric utility while the REC is sold to 
the highest bidder. Only new power generation added after the policy takes effect would be 
eligible (there would not be RECs associated with existing biogas energy facilities, 
for example). 

The proposed CPUC decision on tradable RECs contains some controversial components. It 
states that no more than 25 percent of the megawatt-hours (MWh) used by the state’s 
investor-owned utilities (IOUs)—Pacific Gas & Electric, Southern California Edison, and 
San Diego Gas & Electric—to meet annual procurement targets may be in the form of 
tradable RECs. The proposed decision also caps the price per REC for the IOUs at $50. This 
usage limit and price collar would terminate at the end of 2011. The decision also defines all 
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out-of-state RECs as tradable RECs subject to these limitations. This decision has provoked 
considerable controversy related the issue of how out-of-state RECs should be treated, and 
outcry from IOUs on the limitations in the proposal. In light of this controversy, CPUC 
voted to stay the decision on May 6, 2010. CPUC proposed to go back to the drawing board 
to revisit the issues. 

From the California wastewater perspective, the best outcome would be for a tradable REC 
market to be created that limits out-of-state RECs (to avoid flooding the market with cheap 
RECs) but not RECs generated in-state. This would enable distributed renewable energy 
providers such as wastewater agencies to sell their RECs to the highest bidder, yet not have 
the market diluted by out-of-state generators, driving down prices. 

LCSD should continue to track developments on this issue and future proposals by CPUC. 

Renewable Electricity Standard  
In Executive Order S-21-09, California Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger directed CARB to 
adopt a regulation by July 31, 2010, requiring the state's energy utilities to meet a 33 percent 
renewable energy target by 2020. This program would be layered on top of the existing RPS. 
Given the higher targets, electric utilities will have increased incentive to purchase RECs, 
which should drive up the prices. 

CARB released their Final Draft Regulation for the RES on June 2, 2010. The draft and 
supporting information is available online at http://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2010/res2010 
/res2010.htm. A public hearing to consider adoption of this regulation is scheduled for 
July 22-23, 2010. According to the draft, under the RES, RECs can be traded or banked for up 
to 3 years. It will be important to track how this regulation evolves in order to understand 
the opportunities for LCSD with respect to revenue from renewable energy generation. 

Current Value of RECs 
A REC is a unique commodity that fundamentally is intertwined with the market price of 
non-renewable power. The price is essentially the difference between the long-term cost of 
producing renewable energy and the wholesale power price. One interesting conclusion 
from recent analysis by Bloomberg New Energy Finance is that, over the long run, the price of 
RECs should eventually fall as wholesale power prices are likely to rise over time and the 
cost of renewable energy falls.  

As Figure 1 shows, recent scenario analysis suggests that most REC markets, including 
California, will achieve a peak price before 2016 (for California around $45 per kilowatt-
hour [kWh]) and then continue on a slow decline (below $10 per kWh in California). REC 
prices will likely remain highly volatile in the short run. A lack of trading across markets 
means that a major project or imbalance in one utility’s procurement could push the spot 
REC price to near zero or the price cap relatively quickly.  
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FIGURE 1 
Renewable Energy Credit Price Projections to 2030 
Source: Bloomberg New Energy Finance 2010 
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CA = California 
MRETS = Midwest Renewable Energy Tracking System (MRETS) 
NEPOOL = New England Power Pool 
NY = New York 
PJM = PJM Inc’s Generation Attribute Tracking System 
WREGIS = Western Renewable Energy Generation Information 

Furthermore, political and regulatory uncertainty can wreak havoc on REC prices. Policies 
at the federal level could boost demand for renewables, pushing REC prices up. Downside 
risk is associated primarily with policies or grid upgrades that could remove supply 
constraints on cheaper renewable in the short term. Additionally, large-scale transmission 
projects that cross market boundaries could flood the market and depress REC prices.  

Feed-in Tariff 
In Decisions 07-07-027 and 08-09-033, CPUC provided for tariffs, or standard contracts, for 
electric utilities' bundled purchase of RPS-eligible power generation located at public water 
and wastewater facilities and other customers. This “feed-in tariff” allows water and 
wastewater agencies to sell renewable power to the electric utility at a pre-defined premium 
rate. Wastewater agencies may sell to the utility either the full output of the energy 
generation facility (energy and RECs) or only the excess (energy and RECs) not used for 
onsite consumption. If an agency sells excess energy only, the RECs associated with the 
energy used onsite remain with the wastewater agency. 

This tariff is limited to projects of not more than 1.5 MW in size and is not available for 
facilities that have participated in the California Solar Initiative, Self-Generation Incentive 
Program, or other ratepayer-funded generation incentive program.  
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Summary of Current Renewable Energy Funding Opportunities 
Table 2 compares the various funding opportunities administered by CPUC. 

TABLE 2 
Renewable Energy Funding Opportunities Administered by CPUC 

 
MW = megawatts 

Conclusions 
The marketplaces for carbon offsets and renewable energy are rapidly evolving in 
California. For wastewater utilities, the renewable energy market provides more immediate 
opportunities than the carbon market. As LCSD contemplates its path forward with respect 
to developing new GHG reduction and/or renewable energy projects, it will be important 
to weigh the various funding and revenue opportunities, recognizing that, as policies 
change, the incentives and challenges may change. 





 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The cover….. 
 

…depicts a vineyard in Santa Barbara County. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
The cover and graphics were designed by Gus Maio .The world map base image on 
pages 7-8 was authorized for use by Creative Copy from Merced County.  Special 
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April 23, 2012 
 
 
The Honorable Board of Supervisors 
Santa Barbara County 
 and 
Karen Ross, Secretary 
California Department of Food and Agriculture 
 
 
 
I am pleased to submit the 2011 Santa Barbara County Agricultural Production Report.  This annual 
report presents statistical information on the acreage, yield, and value of Santa Barbara County’s 
agricultural products. 
 
Agriculture continues to be the County's major producing industry.  The 2011 gross production was 
valued at $1,194,379,056.  This is a $25.6 million (2.1%) decrease in gross value when compared 
with the 2010 figure.  In spite of the decrease, 2011 was the sixth year in a row that agriculture 
surpassed the one billion dollar benchmark. 
 
Santa Barbara County's diversified agriculture continues to provide a strong base for our local 
economy.  Through the multiplier effect, it has a local impact in excess of $2.4 billion dollars. 
 
It must be emphasized that the values in this report are gross values and in no way reflect net 
income.  All of the various costs of production must be subtracted to determine the net income. 
 
I wish to express my appreciation for the cooperation of all the growers, organizations and 
individuals who provided the information necessary for this report and special thanks to the 
members of my staff who worked so hard at compiling it. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
Cathleen M. Fisher 
Agricultural Commissioner 
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Vegetable Crops 

Item Year 
Harvested 
Acreage 

Yield 
Per Acre 

Total 
Production  Unit Wt. 

Price 
Per Unit Total Value 

Bell Pepper 

2011 310 1,212.40 375,839 CTN 25# $7.48 $2,811,275 

2010 327 1,286.67 420,741 CTN 25# $7.35 $3,092,446 

Broccoli 

2011 27,248 642.10 17,495,956 CTN 22# $7.25 $126,845,680 

2010 26,395 621.47 16,403,700 CTN 22# $7.47 $122,535,639 

Cabbage 

2011 930 826.13 768,307 CTN 50# $6.49 $4,986,314 

2010 870 821.28 714,514 CTN 50# $6.78 $4,844,405 

Cauliflower 

2011 7,616 687.25 5,234,072 CTN 25# $8.11 $42,448,329 

2010 7,805 761.07 5,940,151 CTN 25# $8.03 $47,699,415 

Celery 

2011 3,546 1,084.90 3,846,665 CTN 60# $9.88 $38,005,047 

2010 3,591 1,171.17 4,205,671 CTN 60# $9.70 $40,795,009 

Lettuce, Head 

2011 9,492 679.31 6,448,041 CTN 50# $10.58 $68,220,272 

2010 10,238 711.59 7,285,258 CTN 50# $10.50 $76,495,209 

Lettuce, Leaf 

2011 3,850 622.10 2,394,942 CTN 30# $10.18 $24,380,512 

2010 3,871 627.55 2,429,246 CTN 30# $10.23 $24,851,187 

Spinach 

2011 1,096 783.01 858,180 CTN 20# $9.54 $8,187,034 

2010 1,150 856.70 985,205 CTN 20# $9.92 $9,773,234 

Squash, 
Summer 

2011 915 735.30 672,808 CTN 26# $6.88 $4,628,925 

2010 915 735.95 673,394 CTN 26# $7.04 $4,740,694 

Miscellaneous 

2011 11,507 

 

$116,635,752 

2010 10,227 $101,462,164 

Total 
2011 66,510 

 

$437,149,140 

2010 65,389 $436,289,402 
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Fruit and Nut Crops                                          

Item Year 
Harvested 
Acreage 

Yield 
Per Acre 

Total 
Production Unit 

Price 
Per Unit Total Value 

Avocados 

2011 7,543 3.85 29,041 TON $2,001.21 $58,118,083 

2010 7,427 3.85 28,594 TON $1,820.76 $52,062,811 

Wine Grapes 

2011 20,504 2.93 60,077 TON $1,281.00 $76,958,637 

2010 21,753 3.80 82,661 TON $1,178.00 $97,374,658 

Lemons 

2011 1,399 17.05 23,850 TON $512.26 $12,217,419 

2010 1,407 18.05 25,396 TON $501.23 $12,729,237 

Strawberries 
Total 

2011 6,471 
    

$366,650,056 

2010 7,680 
    

$392,302,468 

Fresh 

2011 
 

4,799 31,054,354 12# $10.45 $324,518,000 

2010 
 

4,349 33,400,333 12# $10.51 $351,037,500 

Processing 

2011 
 

9.10 58,898 TON $715.35 $42,132,056 

2010 
 

9.27 71,187 TON $579.67 $41,264,968 

Miscellaneous 

2011 2,610  $5,720,035 

2010 1,615 $3,725,407 

Total 
2011 38,527  $519,664,230 

2010 39,882 $558,194,581 
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Nursery Products 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Cut Flowers: Year 
Greenhouse 

Sq. Ft. Field Acres Total Value 

Chrysanthemum 2011 1,563,300 7.25 $7,914,340
2010 1,702,939 2.02 $8,475,218

Dahlia 2011  29.00 $2,845,886
2010  29.00 $2,836,113

Gerbera 2011 3,643,640 --- $25,403,682

2010 3,404,040 --- $26,671,770

Iris 2011 62,638 30.60 $2,831,578

2010 67,739 28.73 $3,013,768

Lily 2011 3,095,401 24.00 $25,857,258
2010 3,440,400 24.30 $25,117,254

Miscellaneous Cut Flowers 
2011 5,016,388      1,079.87 $43,377,782

2010 5,010,314 1,126.70 $40,986,573

Total Cut Flowers 

2011 13,381,367 1,170.72 $108,230,526

2010 13,625,432 1,210.75 $107,100,696

Cut Foliage 2011 6,000 4.80 $106,448
2010 6,000 5.40 $123,084

Potted Plants: 

Foliage 
2011 498,826 --- $1,232,511
2010 524,926 --- $1,024,715

Orchid 
2011 2,419,688 15.00 $11,665,388
2010 2,395,978 15.00 $11,378,657

Poinsettia 
2011 215,000 --- $797,350
2010 232,581 --- $746,832

Miscellaneous                                         Potted Plants 

2011 1,638,599 34.63 $17,373,761

2010 1,680,859 34.29 $15,291,939

Other Nursery Products                                   
(Includes Herbaceous Perennials, Ground Covers, Turf, Bulbs, Bedding 

Plants, Vegetable Transplants, Fruit Trees and Vines, Woody 
Ornamentals, and Ground Covers) 

2011 2,056,622 383.01 $39,882,700

2010 2,055,763 371.22 $36,712,434

TOTAL 2011 20,210,102 1,608.16 $179,288,684
2010 20,521,539 1,645.66 $172,378,357
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Field Crops 
 
 
 

 
 
 

            Item Year 
Harvested 
Acreage 

Yield Per 
Acre 

Total 
Production Unit 

Price 
Per Unit Total Value 

Beans, Dry Edible 

2011 3,150 18.63 58,707.80 CWT $56.70 $3,328,737 

2010 3,170 18.77 59,500.90 CWT $56.99 $3,390,956 

Alfalfa 

2011 579 7.15 4,141.85 TON $212.00 $878,073 

2010 564 6.93 3,908.52 TON $195.61 $764,546 

Hay, Grain 

2011 4,306 2.75 11,844.31 TON $161.00 $1,906,935 

2010 4,505 2.87 12,929.35 TON $166.92 $2,158,167 

Pasture, Irrigated 

2011 5,300 

  

$120.00 $636,000 

2010 5,300 $120.00 $636,000 

Non-Irrigated 

2011 584,125 
 

$7.25 $4,234,906 

2010 584,125 $7.25 $4,234,906 

Silage 

2011 2,009 11.90 23,907.10 TON $27.89 $666,769 

2010 2,009 11.90 23,907.10 TON $27.89 $666,769 

Miscellaneous 

2011 945 

  

$239,107 

2010 945 $239,107 

Total 
2011 600,414         $11,890,527 

2010 600,618         $12,090,451 
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Livestock and Poultry 
 
 

 
 

Livestock, Poultry, & Apiary Products 

 
 

 
Seed Crops 
 

 
 
 
 
   

 Item Year 
Number 
of Head Total Liveweight Unit 

Price 
Per Unit Total Value 

Cattle and Calves 2011 37,688 266,504 CWT $98.22 $26,176,010 
2010 37,022 240,783 CWT $86.22 $20,760,310 

Miscellaneous 2010 
  

$2,486,080 
2010 $2,415,858 

Total 
2011  $28,662,090 
2010 $23,176,168  

Item  Year   Total Value 

Miscellaneous 2011 
  

$8,089,000 
2010 $8,088,609  

Total 
2011  $8,089,000 
2010 $8,088,609  

 Item Year 
Harvested 
Acreage 

Yield 
Per Acre  

Total 
Production  Unit 

Price 
Per Unit Total Value 

Bean 
Seed 

2011 686 20.38 13,981 CWT $74.27 $1,038,424 
2010 723 21.95 15,870 CWT $74.27 $1,178,665 

Flower 
Seed 

2011 708 
  

$5,735,158 
2010 681 $5,737,369 

Vegetable 
Seed 

2011 700  $2,861,803 
2010 732 $2,861,803 

Total 
2011 2,094  $9,635,385 
2010 2,136 $9,777,837 
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 MISCELLANEOUS CROPS 
 
 
VEGETABLE CROPS 
 

 Includes: Anise, artichoke, arugula, asparagus, baby vegetables, basil, beets, 
brussels sprouts, carrots,  celery root, chard, cherry tomatoes, chervil, chili peppers, Chinese 
cabbage, cilantro, sweet corn, collard greens, cucumber, dandelion, eggplant, endive, 
escarole, frisee, green beans, Indian corn, kale, kohlrabi, leeks, processed lettuce, mache, 
mizuma, mustard greens, dry onions, green onions, parsley, peaches, peas (edible pod), 
potato, processed celery,  radicchio, radish, winter squash,  tomatillos, tomatoes, and upland 
cress. 

 
FRUIT AND NUT CROPS 
 

 Includes: Apple, apricot, blackberry, blueberry, cherimoya, guava, lime, melons, 
olive, oranges, passion fruit, peach, pears, persimmon, pistachio, plum, pluot, pumpkin, 
raspberry, sapote, tangerines, walnut, and watermelon. 

 
NURSERY PRODUCTS 
 
 Cut flowers 

 Includes: Agapanthus, alstromeria, anemone, anthurium, aster, bells of Ireland, Bird 
of Paradise, buplurium, calla lily, carnation, celosia, delphinium, dianthus, freesia, gardenia, 
gladiola, gypsophlia, hyacinth, hydrangea, kangaroo paw, larkspur, liatris, limonium, 
lisianthus, maine blue, misty, monte casino, narcissus, orchid, ornithogalum, protea, Queen 
Anne’s lace, ranunculus, rose, safari sunset, scented geranium, snapdragon, solidago, 
solidaster, statice, stephanotis, stock, sunflower,  sweet pea, tuberose, tulip, and veronica. 
 

 Potted plants 
 Includes:  Anthurium, begonia, calla lily, corn pepper strawflower, cyclamen, 
exacum,  fuchsia,  geranium, gerbera, hydrangea, ivy, kalanchoe cineraria, lavender, lily, 
ornamental pepper, primrose, and rose. 
 

FIELD CROPS 
 
  Includes: Straw, small grains, and pea hay. 
 
LIVESTOCK AND POULTRY 
 
  Includes: Aquaculture, breeding stock, chickens, goats, sheep, and swine. 
 
LIVESTOCK, POULTRY AND APIARY PRODUCTS 
 
  Includes: Apiary products (honey, bees wax, pollen, and pollination), milk, and milk 

products. 
 
 



Exported Commodities: Artichoke, Avocados, Bare Root Plants, Beans, Beets, Blackberries, Blueberries, Bok Choy, Broccoli, Brussel Sprout, Butternut Squash, Cabbage, Carrot, Cauliflower, Celery, Cilantro, 
Cucumber, Cut Flowers, Cut Greens, Lettuce, Napa Cabbage, Onion, Parsley, Peppers, Potted Plants , Radicchio, Romaine, Rooted Plant Cuttings, Snap Peas, Spinach, Strawberries, Tomato, Zucchini 

 

 
 
 

AUSTRALIA * BAHAMAS * BRAZIL * CANADA * CHILE * CHINA * COSTA RICA * FRANCE * GERMANY * GUATEMALA * INDIA * INDONESIA * ISREAL * ITALY * JAMAICA * JAPAN * KENYA 

*KOREA KUWAIT * MEXICO * NETHERLANDS * NEW CALDONIA * NEW ZEALAND * PANAMA * PHILIPPINES * QATAR * SAUDI ARABIA * SINGAPORE * SOUTH AFRICA * SPAIN * TAIWAN 

*THAILAND * TRINIDAD & TOBAGO * TURKEY * UKRAINE * UNITED * ARAB EMIRATES * UNITED KINGDOM * UNITED STATES * ZAMBIA 
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MILLION DOLLAR PRODUCTS 

 
 

2011 Ranking           2010  
 

1 Strawberries $366,650,056 1 
2 Broccoli $126,845,680 2 
3 Wine Grapes $76,958,637 3 
4 Head Lettuce $68,220,272 4 
5 Avocados $58,118,083 5 
6 Cauliflower  $42,448,329 6 
7 Celery $38,005,047 7 
8 Cattle $26,176,010 11 
9 Lily Cut Flowers $25,857,258 9 
10 Gerbera Cut Flowers $25,403,682 8 
11 Leaf Lettuce $24,380,512 10 
12 Lemons $12,217,419 12 
13 Orchid Potted Plants $11,665,388 13 
14 Spinach $8,187,034 14 
15 Chrysanthemum Cut Flowers $7,914,340 15 
16 Flower seed $5,735,158 16 
17 Cabbage $4,986,314 17 
18 Summer Squash $4,628,925 18 
19 Dry Edible Beans $3,328,737 19 
20 Vegetable Seed $2,861,803 22 
21 Dahlia Cut Flowers $2,845,886 23 
22 Iris Cut Flowers $2,831,578 21 
23 Bell Peppers $2,811,275 20 
24 Grain Hay $1,906,935 24 
25 Foliage Potted Plants $1,232,511 26 
26 Bean Seed $1,038,424 25 
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Summary 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  ACREAGE FOB VALUE 
Vegetable Crops 2011 66,510 $437,149,140 

2010 65,389  $436,289,402  

Fruit &Nut Crops 2011 38,527 $519,664,230 
2010 39,882  $558,194,581  

Nursery Products 2011 2072 $179,288,684 
2010 2,117  $172,378,357  

Field Crops 2011 600,414 $11,890,527 
2010 600,618  $12,090,451  

Seed Crops 2011 2,094 $9,635,385 
2010 2,136  $9,777,837  

Livestock and 
Poultry 

2011   $28,662,090 
2010   $23,176,168  

Livestock, Poultry 
& Apiary Products 

2011  $8,089,000 
2010   $8,088,609  

  

Total 2011 709,617 $1,194,379,056  
2010 710,142  $1,219,995,405  



 

 
COMPARATIVE AGRICULTURAL VALUES 

 
 
 

 2011 ......................................... $1,194,379,056 
  
 2010 ......................................... $1,219,995,405 
  
 2009 ........................................ $1,241,400,501                                              
                                                     
 2008 ......................................... $1,137,350,118 
 
 2007 ......................................... $1,103,322,033 
 
 2006 ......................................... $1,016,735,144 
 
 2005 ............................................ $997,600,578 
  
 2004 ............................................ $905,387,495 
 
 2003 ............................................ $858,016,583 
  
 2002 ............................................ $771,662,986 
 
 2001 ............................................ $709,117,112  
 
 2000 ............................................ $735,003,901 
  
 1999 ............................................ $656,969,259 
 
 1998 ............................................ $611,859,484 
 
 1997 ............................................ $625,974,591 
 
 1996 ............................................ $581,637,098 
 
 1995 ............................................ $539,328,233 
 
 1994 ............................................ $509,777,967 
 
 1993 ............................................ $500,517,903 
 
 1992 ............................................ $443,228,285 
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SUSTAINABLE AGRICULTURE 

 
BIOLOGICAL CONTROL EFFORTS 

 
 
 
PEST      BIO-CONTROL AGENT            SCOPE OF PROGRAM   
 
Ash Whitefly   Hymenoptera (parasitic wasp)  County-wide+ 
Siphonius phillyreae  Encarsia partenopea 
 
Western Grapeleaf Skeletonizer  Diptera (larval parasitic fly)   6 sites (Cuyama Valley)+ 
Harrisina brillians  Ametadoria sp. 
 
Grape Leafhopper  Hymenoptera (egg parasitic wasp)  200 acres (Santa Ynez) 
Erythroneura elegantula  Anagrus epos 
 
Russian Wheat Aphid  Hymenoptera (parasitic wasps)  40 acres (north County)+ 
Diuraphis noxia  Aphelinus sp. 
  Diaeretiella rapae 
 
Woolly Whitefly  Hymenoptera (parasitic wasps)  Various sites (County-wide)+ 
Aleurothrixus floccosus   Cales sp. 
  Amitus sp. 
 
Horn and Face Flies  Coleoptera: Scarabaeidae   76,000 acres (County-wide) 
Musca autumnalis  Onthophagus taurus 
Haematobia irritans  O. gazella 
  O. alexis 
 
Ice Plant Scale  Hymenoptera (parasitic wasp)  Various sites (County-wide)+ 
Pulvinaria mesembryanthemi  Metaphycus sp. 
 
Eugenia Psyllid  Hymenoptera (parasitic wasp)  Various sites (County-wide)+ 
Trioza eugeniae  Eulophidae:  Tamarixia sp. 
 
Blue Gum Psyllid  Hymenoptera (parasitic wasp)  Various sites (County-wide)+ 
Ctenarytaina eucalypti  Psyllaephagus pilosus 
 
Red Gum Lerp Psyllid  Hymenoptera (parasitic wasp)  Various sites (County-wide) 
Glycaspis brimblecombei  Psyllaephagus bliteus 
 
Eucalyptus Longhorned Borer  Hymenoptera (parasitic wasps)  Various sites (County-wide) 
Phoracantha semipunctata  Avetianella longoi (egg parasite) 
  Syngaster lepidus (larval parasite) 
  Doryctes sp. (larval parasite) 
 
Eucalyptus Snout Beetle  Hymenoptera (parasitic wasp)  3 sites (south coast) 
Gonipterus scutellatus  Anaphes nitens 
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  Sustainable Agriculture cont. 

 
BIOLOGICAL CONTROL EFFORTS 

 
PEST      BIO-CONTROL AGENT            SCOPE OF PROGRAM  
 
Yellow Starthistle  Bangasternus orientalis (a bud weevil) Several sites (National Forest) 
Centaurea solstitialis  Eustenopus villosus (Hairy weevil)  Various sites (National Forest) 
  Larinus curtis (a flower weevil)   2 sites (National Forest) 
  Diptera: Tephritidae 
  Urophora sirunaseva (a gall fly)   3 sites (National Forest) 
  Chaetorellia succineas (seedhead fly)  2 sites (National Forest) 
  Puccinia  jaceae (a rust disease)   1 site   (National Forest) 
 

Italian Thistle  Coleoptera: Curculionidae    Various sites (500 acres) 
Carduus pycnocephalus  Rhinocyllus conicus 
 
Puncture Vine  Coleoptera: Curculionidae    3 sites (County-wide) 
Tribulus terrestris  Microlarinus spp. 
 

Giant Whitefly  Hymenoptera (parasitic wasps)   Various sites (south coast) 
Dialeurodicus dugesii           Entedononecremnus krauteri (larval parasite) 
  Encarsiella noyesii (larval parasite)   
  Idioporus affinis (larval parasite) 
 
Olive Fruit Fly  Hymenoptera (larval parasitic wasps)  Various sites (south coast) 
Bactocera oleae               Tsyttalia concolor & lounsburyi 
                         Utetes africanus 
 
Nesting Whitefly  Coleoptera: Coccinellidae    3 sites (south coast) 
Paraleurodes minei  Nephaspis sp (a ladybug) 
 
Australian Tortoise Beetle  Hymenoptera (parasitic wasp)               1 site (Goleta) 
Trachymela sloanei            Enoggera reticulata 
 
Eucalyptus Snout Beetle         Hymenoptera (egg parasite)             3 sites (south coast) 
Gonipterus scutellatus           Amaphes nitens 
 
Giant Reed  hand/mechanical removal                          1000 pounds removed 
Arundo donax 
+ Bio-control agent effectively controlling target pest in Santa Barbara County.                       
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ORGANIC FARMING 
 
116 Organic Farms were registered in Santa Barbara County in 2011.  Utilizing organic principles as 
required by the California Organic Products Act of 2004, these farms produce a wide variety of crops. 
 
 
VEGETABLE CROPS 
 
 Includes: Anise, arugula, asparagus, basil, beans, beets, bell peppers, broccoli, cabbage, carrots, 
cauliflower, celery, chard, cherry tomato, chicory, chili peppers, chives, cilantro, corn, cucumber, 
eggplant, endive, fennel, garlic, gourmet specialty vegetables, green onions, herbs, kale, kohlrabi, 
lettuce, leeks, mizuna, mushrooms, mustard greens, onions, oriental vegetables, parsley, peas, potato, 
pumpkin, radish, rhubarb, spinach, squash, sweet potato, tomato, tomatillo, turnip, and vegetable 
transplants. 
 
 
FRUIT AND NUT CROPS 
 
 Includes: Apple, apricot, avocado, banana, cherimoya, fig, grapefruit, grape, guava, jujube, 
kiwi, lemon, lime, loquat, macadamia nut, mandarin, melon, nectarine, olive, orange, passion fruit, 
peach, persimmon, plum, pluot, raspberry, sapote, strawberry, tangelo, tangerine, and watermelon. 
 
 
FIELD CROPS 
 
 Includes: Pasture and rangeland. 
 
 
NURSERY PRODUCT 
 
 Includes:   Cactus, potted plants, and potted herbs. 
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Sustainable Agriculture cont. 

PEST EXCLUSION 
 
       PEST (RATING)            HOST/MECHANISM/ORIGIN         NUMBER/DISPOSITION 

 
SCALE INSECTS: 
      
     Herclueana Scale (A) Nursery Stock/Common Carrier/Hawaii 2 Rejected/Destroyed 
     Clavaspis herculeana 
 
     Mining Scale (A)  Nursery Stock/Commercial Carrier/Hawaii 1 Rejected/Returned 
    Howardia biclavis 
 
     Red Wax Scale (A)  Lei/Common Carrier/Hawaii  1 Rejected/Destroyed           
    Ceroplastes rubens    
      
     Magnolia White Scale (A)  Lei/Common Carrier/Brazil   1 Rejected/Destroyed 
     Pseudaulacaspis cockerelli 
 
     Magnolia White Scale (A) Nursery Stock /Retail Store/San Diego 3 Rejected/Destroyed 
     Pseudaulacaspis cockerelli 
     
     Rufous scale (A)  Mango/Common Carrier/Peru  2 Rejected/Destroyed 
     Selenaspidus articulatus 
 
     Unidentified soft scale sp. (Q) Cut Flowers/Common Carrier/Unknown 1 Rejected/Destroyed 
     Coccidae 
 
     Fig wax scale (Q)                          Nursery Stock/Retail Store/San Diego  1 Rejected/Destroyed 
     Ceroplastes rusci 
 
     Cycad Aulacaspis Scale (Q) Nursery Stock/Carrier/Hawaii   1 Rejected/Destroyed 
     Aulacaspis yasumatsui 
 
    Armored scale (Q)   Nursery Stock/Incoming Shipment/Hawaii 1 Rejected/Destroyed 
    Acutaspis sp. 
 
    Unidentified soft scale sp. (Q) Nursery Stock/Incoming Shipment/Unknown 1 Rejected/Destroyed 
    Coccidae 
 
    Chaff scale (B)   Grapefruit/ Common Carrier/Texas  1 Rejected/Destroyed 
    Parlatoria pergandii  
 
    California red scale (B)  Tangerine/Common Carrier/Florida  1 Rejected/Destroyed 
    Aonidiella aurantii 
 
    Purple scale (B)   Tangerine/Common Carrier/Florida  1 Rejected/Destroyed 
    Lepidosaphes beckii 
 
BEETLE: 
     Dunnage Beetle (A) Wood Pallets/Container Transport/India 1 Detected/Treated 
     Sinoxylon anale 
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Sustainable Agriculture cont. 
 
ANT: 
     Whitefooted Ant (Q) Cut flowers/Common Carrier/Hawaii  1 Detected/Destroyed 
     Technomyrmex albipes 
 
LEAFHOPPER:   
      Unidentified sp. (Q) Nursery Stock/Incoming Shipment/Hawaii 1 Detected/Released    
     Ciccadellidae 
 

PEST EXCLUSION 
 
 
       PEST (RATING)          HOST/MECHANISM/ORIGIN     NUMBER/DISPOSITION 
 
MEALYBUG:    
     Giant bamboo mealybug (Q) Bamboo/Nursery Inspection/California     1 Detected/Treated 
     Palmicultor lumpurensis 
 
PSYLLID:    
     Tipu psyllid (Q)   Tipu tree/ Inspection/California  1 Detected/Treated 
     Platycorpha nigrivirga 
 
FLY: 
     A leafminer fly (Q) Marigold/Submitted/California  1 Detected/Collected 
     Melanagromyza sp. 
 
FUNGUS: 
     Fusarium wilt of Palm (A) Nursery Stock/Survey/California  4 Detected/Destroyed 
    Fusarium oxysporum f. sp. Canariensis  
 
     Chrysanthemum White Rust (Q) Nursery Stock/Survey/California  19 Detected/Destroyed 
     Puccinia horiana  
 
     Chrysanthemum White Rust (Q) Cut Flowers/Common Carrier/California 2 Rejected/Destroyed 
     Puccinia horiana  
 
Rating definitions: 
 "A" - An organism of known economic importance, subject to enforcement action involving eradication, 
quarantine regulation, containment, rejection, or other holding action. 
 
"Q" - An organism or disorder requiring temporary "A" action pending determination of a permanent quaran-
tine rating.  The organism is suspected to be of economic importance, but its status is uncertain because of 
incomplete identification or inadequate information. 
 
“B” – An organism of known economic importance subject to: eradication, containment, control, or other 
holding action at the discretion of the individual County Agricultural Commissioner. 
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CALIFORNIA CHAPTER  |  AMERICAN SOCIETY of FARM MANAGERS & RURAL APPRAISERS

The California Chapter of 
the ASFMRA is pleased to 
present the 2011 Trends in 
Agricultural Land and Lease 
Values.  As it has in the past, 
the Trends publication once 
again includes special focus 
on significant and timely 
topics impacting California 
and Nevada agriculture. 
Special features for the 2011 issue include articles on 
investing in farmland and the walnut industry.

Publication of Trends is the result of the volunteer work of 
many of our members. We extend a special thank you to 
this year’s co-chairmen Allan Barros, ARA, Mike Iliff, ARA, 
and Matt Pennebaker, ARA, and the Fresno-Madera Farm 
Credit Appraisal Staff for overseeing the development of 
Trends from cover to cover. We also extend many thanks 
to the various regional chairmen and their committee 
members who have tirelessly compiled and presented 
the land and lease information in their regions. We give 
special recognition to Liz McAfee, our publication graphic 
designer, and the staff of Correia-Xavier, Inc. who provide 
outstanding assistance with the overall publication layout 
and the detailed graphs, charts and tables. Last, but 
certainly not least, we send a great big thank you to Suzie 
Roget, our Chapter Executive Director, who continues to 
play an integral part in all aspects of Trends.

This annual publication would not be possible without 
our advertising sponsors. We have the utmost appre-
ciation for their contributions and we appreciate their 
continued support. Please give them your serious con-
sideration when you are in need of the goods or services 
they provide. 

The California Chapter of the ASFMRA is proud to be the 
leading valuation, management and consulting profes-
sional organization for the agricultural community in the 
western United States. Nationwide, our Chapter is viewed 
as progressive, innovative and a role model for others. 
We believe that much of this is the result of recognition 
received from the Trends publication.

Additional copies of Trends are available in both print 
and electronic formats from our Chapter website 
or through Suzie Roget in the Chapter office at 
(209) 368-3672.

My best regards to you. We hope you enjoy this year’s pub-
lication and we encourage you to share it with others.

David A. Gracia, ARA 
President, California Chapter ASFMRA

David Gracia is the Vice President/Senior Agricultural Appraiser and 
Manager of the Agricultural Appraisal Department for Citizens Business 
Bank. He is licensed by the State of California as a General Real Estate 
Appraisers and holds the Accredited Rural Appraiser designation with 
American Society of Farm Managers and Rural Appraisers.

Message from the President

The American Society of Farm Managers and 
Rural Appraisers (ASFMRA) is recognized as 

the premier organization for rural property professionals, providing 
excellent education, networking opportunities, and legislative repre-
sentation for its members. The ASFMRA members protect and serve 
the rural property owner with trustworthy valuation, management, 
consulting and marketing services. 

ASFMRA offers education for pre-licensing and certified general 
education, continuing education and advanced designation 
education for rural property professionals. The society also provides 
an accreditation program for farm managers, appraisers and consul-
tants, giving them a strong competitive advantage over their com-
petition in terms of knowledge, networking, and recognition as an 
ethical qualified professional. 

The American Society was founded in 1929 and has 35 local chapters 
within seven regional districts throughout the U.S. Membership 
boasts leading managers, appraisers, review appraisers and consul-
tants; as well as agricultural academic communities.  For information 
on the many opportunities offered by ASFMRA, please visit www.
asfmra.org. 

The California Chapter 
provides an important link for 

professionals through an affiliate membership category –  Friends of 
the California Chapter.

The Chapter invites anyone with an interest in agriculture to join 
this affiliate group. It is intended for those who do not qualify for 
membership in the ASFMRA as a rural appraiser, farm manager, or 
agricultural consultant.

Friends of the Chapter enjoy all of the benefits the California 
Chapter offers its other members, except voting rights. Friends are 
listed in the Chapter’s annual membership directory and receive the 
California Chapter Newsletter and Trends publication. Friends qualify 
for discounted member rates on all chapter-sponsored courses and 
events and enjoy an ongoing relationship with a strong networking 
organization that focuses on the agriculture industry.

AAC Accredited Agricultural Consultant
AFM Accredited Farm Manager
ARA Accredited Rural Appraiser
RPRA Real Property Review Appraiser

The California Chapter 
of the American Society 

of Farm Managers and Rural Appraisers (ASFMRA) was chartered in 
1949 as an affiliate of the national ASFMRA organization and ranks 
second in membership size. It is a non-profit mutual benefit corpo-
ration under California law and supports the educational, ethical 
and professional standards set by national.

To provide 
rural and 

agricultural property economic professionals with the education 
and means to offer trustworthy valuation, management, consulting 
and marketing services.

About ASFMRA

ASFMRA Accredited DESIGNATIONS

CALIFORNIA Chapter ASFMRA

Mission OF THE CALIFORNIA Chapter

Friends OF THE Chapter

 2|



  

www.calasfmra.com 2011 TRENDS in Agricultural Land & Lease Values

2011 CALIFORNIA Chapter
ASFMRA Officers

PRESIDENT
David A. Gracia, ARA 
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Thank you for your interest in our publication. 
We are very proud of what it has become. As 
always, the Land Value Survey is a product of 
many hours of effort from volunteers located 
throughout California and Nevada. Working 
without compensation, these contributors 
donate considerable time and their skills for 
the profession of which they are a part. We 
know that they are busy and want to sincerely 
thank them. We had some new faces in the 
line-up this year and they did a great job. The 
spots that were open were hard ones to fill, 
as those who had to leave did a yeomen’s job 
from the get go. We will miss all of those that 
could not help out this year. Thank you one 
and all for the great work that you have done. 

The California Chapter of the American Society 
of Farm Managers and Rural Appraisers 
(ASFMRA) is a non-profit organization that 
has taken upon itself the responsibility of 
compiling a survey of agricultural sales that 
have occurred throughout California and 
Nevada. Agriculture in the Western United 
States is dynamic and we have tried to stay 
on the leading edge of what is happening in 
this community. 

Industry professionals have found this in-
formation to be so important that they have 
asked us to cover more ground, to broaden our 
scope to even more places within the state. 
We are always looking for ways to improve 
our data, but are cautious about spreading 
ourselves too thin. As you know, all of the sales 
presented in this book have been gathered and 
studied by the respective committees within 
each region. These people know the areas 
in which they work. They discover the sales, 
they test them for reliance, then put them into 
coherent data, which is then presented to you. 
We can only expand into areas where we have 
the personnel ready to take on the work, thus 
some areas within the state are not covered. 
We will continue to strive to expand our areas 
of service but can only do so when we can 
confidently rely on the data available.  We are 
the only non-governmental organization that 
we know of that compiles this information. 
With your support, we will continue our publi-
cation of Trends in the future.

This work would not have been accom-
plished without the dedicated efforts of our 
chairmen: David Bell, ARA, Doug White, Hal 
Forcey, ARA, Randy Edwards, ARA, Mark Grant, 
ARA, Lynn Rickard, ARA, Anthony Brigantino, 
MAI, Coleman Anderson and David Read. 
Farm Managers also contributed additional 
details within each region. Staff at Correia-
Xavier, including Ben Slaughter, ARA and Lynn 
Burbidge helped with the presentation and 
layout of the data. These professionals, along 
with the committee members, deserve our col-
lective gratitude.  

We would also like to thank our advertising 
sponsors. Without the continued support of 
these individuals and companies we would 
not have the funds needed to put this publi-
cation to press. Compiling the information is 
one job, presenting it in the format that you 
hold in your hands is another entirely.

As you read through this book, please 
remember that the value and lease data 
presented represents a general range of 
sales and rental data for each stated market. 
Specific sales or leases may be higher or 
lower than the ranges noted. Due to the many 
factors that characterize agricultural prop-
erties in California and Nevada, one should 
not assume that all of the farms or ranches 
within a certain area, or of a particular crop, 
will fall within the ranges shown. We strongly 
recommend that you obtain the assistance of 
a qualified agricultural appraiser to determine 
the value of any one specific parcel in your 
area. You will find contact information for 
a good number of seasoned professionals 
in this publication. Accredited Members of 
the American Society of Farm Managers and 
Rural Appraisers have completed a rigorous 
training program in the valuation of proper-
ties, mainly agricultural properties, and are 
identified by the designations of ARA, AFM, 
AAC and RPRA*. The ASFMRA is the only 
appraisal organization that offers a curricu-
lum specifically based on the appraisal of ag-
ricultural real estate.

Finally, the views and opinions expressed in 
the spotlighted articles do not necessarily 
reflect the views of the California Chapter. 
This entire publication is copyrighted by the 
California Chapter of the American Society of 
Farm Managers and Rural Appraisers. All rights 
are reserved. Do not reproduce without the 
expressed written consent of the Chapter.

Thank you again for your interest and 
support.

Sincerely,

Co-Chairmen for the 2011 LVS 
Allan Barros, ARA 
Mike Iliff, ARA 
Matt Pennebaker, ARA

 *DESIGNATIONS:

 ARA Accredited Rural Appraiser

 AFM Accredited Farm Manager

 AAC Accredited Agricultural Consultant

 RPRA Real Property Review Appraiser

Fresno Madera FARM CREDIT
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To learn more about opportunities 
presented by the California Chapter, 
ASFMRA, please visit www.calasfmra.
com or call the chapter office at (209) 
368-3672.

When quoting this publication – You may, 
on an occasional basis, disseminate 
portions of Trends in Agricultural Land & 
Lease Values, (Trends), for noncommercial 
purposes to a limited number of individu-
als, provided you include all copyright and 
other proprietary rights notices with such 
portion of the publication in the same 
form in which the information appears. The 
phrase, “Used with permission from The 
California Chapter of the American Society 
of Farm Managers and Rural Appraisers 
(ASFMRA), www.calasfmra.com” must be 
included. You may not modify any informa-
tion from Trends and you shall be fully re-
sponsible for any consequences resulting 
from such use of Trends in Agricultural Land 
and Lease Values data.

AEGON AgriFinance Group .....................................55

Ag Land Investment Brokers ..................................15

Agribusiness Credit & Services Corp .......................13

Agri-Comm Appraisal ............................................28

Agriculture Industries, Inc.......................................49

Al Mendrin – London Properties .............................74

Alliance Appraisal, LLC ..........................................60

American AgCredit/Fresno 
   Madera Farm Credit ..........................................IBC

Arthur Gimmy International 
   (AGI Valuations) ..................................................16

ASFMRA ...............................................................90

Asset Appraisals....................................................46

Baker, Peterson & Franklin, CPA, LLP ......................48

Bank of Stockton ...................................................32

Cal Poly Agribusiness Department  .........................74

California Coalition of 
   Appraiser Professionals ......................................10

California Outdoor Properties ..................... 14, 28, 70

Capital Agricultural Property Services, Inc................49

Center for Ag Business CSUF .................................55

Chicago Title ...................................................55, 59

Citibank ................................................................56

Citizens Business Bank ..........................................60

Citizens Business Bank 
   Dairy & Livestock Industries Group ......................77

Clark Company .....................................................74

Cogdill & Giomi .....................................................34

Correia Xavier Inc. .................................................50

Cove Ranch Management ......................................50

Cushman & Wakefield Western, Inc. ........................84

Dale Arthur of Pearson Realty .................................56

Duarte Nursery..................................................... IFC

Dumont Printing & Mailing .....................................84

Edwards, Lien & Toso, Inc. .....................................35

Farmland Management Services ............................36

Fenske Appraisal Services .....................................72

Freitas Rangeland Improvements ............................71

Gary H. Rudolf, ARA ...............................................50

Gladstone Land .....................................................69

Green Leaf Farms, Inc. ..........................................55

H.R. Macklin & Sons, Inc. .......................................66

Hamel Appraisal Co. ........................................28, 74

Hamilton Associates ..............................................50

Hammond Real Estate ...........................................42

Hein Ranch Company ............................................61

House Agricultural Consultants ...............................15

James G. Palmer Appraisals Inc. ............................54

Jim Olivas - Pearson Realty ...................................60

JMeek Agribusiness Management ..........................42

KEFA Capital, Inc. ..................................................61

Lent-Burden Farming ............................................33

Lynn E. Rickard, ARA .............................................60

M. Green and Company, LLP ..................................61

Madi K’s Premium Select Almonds .........................70

Mayo Ryan Company, The ......................................50

Merrill Real Estate & Ag Consulting .........................51

Merriman Hurst & Associates .................................66

MetLife Agricultural Investments .............................45

Michael Burger & Associates ..................................65

Michael K. Van Horn, ARA -  
  Bank of America Merrill Lynch ..............................42

Mike Bennet - Home Realty & Land Co. ..................66

Monte Vista Farming Company .................................7

Moore Stephens Wurth Frazer & Torbet ...................62

Murphy Austin Adams Schoenfeld LLP ....................15

NCFC Business Consulting .....................................14

Pearson Realty ......................................................46

Peter M. Holmes Company, Inc. ..............................16

Petersen & Company .............................................42

Premier Ag Appraisal .............................................54

PremierWest Bank.................................................14

Prudential Agricultural Investments .........................54

Rabobank N.A. ..................................................... BC

Reeve-Associates Real Estate ................................38

RICS Americas ......................................................20

Robb Stewart, AFM - Pearson Realty ......................66

Robin Erdmann Group, The ....................................28

Ron Silva Realty ....................................................54

Runyan Appraisal Service .......................................66

S&J Ranch............................................................54

Schenberger, Taylor, McCormick 
   & Jecker, Inc. .....................................................72

Shasta Land Services, Inc. .....................................13

Ten Haken, Hinz & Company ..................................16

The Ranch Company Inc. .......................................59

TRI Outdoor Properties ..........................................71

U.S. Trust/Bank of America .....................................54

UBS AgriVest LLC ..................................................34

United Country Sacramento 
   Valley Real Estate ...............................................16

Way and Associates ..............................................37

Wells Fargo Commercial Banking ...........................47

Westchester Group Investment 
   Management, Inc. ..............................................59

Western Ag Financial .............................................56

Western Agricultural Services .................................13

Yosemite Farm Credit ............................................31

ADVERTISING SPONSORS

ADVERTISING SPONSORS
PHOTOGRAPHY

We would like to thank the photogra-
phers who submitted their photos for 
our 2011 Trends publication. Their works 
of art give this book an even more 
personal touch.

ROY MARTIN 
  Bank of the West Agricultural Field Office

MARY RICKERT 
   Western Agricultural Services

BRITTANY WILBUR 
  www.brittanywilbur.com

We look forward to receiving more 
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from you. Please contact us to learn 
more about submissions of photogra-
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Walnuts have been 
grown in certain parts of 
the world for thousands 
of years. The Greeks 
were credited with the 
first certified improve-
ments in size and 
quality of the Persian 
Walnut (forefather of 
the English Walnut), 
but they soon spread 
westward. The Romans 
established Persian 
Walnuts throughout 
most of Europe and 
much of North Africa. 
What we know as the 
English Walnut today came to the United States by way of 
the Spanish missionaries in the early 1800s. The Franciscan 
monks who settled along the central coast of California 
planted the trees as they moved northward and established 
their missions. The nuts soon found themselves growing in 
the deep, fertile soils of the Central Valley, where nearly 99% 
of the US commercial walnut crop is produced today. 

Though the walnut is one of the oldest nut crops within the 
state, it is often passed over and considered a crop of minor 
importance. Indeed, only 27,000 acres were non-bearing in 
2009, compared to 90,000 acres of non-bearing almonds and 
85,000 acres of non-bearing pistachios. While walnuts may 
trail these other two crops in overall production, they are still 
important, especially within the great Central Valley.

Walnuts are the 16th most valuable crop within the state and 
the 7th leading export crop. By all accounts, the walnut is 
growing in popularity overseas, with no slowing of demand 
in site. It appears that California walnuts are well branded, 
especially in China. Even though China grows its own version 
of this nut, walnuts stamped “Grown in California” are in high 
demand and are purchased in greater quantities. What is even 
more exciting is that the export demand seems to be increas-
ing as more and more people in China and India can afford US 
Walnuts due to either higher income or because US crops are 
greater bargains as a result of the weaker U.S. dollar.

Walnuts have historically been grown in superior soils and in 
areas that have the best water conditions. These prime agri-
cultural regions also happen to be the most popular for urban 
development. The competition from urban growth as well 
as from other popular permanent plantings for top quality 
land, has reduced the acreage available for walnuts over the 
years. In spite of the apparent loss of land, walnut plantings 

BEARING ACREAGE, TREE COUNT 
& PRODUCTION FOR 

CALIFORNIA WALNUTS

	 	 BEARING	 TREES/	 TONS/	
	 YEAR	 ACREAGE	 ACRE	 	ACRE

 2010 227,000 67.0 2.21 

 2009 227,000 65.1 1.93 

 2008 223,000 65.0 1.96 

 2007 218,000 62.9 1.50 

 2006 216,000 62.4 1.60 

 2005 215,000 61.1 1.65 

 2004 214,000 60.3 1.52 

 2003 213,000 57.7 1.53 

 2002 210,000 56.5 1.34 

 2001 204,000 55.6 1.50 

 2000 200,000 54.8 1.20 

 1999 197,000 51.5 1.44 

 1998 198,000 50.4 1.15 

 1997 193,000 50.4 1.39 

  1996 192,000 49.4 1.08 

continue to increase, 
as can be seen in the 
accompanying table.

The table covers the 
last 15 years and 
shows that the total 
bearing acreage of 
walnuts has grown by 
35,000 throughout the 
state, which is equiva-
lent to an 18.23% 
increase. The increase 
over the last 23 years 
has been 50,000 
acres or 28.24%. Not 
only has the acreage 

increased, but the average number of trees per acre has also 
grown from 49.4 to 67.0 trees, which has been a benefit to 
overall production. 

In 1996 the average walnut orchard within the state produced 
only 1.08 tons per acre. In 2010 an average orchard produced 
2.21 tons, an increase of 105%. The average production over 
the last five years has been 1.84 tons, or about 3,680 pounds 
per acre. Like every other crop within the state, growers are 
becoming much more adept in their production practices and 
are getting better all of the time. 

WALNUTS
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WALNUTS

Where there were once only the Black and English, there are 
now at least 20 varieties of walnuts being produced. The 
most popular as of late has been a relatively new comer — 
the Chandler — followed by an older stand-by, the Hartley. 
In 2009, Chandlers accounted for 64% of the non-bearing 
acreage within the state. San Joaquin County continues to 
show the largest acreage planted to Chandlers with 14% of its 
total in 2009, followed by Butte County with 12% and Tulare 
County with 11%.

Growers are continually looking to grow walnuts that hold up 
well in the shell, then “crack out into halves and quarters” — 

or in other words, the shape and 
size of the kernel itself as it 

is removed from the hard 
outer shell. In their con-
sistent search and de-
velopment of a better 
nut, stronger prices 
have followed, as 
shown in the following 

table.

Prices for the 2010 Walnut 
crop are estimated to be 

$1,944 per ton, based upon 
very early figures. If this holds out to be the case, it is 23% 
stronger than what was received in 1996. When the base price 
per ton is multiplied by the increasing production per acre, 
the potential profit per acre shows true strength. The average 
gross return per acre between 1996 and 2000 was $1,237 
per ton, or $1,533 per acre. The five year average between 
2006 and 2010 was $1,767 per ton, but an impressive $3,222 
per acre. Though production costs have increased over the 
last 15 years, they have not increased as much as the gross 
average income, thus walnuts are showing signs of being an 
alternative crop of choice for growers. This is the main reason 
why the sales price per acre has increased over the same 
time period, as reported in the Land Value Survey posted 
since 1996.

The table to the right shows the average high sale prices for 
Regions 1, 3 and 5, the three regions that produce enough 
walnuts within their borders to report actual sales.

The average of the high sale prices was used. These are 
typically the prices that need to be paid in order to obtain a 
viable orchard. As shown, the prices paid for walnut orchards 
are much higher today than they were in the late 1990s.  In 
1996 the average (high) price paid was $9,186 per acre. In 
2010 similar orchards required a price tag of $17,639 per acre, 
and that price level is before the strong gross returns seen in 
the 2010 crop year. If crop prices stay strong as projected, 
demand for walnut orchards will surely increase and could 
rise higher than $20,000 per acre. This pricing level is not 

AVERAGE GROSS RETURNS FOR WALNUTS

	 	 TREES		 TONS	 	 GROSS	$	
	 YEAR	 /ACRE	 /ACRE	 $/TON	 /ACRE

 2010 67.0 2.21 $1,944  $4,295  

 2009 65.1 1.93 $1,690  $3,262  

 2008 65.0 1.96 $1,280  $2,509  

 2007 62.9 1.50 $2,290  $3,435  

 2006 62.4 1.60 $1,630  $2,608  

 2005 61.1 1.65 $1,570  $2,591  

 2004 60.3 1.52 $1,390  $2,113  

 2003 57.7 1.53 $1,160  $1,775  

 2002 56.5 1.34 $1,170  $1,568  

 2001 55.6 1.50 $1,120  $1,680  

 2000 54.8 1.20 $1,240  $1,488  

 1999 51.5 1.44 $   886  $1,276  

 1998 50.4 1.15 $1,050  $1,208  

 1997 50.4 1.39 $1,430  $1,988  

 1996 49.4 1.08 $1,580  $1,706  

AVERAGE HIGH PRICES 
FROM REGIONS REPORTING

	 YEAR	 REGION	1	 REGION	3	 REGION	5	 AVERAGE

 2010 $14,750 $22,500 $15,667 $17,639 

 2009 $17,750 $22,500  $14,000 $18,083  

 2008 $21,000 $18,750  $16,667 $18,806  

 2007 $19,750 $19,750  $14,000 $17,833  

 2006 $14,750 $17,000  $13,667 $15,139  

 2005 $14,750  $16,000  $13,000 $14,583 

 2004 $12,500  $14,250  $9,167 $11,972  

 2003 $10,750  $14,250  $7,333 $10,778  

 2002 $8,500  $12,625  $7,333 $9,486  

 2001 $7,675  $11,875  $7,667  $9,072 

 2000 $7,750  $12,000  $7,333  $9,028  

 1999 $9,500  $11,000  $7,333  $9,278  

 1998 $9,625 $11,000 $7,667 $9,431  

 1997 $9,625 $10,667 $7,667 $9,320  

 1996 $9,125 $10,500 $7,933  $9,186  
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surprising in today’s active market as strong prices are being 
paid for a wide range of nut crops.

It is interesting to note the higher average prices paid for 
walnuts in Region 3 (San Joaquin, Stanislaus and Merced) as 
compared to Regions 1 and 5. This trend has been consis-
tent and could be as attributed to low cost and abundant 
water supplies, deep loamy soils, smaller parcel size, and/or 
overall generally strong demand for land within these Delta 
counties. 

So how do the statewide strong returns match up with the prices paid 
for orchards? 

The Gross Income Multiplier (GIM) gives some idea of the 
match up between gross income and the price that is paid for 
the orchard that produces said income. The GIM is the ratio 
between the sales price of a property and its gross income 
potential; it is determined by dividing the sales price of the 
orchard by its annual gross income. The table to the right lays 
out the findings from the last several years.

The Gross Income Multipliers are about the same today as 
they were in 1996. Over the time frame covered the GIM has 
bounced between a low of 4.11 in 2010 and a high of 7.81 
in 1998. The 1998 and 1999 crops saw lower than average 
prices per ton, thus the ratios were larger. The strong prices 
of 2010 forced the GIM to decrease to the lowest level of the 
grouping. As markets tend to correct themselves over time, 
the low GIM of 2010 should increase in the years to come, yet 
the overall trend appears to be stable. 

In conclusion, walnuts — though a somewhat forgotten crop as 
compared to almonds and pistachios — are still a very desirable 
nut to hold onto and to invest in. They have been present in 
California for generations and are a part of the state’s agricul-
tural history. As more and more of California’s prime farmland 
is moved over to other uses, this could be a natural barrier to 
any future large scale developments of walnuts. In addition, 
as the trees take up to eight years to reach viable production, 
this could also impact any increase in development. While 
almonds and pis-
tachios are often 
the crops talked 
about within 
farming circles, 
walnuts seem to 
be holding their 
own and could be 
the one to hold 
onto for future 
profit and invest-
ment potential.

 

GROSS INCOME MULTIPLIER 
 OF AVERAGE WALNUT ORCHARDS

	 YEAR	 $/TON	 GROSS	$/ACRE	 GIM

 2010 $1,944  $4,295  4.11  

 2009 $1,690  $3,262  5.54  

 2008 $1,280  $2,509  7.50  

 2007 $2,290  $3,435  5.19  

 2006 $1,630  $2,608  5.80  

 2005 $1,570  $2,591  5.63  

 2004 $1,390  $2,113  5.67  

 2003 $1,160  $1,775  6.07  

 2002 $1,170  $1,568  6.05  

 2001 $1,120  $1,680  5.40  

 2000 $1,240  $1,488  6.07  

 1999 $   886  $1,276  7.27  

 1998 $1,050  $1,208  7.81  

 1997 $1,430  $1,988  4.69  

 1996 $1,580  $1,706  5.38  
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INVESTING IN FARMLAND

In recent years, interest by 
investors in farmland, par-
ticularly farmland in the 
United States, has increased 
significantly. In this article, 
we will examine some of the 
reasons behind this interest 
and discuss whether this is 
likely to be a short-term fad 
or a longer-term trend.

According to the most recent 
data published by the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, 
there is roughly 922 million 
acres of farmland in the United States. Of that total, harvested 
cropland acreage is approximately 310 million acres. An ad-
ditional 409 million acres is pastureland and 75 million acres 
is classified as woodlands. The USDA lists the aggregate value 
of all farm real-estate assets held at over 1.7 trillion dollars. 
Estimates of ownership by institutional investors of U.S. 
farmland vary but are thought to be less than 1% by acreage, 
(source, USDA), and $5 to $15 billion by dollars invested, 
according to the Teachers Insurance and Annuity Association-
College Retirement Equities Fund (TIAA-CREF). It is fair to 
say that institutional exposure to U.S. farmland as an invest-
ment class is relatively insignificant. A number of reasons can 
explain this historical phenomenon including more attractive 
returns from alternative investments, perceived risk, illiquid-
ity, the lack of investment vehicles and the specialized nature 
of the asset in what can rightly be called widely divergent, 
localized markets.

What types of investors purchase farmland? Most industry 
observers agree that pension funds dominate followed by 
endowments and other non-profit entities, hedge funds and 
high net-worth individuals. One religious entity, the Church of 
Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints or the Mormon Church, has 
made it a priority to invest in farm and ranch lands, in part 
as an investment and also following their belief in self-suffi-
ciency, etc. Current estimates indicate the church owns over 
900,000 acres in North America with other holdings through-
out the world. While not looking at farmland necessarily as a 
direct investment, another type of investor is an 
agri-business entity looking to tie up or control 
agricultural throughput from farmland needed for 
its processing or marketing enterprises. 

These investors utilize different vehicles as their 
means of owning and operating farmland. Pension 
funds and other institutional investors have his-
torically relied on investment advisory and farm 
management firms to purchase farmland for their 
account. Those advisors typically manage the 
landlord-tenant relationship, the dominant form 
of operation, or oversee the custom farming of the 
property on behalf of the owner. Other investors 
have utilized corporate, limited and general part-
nership or, in recent years, limited liability company 
structures to own and/or operate farmland. Many 
individual investors will own farms directly and 

may rely on local or regional 
farm management firms to 
oversee their investments. 
Finally, in recent years, a few 
real-estate investment trusts 
or REITs have been formed 
to own farmland. To date, 
these REITs have been mostly 
privately, not publicly held, 
although given the overall 
level of interest in farmland, 
some new, public REITs 
are being contemplated. 
In California, several REITs 
formed to acquire and hold 

vineyard or winery assets have been active in recent years. 
VinREIT, a subsidiary of Entertainment Properties Trust, has 
been active in purchasing several hundred million dollars 
worth of winery and vineyard properties in California. More 
recently, Realty Income has purchased over $300 million in 
winery and vineyard assets from Diageo, a foreign beverage 
conglomerate. Both VinREIT and Realty Income’s purchase 
and leaseback arrangements can best be described as 
financing models rather than pure agricultural investments. 
A third REIT, the Vintage Wine Trust, essentially ceased op-
erations several years ago.

Investors can operate their farms in several different fashions. 
Farm leases can be structured on a cash-rental basis, the 
most common form, or a share-crop lease or in some com-
bination thereof. Custom farming arrangements tend to be 
more common with permanent plantings, such as orchards 
and vineyards. The investor benefits from the cash rental ar-
rangement by shifting the production and commodity price 
risk to the farmer, but typically receives a lower rate of return 
than a share-crop or custom farming arrangement where the 
yield and price risks remain in place. 

Investors who have ventured into farmland investments 
have, for the most part, fared well. The National Council of 
Real Estate Investment Fiduciaries (NCREIF), established to 
provide the institutional real-estate investment community 
with reliable, independent performance data, maintains a 
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Farmland Index. As of December 31, 2010, this index included 
some 465 farm properties in the U.S. with an aggregate value 
of nearly $2.3 billion. (Please note these properties reflect a 
relatively small portion of the total universe of institutional 
properties). Over the last 20 years, the average annualized 
total return for this index was nearly 11.0% broken down into 
a 7.0% income component and 4.0% appreciation, (see chart 
below). This compares to an average general inflation rate for 
the same period of nearly 2.75%. It should be noted that this 
period of time excludes the dramatic drop in farmland values 
experienced during the troubled agricultural economy in the 
U.S. of the 1980s, but an examination of the last 40 years 
shows farmland still appreciating at a rate higher than the 
general inflation level. 

In addition to the positive, historical track-record reflected 
above, what factors today are driving investors towards pur-
chasing farmland? A list of several primary motivators followed 
by a brief discussion of each is included below:

• Income returns for farmland have been relatively stable,  
 forming a base for attractive overall returns.
• Returns for farmland are attractive today relative to those  
 of other asset classes.
• Farmland has a negative correlation with most other  
 asset classes and a positive correlation with inflation, thus  
 providing a good long-term hedge.
• Farm properties tend to require little in the way of on-going  
 capital expenditures when compared to commercial or  
 other non-farm properties.
• Changing global demographics appear positive for future  
 farm commodity prices and earnings.
• Improving technology has helped and should continue to  
 increase yields and, consequently, farm earnings. 
• Constraints on the supply of available farmland and inputs,  
 particularly water, by themselves would curtail future 
 production levels.
As indicated above, farmland income returns, particularly 
those based on cash rental arrangements, have been relative-
ly stable. The NCREIF Farmland Index data indicates a range 
in the 5, 10, 15 and 20 year average income returns from a 
low of 6.95% (20 years), to a high of 7.68% (10 years), (see 
chart above). The point here is to not necessarily look at the 
specific levels of these returns, but the relatively narrow range. 
Having said that, these types of returns are attractive today, 
especially in light of the returns of alternative investments 
of similar risk. To support this statement, farmland returns 
over the last 40 years exhibit lower standard deviations, as a 
percentage per year, than corporate and government bonds, 
international stocks, the S&P 500 and small cap equities while 
earning similar overall yields. 

Regarding correlation with other asset classes, as one pension 
fund advisor recently commented, “anything that is uncorre-
lated to those assets that suffered in the 2008-2009 meltdown 
is attractive.” Historically farmland has had a negative corre-
lation to long-term U.S. corporate bonds, U.S. Treasury bills, 
broad stock market indexes such as the S&P 500, interna-
tional equities and U.S. small cap stocks. In other words, 
farmland values and those other assets tend to move in 
opposite directions. However, as mentioned above, farmland 
does have a strong positive correlation to U.S. inflation rates. 

Given this history and the current outlook for inflation, gov-
ernment deficits and monetary stimulus, it’s understandable 
that farmland currently looks attractive. 

This has lead well known investors including Lord Jacob 
Rothschild, George Soros, Peter Schiff, Marc Faber, Jim Rogers 
and others to champion the virtues of buying farmland. It 
should be noted that Soros and Rogers appear focused on 
farmland outside of the U.S., particularly South America and 
Canada. Rogers has even been quoted as saying “the farmers 
will be driving the Ferrari’s, not the investment bankers.” 
While that is probably unlikely, (due more to the farmer’s 
propensity to buy a new tractor or combine, not a Ferrari), it 
speaks to the bullish outlook these investors currently hold 
for farmland. Schiff and Faber, long-time advocates of buying 
gold and other hard assets, are very bullish on farmland and 
farm commodities and bearish on bonds. Michael Burry, 
the former hedge-fund manager who is known for being a 
predictor of the housing collapse, has been quoted as saying, 
“I believe that agricultural land, productive agricultural land 
with water on site, will be very valuable in the future.” While 
no one would claim these investors all have a crystal ball with 
which to clearly see the future, it is significant to note their 
optimism and the reasons for it. 

Another positive feature for farmland is that it generally 
requires little in the way of on-going capital expenditures 
— unlike most commercial, industrial, retail properties and 
multi-family housing, (think roofs, HVAC systems, plumbing, 
etc.) — in order to remain competitive over time. These other 
forms of non-farm real-estate are also susceptible to func-
tional and locational obsolescence. A noted exception would 
be permanent plantings, i.e., orchards and vineyards, which 
would require more in the way of capital expenditures over a 
longer holding period. 

An additional important driver for future farmland earnings 
and prices are global changes in demographics. Demand for 
food worldwide is rising; according to a recent Wall Street 
Journal article, Susan Payne of the agricultural investment 
firm Emergent Asset Management, opined that the world 
has consumed more food than it has produced in nine of 
the past ten years. Making matters worse, projected popula-
tion growth over the next fifteen years or so will add another 
billion mouths to feed. Perhaps even more importantly, wealth 
is increasing in highly populated emerging countries such as 
China and India. As personal incomes rise, diets are among 
the first to improve. An example is China; where per capita 
consumption of meat is four times higher than it was in the 
1980s. Since grain is an integral part of providing more meat 
and protein, SG Securities estimates demand for those crops 
could rise 50% to 100% over the next forty years. 

Significant increases in demand for fiber and bio-fuels are also 
likely. Due to overfishing, supplies of additional protein from 
wild fisheries is unlikely and expansion of fish farms is not con-
sidered to be sufficient to meet demand. Avoidance of future 
food shortages can also help provide more political stability 
around the globe and avoid the highly publicized food riots in 
several countries a few years ago. A case in point is the current 
crisis in Egypt which, in part, began as a result of shortages 
and high prices for food staples. We would be remiss if we did 
not mention the impact that bio-fuel production has had and 
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continued on page 91

is having on the supplies and prices of various commodities, 
particularly corn. Controversy abounds around the subject 
of bio-fuels with some arguing they are a viable, attractive 
option to the increased use of fossil fuels while others believe 
they are uneconomic and a waste of potential food supplies. 
Whichever side of the bio-fuels argument you come down 
on, the impact on commodity prices and farm earnings, and, 
thus, farmland values, is unmistakably positive. 

Part of the solution to the growing demand for food outlined 
above will be technology. Improved seed genetics, fertilizers, 
chemicals and more precise application methods should 
help push the supply curve outward. Demonstrating the 
impact of technology, according to the National Agricultural 
Statistics Service of the USDA, as cited by Gloy, Hurt, Boehlje 
and Dobbins in their 2010 study of farmland values, national 
corn yields have grown from 72.4 bushels per acre to 154.3 
bushels in the period from 1970 to 2010, a compounded 
annual rate of increase of 1.9%. However, resistance to tech-
nology improvements, particularly those related to genetic 
modification, could slow their adaptation and reduce im-
provements in overall supplies. Regardless, improvements in 
technology will undoubtedly help meet the future demand 
for food. The use of this technology will not be cheap and 
per acre farming costs will increase, but per unit costs may 
be lower due to those higher yields. 

Potentially offsetting the gains in total food production 
from technology is the relatively finite supply of farmland. 
Conversion to non-farm uses has slowed in many areas of the 
world, particularly the U.S., due to the recession, but will likely 
resume as the global economy recovers. Additional losses 
result from soil erosion, salinization, desertification and 
overutilization or overcropping. Charmion McBride of Insight 
Investment indicates the amount of arable land per person on 
the planet has been cut in half over the last 40 years. Bucking 
this trend are areas of Latin America and sub-Saharan Africa, 
where additional cropland has been or is being developed. 
Restricting or reducing the impact of these developments are 
environmental concerns such as rain forest destruction, the 
lack of infrastructure and, in some cases, political stability. 
Perhaps the most limiting factor to agricultural production 
in the future will be adequate supplies of water for irriga-
tion in those areas that must rely on it, (see Michael Burry’s 
comments above). Several investors in California farmland 
in recent years have done so in part with an eye towards the 

potential of being able to market surplus water supplies to 
other farms or thirsty industries and communities at some 
point in the future. If feasible, returns from water marketing 
can potentially be significant and add substantially to the 
overall returns from such investments. Also of note, some 
Asian and Arab countries have recently begun to buy and/or 
lease arable lands in Africa and other less developed areas in 
order to ensure future food supplies. Some observers have 
gone so far as to predict that future world conflicts will be 
not over oil but over other basic resources such as farmland 
and water. 

After discussing some of the factors attracting investors to 
farmland, what about the risks? First and foremost, investors 
must understand that all markets for farmland are local to a 
large extent and require specific knowledge of soils, water, 
crops and cropping patterns, drainage, climatic conditions, 
and local operators in order to avoid pitfalls. Furthermore, 
farmland is an illiquid investment and a prudent investor 
must understand that there may or may not be a ready cash 
market for a farm property at the time the investor may 
wish to sell. As mentioned above, there are presently no 
publicly traded farmland investment vehicles that could be 
used to provide that liquidity. In addition, and perhaps most 
significantly, changes in domestic or foreign governmental 
policies regarding monetary and fiscal matters, trade, and 
farm support programs including bio-fuels can dramatically 
change the earnings outlook for farms and, thus, farmland 
values. Additionally, there are environmental issues such as 
changing weather patterns, potential contamination and 
food safety issues that can also impact farm incomes and 
values. 

All of these factors, separately or in combination, can create 
the risk of a “bubble” in farmland values. With the run-up 
in values in recent years, (see chart on page 91), and the 
relatively fresh memories of the agricultural recession of the 
1980s, some industry observers have expressed concern 
over the relative level of farmland valuations today. No less 
than Sheila Bair, the current chairperson of the Federal 
Depository Insurance Corporation, (FDIC), has gone on 
record recently saying that it was important to monitor U.S. 
farmland values for signs of instability like the price bubbles 
in the housing and stock markets. She further stated, “A 
sharp decline in farmland prices similar to the early 1980s 
could have a severe adverse impact on the nation’s 1,579 
farm banks.” Most industry observers believe such a bubble 
could only occur if commodity prices significantly fell and/
or interest rates materially increased. For the reasons cited 
above, drops in commodity prices may not be as likely as an 
increase in interest rates as a result of inflationary fears. 

Given the risks of investing in farmland outlined above, 
how can a prudent investor mitigate or reduce the potential 
impact of these factors? Like the general advice given to 
most investors, diversification makes sense. To be fully 
effective, diversification should be not only geographic, but 
on a commodity or land type basis. Geographic diversifica-
tion can reduce weather and climate risks. Portfolio diver-
sification by crop type can serve to reduce risks associated 
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RICE

Rice ground sales appeared to indicate 
a stable value trend in 2010. This is due 
mainly to strong world-wide prices in 
2009-10 because of drought in many 
of the world’s rice producing areas. 
Demand has been fairly strong for rice 
land, with rents remaining steady to 
trending upwards in 2010. Typically, 
rice ground properties with water fowl 
hunting influence and/or full rice base 
tend to set the upper end of the market 
range; with the lower end set by proper-
ties with less than full base, and higher 
pumped water costs.

WATER

Water was a big factor on 2008-09 land 
values on all irrigated field and orchard 
crops, especially those relying on district 
water. Water deliveries were cut back on 
most federal districts in 2009 with costs 
higher; but not enough to have a tre-
mendous effect on production and land 
values. Above average rainfall in 2010 
allowed full water deliveries and allevi-
ated drought concerns. Above average 
late-fall, early-winter 2010 rainfall in the 
area is a positive factor so far; however, 
lack of rainfall in winter/spring of 2011 
could impact water deliveries.

North Sacramento Valley
Overall in 2010 agricultural land sales 
continued to be slow, with the exception 
of several sales occurring in rice ground 
and IFC land suitable for orchard devel-
opment. It appears that values on most 
land types have held their own over the 
past couple years; however, there are 
not enough sales on most land types to 
draw a strong trend conclusion. Overall 
commodity prices in 2010 were regarded 
as being favorable for most crops grown 
in the area, and appear to support the 
stable market on most types of agricul-
tural properties. Ranch and rangeland 
sales have been slow, with very few sales 
occurring over the past couple of years; 
however, lower listing/asking prices in 
combination with slow sales, suggest a 
soft undertone.

R E G I O N

Sacramento & Intermountain Valleys
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IRRIGATED FIELD CROPS

Demand in 2010 was stable to fairly 
strong on average to good quality Class 
I to III soil properties, with most of these 
properties being purchased for devel-
opment to walnut, almond, or olive oil 
orchards. In 2010, the few sales that 
have occurred indicate a fairly stable 
value trend over 2009 values.

WALNUTS

There has been stable demand for 
quality orchards with desirable varieties. 
Very few sales of walnut orchard prop-
erties have occurred over the past 
couple of years. Few orchards are listed 
for sale; however, demand is fairly 
strong from large area growers trying 
to expand. Several of the few sales that 
have occurred are on properties that 
were not listed. The commodity price 
for the 2010 walnut crop was stronger 
than 2009, which has helped to offset 
cultural cost increases. The limited 
number of 2010 sales appear to support 
a stable land value trend.

ALMONDS

The trend for almonds has been similar 
to the above walnut scenario. Few sales 
have closed, but those that have appear 
to support a stable land value trend.

PRUNES

There were limited prune orchard sales 
in 2010. Demand is regarded as being 
relatively soft to average for prune 
orchards throughout the area. Supply 
of prune properties for sale is limited, as 
are 2009-10 sales. The mostly favorable 
commodity price over the past couple 
of years has helped keep the prune real 
estate market fairly stable; however, 
continuing increases in cultural and 
drying costs could become a negative 
factor for future demand.

|13
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PEACHES

There is a stable to fairly balanced supply 
and demand for cling peach orchards 
in the area, provided the property has 
a contract with a reputable cannery. If 
a property does not have a contract, 
demand is minimal. Few peach orchard 
sales have occurred over the past 
couple of years.

WINTER RANGE

The trend for winter range appears 
stable to soft, with limited market 
demand. The market was very slow 
in 2010. There were several smaller 
ranches (less than 1,000 acres) that sold 
over the past two years; however, few 
large commercial sized units have sold. 
According to local ranch realtors, listing 
prices on larger parcels in the market 
are trending lower from high asking 
prices set in earlier years. The cattle 
market  was strong in 2010, with prices 
projected to trend higher in 2011. This 
is due in part to historically low cattle 
numbers, and a growing export market. 
This could have a positive effect on 
winter range property values in coming 

years; however, the major driver behind 
previously high range values was 1031 
Exchanges. The majority of the tax 
deferred exchanges involved non-
ranchers and has slowed consider-
ably due to the weak economy. So far 
there appears to be limited interest 
from true cattlemen in buying property 
at currently listed prices. Because of 
lowering listing prices and drying up 
of 1031 Exchanges, the overall trend 
appears to be stable to soft.

Due to the strong cattle market and a 
fairly limited supply of running sized 
rangeland parcels, rents have remained 
stable to strong. 

Sacramento Valley 
Business Banking Center
9340 East Stockton Boulevard 
Elk Grove, California

Bertha Sandoval (916) 714-2232
Alan Koski (916) 714-2245

PremierWest Bank

Speci
alizing in Agricultural Real Estate Loans

PremierWest_Trend Magazine ad_2-2011_v2.indd   1 2/7/2011   3:03:54 PM
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RURAL RESIDENTIAL

Small parcel and home site values 
were generally soft in 2010, with 
a lot of properties on the market 
but very few sales. A  small number 
of resales of larger ranchette 
type parcels indicate values have 
lowered, in some cases consider-
ably, over the top end of the high 
market of several years ago.

Investment Brokers

275 Sale Lane, Suite 2
Red Bluff, CA

(530)
529-4400

Bert Owens
Broker/Owner

www.aglandbrokers.com

Sam Mudd
Broker/Owner

CA Lic. # 01707128 CA Lic. # 01710463

Agriculture Real Estate Specialists
Confidential and responsive real estate services.
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OLIVES

The current commercial sized olive 
real estate market is regarded as being 
stable; however, few commercial sized 
sales have occurred in the past few 
years. The 2010 crop was strong due to 
little carryover from poor crop years in 
2008-09. In 2010 table olive prices rep-
resented some of the highest paid in 
history. The demand for land in Glenn 
and Tehama Counties to develop olives 
for oil production has been strong the 
past two years. Due to good current 
commodity prices and increasing 
demand for olive oil, orchard values 
should remain stable in 2011; however, 
this cannot be ascertained due to 
limited current sales.

INTERMOUNTAIN 
VALLEYS & RANCHES

These values are similar to 2009. Very 
few sales have occurred, with those that 
have pointing to softening land prices. 
Prices appear to be lowering on listed 
properties, indicating a soft demand at 
the present asking prices. This market 
appears similar to rangeland. 

There continues to be a stable ag land 
market in the Tulelake area, even though 
they are short on water and their power 
rates have gone up.   
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LAND	USE	 VALUES	PER	ACRE	 ACTIVITY	/	TREND	 RENT	RANGE	 ACTIVITY	/	TREND

COLUSA, GLENN, BUTTE and TEHAMA (Northwestern Counties)

 Rice $4,500 - $7,500 Stable+/Stable $200 - $350+- Stable/Stable+

 Vegetable Crops: Class I Soil $5,000 - $8,000 Stable/Stable $200+/acre Stable/Stable

 Irrigated Field Crops $4,000 - $7,000 Stable+/Stable $150 - $175 Stable/Stable  

 Rangeland - 1,000+ acres $700 - $1,100 Slow/Few Sales $10 - $25/acre Stable/Stable+  

 Almonds $6,000 - $14,000  Slow/Few Sales 25% - 33% Stable/Few Rented 

 Walnuts $8,000 - $14,000 Stable/Stable+ 25% - 33% Stable/Few Rented 

 Prunes $5,000 - $9,500  Slow/Few Sales 20% - 33% Stable/Few Rented 

 Olives $3,500 - $10,000  Slow/Few Sales 20% - 33% Stable/Few Rented

 Small Parcels 10-20 acres Varies greatly Limited/Limited Sale Values per Site  

YUBA SUTTER AREA (Feather River Basin and Sutter Basin)

 Rice $5,000 - $7,000 Stable/Stable $250 - $400 Stable/Stable 

 Vegetable Crops-Class I/II $5,000 - $7,000 Increasing for orchard adaptable land   

 Irrigated Field Crops          

 Walnuts $12,000 - $16,000 Slow/Stable 20% - 25% Few Rented 

 Prunes $8,000 - $10,000  Stable/Stable 20% - 25% Few Rented       

  Peaches $12,000 - $15,000  Stable/Stable 20% - 25% Few Rented       

  Rural Residential $200,000 - $400,000 Very Slow/Decreasing Sales Values per Site   

SOUTH SUTTER, WESTERN PLACER, SOLANO and YOLO COUNTIES

 Rice $5,000 - $7,000 Slow/Stable $200 - $350/acre Stable/Stable            

 Vegetable Crops  Class I/II $4,000 - $8,000  Slow/Stable 12% - 30% Stable/Stable                  

 Irrig. Field Crops  Class II/III $2,600 - $6,500  Slow/Slight Decrease 12% - 30% Limited/Stable          

 Rangeland $400 - $1,500  Slow/Slight Decrease $10 - $25/acre Limited/Stable  

 Walnuts $5,500 - $13,000  Slow/Stable 20% - 25% Few Rented 

 Pears $5,000 - $10,000  Slow/Slight Decrease 20% - 25% Few Rented 

 Vineyards $10,000 - $25,000  Slow/Stable 15% - 25% Few Rented 

 Rural Residential $200,000 - $800,000  Very Slow/Decreasing Sales Values per Site  

NORTH INTERMOUNTAIN VALLEY AREAS (Lassen, Modoc, Shasta, Siskiyou Counties)

 Irrigated Vegetable Crops $2,000 - $5,000  Stable/Stable $100 - $400 Stable/Stable 

 Irrigated Field Crops $2,000 - $5,000  Limited/Stable $ 75 - $150 Stable/Stable 

 Irrigated Pasture/Meadow $1,750 - $4,000  Limited/Stable $15 - $30/AUM Stable/Strong 

 Rangeland $175 - $950  Limited/Stable $ 10 - $30/AUM Stable/Strong 

 Dry Pasture $500 - $1,000  Limited/Stable $ 10 - $30/AUM Stable/Strong 

 Rural Residential $35,000 - $600,000  Limited/Decreasing Sale Values per Site  

CATTLE RANCHES ($ Per AU) 

 Inside Operation (0-15% public) $4,500 - $12,500  Very Limited/Stable $180 - $300/AU Stable/Strong 

 Range Operation (>15% public)  $2,500 - $6,000  Very Limited/Stable $150 - $200/AU Stable/Strong 

VALUES: LAND and LEASE
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Napa County
Contrary to most growing regions within 
the state, Napa continued to maintain 
good demand and stable prices for 
prime and secondary areas in 2010.  
Napa has above average financial 
stability and historically weathers 
economic downturns better than most 
agricultural markets in the state. The key 
driver supporting market stability is the 
fact that the region is mostly developed 
and home to many ultra premium 
vineyards and wineries that produce 
world renowned wines. The reputation 
of the region, coupled with strong local 
and international demand for vineyards, 
wineries and rural estates, is evident in 
these troubled economic times by the 
fact that the region has not suffered 
any measurable down trends over the 
past 30 years.

To date, the depressed economy has 
been mostly offset in Napa County by 
the above average financial strength 
and marketability of the region.  While 
US wine consumption continues to 
increase, the current wine fad is “Chic 
to be Cheap.” If the economy remains 
depressed, this value-wine fad could 
become a trend. A trend towards lower 
priced wines could have a long term 
negative impact on wine demand and 
prices for most Napa wineries.  

The 2010 year experienced good overall 
sales activity, with over a dozen vineyard 
and rural residential sales and seven 
winery and vineyard sales. Demand  
was good throughout the prime and 
secondary markets, with effectively no 
sales activity in the fringe areas over the 
past three years. The year closed with a 
below average crop due to late season 
heat and early rains. Tough economic 
times, limited grape contracts and a 
light crop could force some operators 
out of business, but no downward 
trends were forecast for the region.

R E G I O N

North Coast

2
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Within the indicated range of Napa Vineyards, values can be broken down as follows:

• Prime Region: This includes the 
heart of the Napa Valley (St. Helena, 
Rutherford, Oakville) and surrounding 
hillsides (Prichard Hill, Howell Mountain, 
Stags Leap, Spring Mountain). This 
region has experienced relatively stable 
growth and demand over the past 30 
years. There are limited properties 
available for sale, but market activity 
has been average. Three confirmed 
vineyard transactions were mixed: one 
above average, one average, and one 
below average (quick sale). Two small 
wineries also sold which supported 
good price stability. Three trophy prop-
erties sold, supporting vineyard values 
over $320,000 per net acre, with sites 
between $3,000,000 and $5,000,000.  
Is this a trend or simply must have 
acquisitions by buyers with very deep 
pocketbooks? Only time will tell … 

• Secondary Regions: These regions 
are within the Napa Valley and include 
Calistoga, Yountville, Napa, Carneros 
and American Canyon. There have been 
limited properties available for sale, 
but market activity has been average 
to good. Six vineyard and plantable 
land transactions were confirmed that 
generally supported average to above 
average prices. Additionally, five small 
to midsized winery transactions also 
supported good price stability. Since 
mid-2009, the wealthy life style buyer 
is back participating in the market for 
improved rural estate properties with 
good price stability. Demand and price 
for unimproved sites is low, as improved 
properties are showing contributing 
improvement levels below the cost to 
build new today.

• Fringe Areas: These areas include 
Pope and Chiles Valley, which are well 
outside and east of the Napa Valley, and 
traditionally support values that are 
bracketed by Sonoma and Mendocino 
County. While there have been a 
number of properties actively listed for 
sale over the past three years, including 
several distressed properties, market 
demand has been flat with no confirmed 
sales. The assumption is that prices 
have likely declined in line with Sonoma 
and Mendocino, but this has not yet 
been confirmed by sales transactions. 
One distinct advantage influencing 
this region is that the fruit is still in the 
Napa Valley AVA, and this area tends 
to recover faster than other North 
Coast fringe areas when economic 
conditions improve.

The above table reflects the general market trends throughout Napa County, realizing that certain 
factors could result in prices above and below the stated range.

Sonoma County
In the first three quarters of 2010 
there was increased market activity for 
Sonoma County vineyard/estate prop-
erties, with the primary class of buyer 
being a “non-farm” and “non-local” 
professional, executive, or business 
owner with cash. Few deals were made 
that required conventional financing. 
This class of buyer participated at all 
price levels, and purchased parcels 
that were just a few acres in size to 
parcels with over 50 acres of vineyard 
and/or plantable land. The primary mo-
tivation for these purchases was rural 
estate use.  

Values remained mostly stable from 
2009 for well located and good quality 
properties. Properties which displayed 
location or physical limitations remained 
difficult to sell, or were discounted in 
value in order for a sale to occur. Values 
remained 10 to 25% off the values seen 
in 2007 and 2008. In the last quarter 
of 2010 there was even greater sales 
activity for estate parcels by qualified 
buyers, with a few sales displaying any 
value trends either up or down.

The 2010 vineyard market included 
a number of vineyard estate proper-
ties with high value homes. In most 
instances, the estate home’s contribu-
tory value was lower than the cost of 
construction less normal physical wear. 
However, there were a few exceptions 
where the prices paid appeared to lead 
the market.  

Very few “commercial vineyards” were 
sold and an increasing number of com-
mercial vineyards are being offered for 
sale. Only two commercial vineyard 
purchases were discovered that trans-
acted in 2010. One was the purchase of 
Chalk Hill Winery that included over 250 
acres of vines, 85 acres of plantable 
land, and was part of a full service winery, 
rural estate, and equestrian operation. 
The other was a local winery owner and 
grower purchasing his partner’s partial 
interest in two commercial vineyards. 
The demand for commercial vineyards 
continues to remain slow.  

Prime Area Vineyards $225,000 to >$300,000/acre

Secondary Area Vineyards $100,000 to $165,000/acre

Fringe Area Vineyards $50,000 to $75,000/acre

Plantable Land (countywide) $30,000 to $175,000/acre

Site Contribution (countywide) $0 to >$3,500,000/site

R
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Within the range for Mendocino County, values can be broken down as follows:

Lake County & 
Mendocino County

After a difficult 2008 season with frost 
damage, smoke taint from area fires, 
and low commodity prices in 2009, 
the hope was for a better year in 2010. 
Unfortunately, the weak commodity 
prices and limited winery demand from 
the prior year continued. Many of the 
growers with contracts were convinced 
by the winery to accept a lower price 
in turn for additional years on the 
contract. Those growers with non-
contracted fruit had difficulty getting 
wineries to return their phone calls, 
let alone purchase their grapes. With 
many grapes unsold in September and 
October, several wineries entered the 
market and were able to purchase a 
large percentage of the non-contract-
ed crop for $400 to $700 per ton. The 
increased demand by the wineries was 
the result of a below average crop in 
Napa and Sonoma Counties.

Demand for Pinot Noir in Mendocino 
County, even in Anderson Valley, saw 
further softening from the prices paid 
in 2009. While some growers received 
prices over $3,500 per ton, these were 
vineyards with great reputations. Many 
growers saw wineries reduce their 
tonnage request, often with demands 
for price reductions as well. Many 
growers producing Cabernet Sauvignon 
were able to sell their fruit for $700 to 
$1,000+ per ton.  However, Chardonnay 
and Merlot were difficult to sell, with 
spot market prices between $400 and 
$600 per ton. Some growers could not 
find a home for their grapes at any 
price and were forced to leave them on 
the vine or take additional financial risk 

through custom crush. While the crop 
size was average to above average, 
the total returns for most growers 
were modest and many saw returns 
below breakeven. The anticipation or 
hope for 2011 is that the market will 
improve slightly. 

The sales activity in Mendocino County 
in the past year has been limited to 
several abandoned pear orchards and 
small vineyards, plus a couple vineyard 
properties in Anderson Valley. While 
the Anderson Valley vineyards appear 
to be generally holding their value, the 
plantable land for sale around Ukiah 
has sold at low values. The commercial 
vineyard sales in the interior section 
of Mendocino County have been non-
existent. Most of the listings have had 
few viewings with almost no offers. The 
few properties that went into escrow 
did not close.  Most growers are having 
difficulty selling their grapes and don’t 
want the burden of trying to sell addi-
tional fruit.  

The number of vineyard listings in 
Mendocino County is at an all-time 
high, with ranches ranging from 10 to 
over 200 acres. The number of listings 
is certain to increase in the coming 
months, as more growers will be forced 
to sell properties to cover their losses 
from the past two seasons. 

If things are bad in Mendocino County, 
they are terrible in Lake County. 
Numerous vineyard properties are listed 
for sale in Lake County, with virtually no 
buyers. No commercial vineyard sales 
have occurred in Lake County in the 
past year. The listing prices on many of 
the vineyards have been reduced, with 
effectively no offers. Foreclosures in 
Lake County have flooded the market 
with marginal vineyard properties.

Anderson Valley Vineyards $35,000 to $55,000/acre

Inland Mendocino Vineyards $15,000 to $28,000/acre

Anderson Valley Plantable $12,000 to $20,000/acre

Inland Plantable $7,000 to $11,000/acre

Site Contribution (throughout county) $100,000 to $350,000/site

Commercial vineyard buyers remained 
cautious due to the uncertainty within 
the wine industry.  Value priced wines 
from $8 to $18 per bottle are the price 
segment the “recession conscious” 
consumer is demanding. This equates 
to grape prices of $800 to $1,800 per 
ton, which represents breakeven or less 
for many Sonoma County vineyards at 
their current tonnage levels. Unless per 
acre tonnage can be increased, grape 
contracts secured at viable prices, and/
or vineyard or vineyard suited land can 
be purchased at a discount, investors 
in the vineyard or winery market will 
remain limited. The exception to 
this trend was that there was good 
demand for vineyards that had estab-
lished a reputation for very high quality 
wines that continue to sell at luxury 
or cult wine price points. This type of 
vineyard would likely command a price 
at or above the top end in the general 
price range.   

 24|
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LAND	USE	 VALUES	PER	ACRE	 ACTIVITY	/	TREND	 RENT	RANGE	 ACTIVITY/TREND

NAPA

 Vineyards: Resistant Rootstock $50,000 - >$300,000 Moderate/Stable N/A N/A 

 Open Land (or AXR Vines) $30,000 - >$175,000 Moderate/Stable N/A N/A 

 Homesite Contribution $0 - >$3,500,000 Moderate/Stable N/A N/A 

SONOMA COUNTY

 Vineyards: Resistant Rootstock $60,000 - $125,000 Moderate/Stable N/A N/A 

 Vineyards: AXR $40,000 - $55,000  Moderate/Stable N/A N/A 

 Open Land (or poor AXR Vines) $35,000 - $55,000 Moderate/Stable N/A N/A 

 Homesite Contribution $0 - $3,100,000 Moderate/Stable N/A N/A 

MENDOCINO COUNTY

 Vineyards: Resistant Rootstock $20,000 - $55,000  Very Limited/Decreasing N/A N/A 

 Vineyards: AXR $8,000 - $20,000  Very Limited/Decreasing N/A N/A 

 Open Land (or Pears) $7,000 - $20,000 Limited/Decreasing N/A N/A 

LAKE COUNTY

Vineyards: Resistant Rootstock $15,000 - $25,000 Very Limited/Decreasing N/A N/A 

Vineyards: AXR $5,000 - $10,000 Very Limited/Decreasing N/A N/A 

Open Land (or Pears) $4,000 - $8,000 Limited/Decreasing N/A N/A 

HUMBOLDT COUNTY

 Dairy Pasture $5,000 - $7,500  Very Limited/Stable N/A N/A 

VALUES: LAND and LEASE

PEARS
Pear acreage continues to decline, with 
another 500+ acres being removed 
from production and closure of one 
of the largest packing facilities adding 
to an already bleak outlook. While the 
decreasing supply should help increase 
prices, the 2010 crop was slightly 
above average for most growers, with 
overall returns only marginally better 
than in 2009. The long-term outlook 
for the industry remains very uncertain, 
and most pear orchards throughout 
Mendocino and Lake Counties continue 
to contribute no value enhancement, 
generally selling at price points that are 
slightly below open ground values.

Humboldt County
DAIRY PASTURE

Humboldt County is focused on organic 
milk production, with growing interest 
and demand for goat milk as well. The 
only reason this industry exists today is 
the higher returns offered from organic 
and specialty milk and cheese. There was 
significant concern when the Humboldt 
Creamery fell into bankruptcy in 2009, 
but Fosters and DFI stepped in with 
limited disruption to the producers.

The depressed economy placed 
downward demand on organic milk 
resulting in less going into the organic 
pipeline. This hurt producers, as more 
of their production was diverted into 
non-organic markets at the lower price 
points. An encouraging sign is that there 
has been some rebound in organic milk 
demand. Once considered a cottage 
industry, the market for goat milk has 

moved more mainstream fueled by the 
success of the Cypress Grove Chevre 
(goat cheese) plant located in Arcata. 
This plant was recently purchased by 
European investors who would like to 
increase production. Many local dairies 
are diversifying into goats and adding 
separate goat milking lines.

The Humboldt dairy pasture market has 
suffered from a lack of available pasture 
land for many years. This has helped 
maintain land values, while keeping 
pasture rents stable over the past few 
years. While there have been only two or 
three land sales per year over the past 
two years, these sales generally support 
good demand and stable prices for 
dairy pasture. Overall returns to local 
farmers remain somewhat depressed, 
with the slight improvement in organic 
milk demand a very encouraging sign to 
the local industry. 
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GENERAL MARKET 
CONDITIONS 

Merced County
CROPLAND: Well Water 
including ENID & CWD

Per acre sales prices appear to have 
stabilized in 2010. There is continued 
demand for acreage suitable for 
permanent planting development, 
including demand for parcels to be 
developed to almonds and pistachios. 
The lack of profits for most dairymen 
has lessened their presence within 
this market which has created some 
downward pressure. Demand for 
parcels which provide utility as part-
time farm/rural homesites has softened 
as a result of a considerable correc-
tion in the housing market. The most 
significant softening in the smaller 
parcels appears to have occurred on 
the properties with more marginal 

soils and water. There seems to be 
more market differentiation between 
the better quality parcels with better 
soils and water and the more marginal 
pieces. There were generally few prop-
erties offered for sale and the demand 
for larger parcels is good.

CROPLAND: District Water 
including MID & TID

Unit prices for cropland in this category, 
with superior surface water rights, also 
appear to have stabilized in 2010. Over 
the past several years there have been 
some buyers looking to reinvest in agri-
cultural  real estate with 1031 Exchange 
proceeds from the sale of ”transitional” 
properties; however, there are very few 

of these buyers within the marketplace. 
There have been sales of some agri-
cultural properties in close proximity 
to existing development for a minimal 
premium above agricultural values. 
Hence some the “blue sky” optimism 
has gone out of the market. The water 
districts with a history of reliable water 
delivery should maintain strong land 
values. There is demand for parcels 
which have the ability to be developed 
to permanent plantings, including 
demand for parcels which are suitable 
for almonds and pistachios. The sweet 
potato farmers within the county have 
enjoyed several years of profits and 
there is good demand within the sweet 
potato growing areas. There is generally 
limited property offered for sale and 
there has been limited sales activity. 

R E G I O N

Northern
San Joaquin Valley
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CROPLAND: West County 
Exchange Contractor 

Water Districts
Values of acreage located within the 
desirable exchange contractor water 
districts appear to have stabilized in 
2010. There has been ample sales 
activity within this market with more 
properties being available for sale 
than in the past. Properties with better 
drainage, which provides permanent 
planting potential, continue to 
command higher values. Most of 
the sales within this area are being 
purchased by local farmers, including 
those who have operations within 
the federal districts and are looking 
for a more stable water supply with 
the potential for water transfers. Well 
perfected water rights should stabilize 
land values in this area, as water supply 
outlook is bleak in so many other water 
districts.

CROPLAND: West County 
Federal Water & 

Other Water Districts 
The current environmental climate and 
the recent court rulings affecting federal 
water districts have cast a strong level 
of uncertainty on values of properties 
within these districts. There was very 
limited sales activity and this market 
is difficult to measure. As always, the 
better soils and drainage will command 
a higher price and attract what water is 
available. The more marginal property 
values may be “propped up” by potential 
buyers looking to transfer water al-
locations to existing acreages, espe-
cially those with permanent plantings. 
However, water allocations have been 
so severely reduced, the allocations 
are a relatively minor factor. The 2011 
water year is shaping up to be better 
than the last several years, and this 
should create some optimism, at least 
in the short run. The general feeling is 
that values have stabilized from 2010 
levels, but there is very limited activity 
to determine an accurate measurement 
of  the market. It is unknown how many 
buyers will be looking to expand their 
acreage within these water districts 
moving forward.

RANGELAND: 
West County

There were virtually no sales of Westside 
grazing acreage and values appear to 
be stable. There are very few listings of 
these types of properties. With fewer 
potential buyers with “1031 Exchange 
money,” it is reasonable to assume 
there has been some softening.

RANGELAND: 
East County 

including Mariposa County
Value of rangeland parcels appears 
to have stabilized in 2010. There has 
been very limited sales activity and 
there are several listings of reason-
ably priced, good quality part-time 
grazing units showing little interest. 
As with other types of real estate, this 
market is influenced by 1031 Exchange 
buyers, so the lack of this factor in the 
market might place some slight 
downward pressure on values. Demand 
is typically not driven by the property’s 
economic viability, but rather their 
aesthetic appeal, recreational influence 
or potential for other uses in the 
long term.

2011 TRENDS in Agricultural Land & Lease Valueswww.calasfmra.com
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ALMONDS
In 2010 there were limited sales of good 
quality almond orchards in Merced 
County. However, the limited sales 
activity indicated stabilized unit prices 
for almond orchards in this market. 
Several years of profits within this 
industry continue to provide demand 
for almond orchards. Although there 
is currently considerable non-bearing 
acreage within the state, optimism 
remains that future large crops can be 
marketed in an orderly fashion. The 
export market for almonds continues 
to expand, creating strong commodity 
prices and creating optimism within 
this industry.

WALNUTS
Unit prices for walnuts were difficult to 
measure, due to a very limited number 
of sales in 2010. The value for good 
quality walnut orchards is considered to 
be stable based on industry economics 
and the time and capital required to 
develop a new orchard. 
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Stanislaus County 
CROPLAND

General market conditions for eastside 
cropland were observed to be stable 
with activity increasing since 2009. In 
the years past, many of the buyers of 
agricultural properties throughout the 
region were from the dairy and almond 
industries. This purchasing activity 
slowed down in 2009 due to an extended 
period of losses sustained within the 
dairy industry. Land purchases made 
by dairymen picked up again in 2010 
as producers became more optimistic. 
Rental rates remained stable in 2010. 

Westside cropland in non federal 
water districts remained stable. Buyers 
were typically row crop farmers or 
those looking to develop ground 
to permanent plantings. All buyers 
were motivated by the inexpensive 
and reliable water sources along with 
desirable soils. The few sales of land in 
federal water districts indicated a slight 
increase in price. This was likely due to 
an increase in the 2010 water alloca-
tion to 45% from 10% in 2009, which 
created slightly more optimism. Rental 
rates for all cropland on the westside 
showed an increase. This was fueled 
mostly by growers looking for ground 
to grow processing tomatoes. 

ALMONDS
Sales activity for almond orchards in 
Stanislaus County increased in 2010 
compared to 2009. There is demand 
for good quality orchards in their 
prime production years. From 2006 
to present, there has not been a sig-
nificant change in the sales prices 
for existing good quality almond 
orchards. Though commodity prices 
were stronger in 2005 and 2006 and 
have since weakened, prices paid for 
orchards of similar quality have not 
responded to this change. Rental rates 
for almond orchards remained stable 
during 2010. 

WALNUTS
Demand for walnut orchard proper-
ties within Stanislaus County remains 
strong, although sales are very limited. 
Value trends have been stable for many 
years. Walnut property sales typically 
constitute a very small percentage of 
total sales activity for this area. Walnut 
orchard properties typically sell slightly 
higher and turn over less frequently than 
properties improved with competing 
permanent plantings such as almonds. 
This is due in part to the favorable 
aesthetic characteristics of walnut 
orchards on rural residential appeal. 
Rural homesites with a walnut orchard 
constitute a significant segment of the 
walnut acreage sales activity. Rental 
rates for walnut orchards remained 
stable during 2010. 
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TREE FRUIT & VINEYARDS
Sales of tree fruit orchards (primarily 
cling peaches) have historically been 
limited, with 2010 being no exception. 
California produces nearly 90 percent 
of the nation’s canned peaches. 
Throughout the 1990’s growers in 
California shifted from annual crops to 
more profitable perennial crops, such 
as cling peaches. Now, as all of those 
plantings have reached maturity, there 
is an oversupply in the market. Recent 
years have seen an increase in peach 
imports while retail sales of canned 
peaches have declined. To help offset 
the glut of peaches and the resulting 
lower prices, peach-pull programs have 
been implemented. Growers are paid 
to reduce their peach acreages and 
refrain from planting peaches for a 
specified amount of time in an effort to 
reduce supply and increase prices. As 
a result of these issues facing the cling 
peach industry, the market is generally 
not willing to pay a contributory value 
for peach orchards above the value 
of the underlying land. One of the 
few Stanislaus County cling peach 
sales in 2010 was contingent upon the 
buyer receiving the existing peach 
canning contract. 

No wine grape vineyard sales in District 
12 were observed in 2010. Ancillary 
wine grape market sales are indicating 
a stable trend in values. Rental rates 
remained stable in 2010.

RANGELAND
In most cases, rangeland within the 
market area is now purchased by 
investors with recreational interests 
as value levels exceed the typical 
mortgage repayment abilities of com-
mercial cattlemen. In 2010, investors 
had less disposable income because 
of the weak economy, which resulted 
in very few sales on the eastside and 
none on the westside. However, the 
sales that did occur showed a slight 
decline from 2009. Rental rates remain 
generally unchanged.
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San Joaquin County 
CROPLAND: Lodi Region

There were few open land sales 
occurring within the northern area of 
San Joaquin County, which includes the 
Lodi-Woodbridge-Acampo wine grape 
growing region. The sales that did occur 
indicated stable values. Smaller parcels 
with rural home site appeal continued 
to show decreases in value, due to 
the continued softening in overall 
demand being experienced over the 
past four years.  

CROPLAND: South Central
This category includes cropland in 
the East Stockton, Linden, Waterloo, 
Manteca, and Ripon areas of San Joaquin 
County. The number of documented 
sales has increased slightly, indicating 
a small market increase. Demand for 
development to permanent plantings, 
primarily walnuts, has increased due to 
slightly higher commodity prices and 
continued improved product demand 
in the industry. The area continues to 
experience a slowdown in urban de-
velopment, which previously served 
as the primary motivation for buyers. 
Market activity has been for continued 
utilization as row and field cropland; 
however, properties are continu-
ing to be primarily purchased by area 
dairymen for feed production.    

CROPLAND: Westside
There has been limited sales activity in 
this category, which includes cropland 
in the Tracy-Banta-Vernalis areas of San 
Joaquin County. As in other regions of 
the county, the demand for land near 
urban centers and other more intensive 
uses such as rural home site develop-
ment continued to decrease during 
the year. 

CROPLAND: Eastside
There was limited market activity during 
2010 from this market segment, located 
between Farmington and Escalon. In 
past years, dairymen who were in need 
of additional land for wastewater man-
agement requirements, as well as herd 
expansion, impacted this particular 
market. However, demand for develop-
ment to permanent plantings, primarily 
almonds and walnuts, experienced 
minor increases due to slightly higher 
commodity prices and continued 
increased product demand. Rural resi-
dential influences have decreased in 
the market area with few transactions.  
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DELTA LANDS
The limited sales transactions within the 
Delta region reflected a stable market. 
Increasing commodity prices for tra-
ditional crops such as tomatoes and 
wheat, coupled with relatively low land 
prices, have provided some demand for 
the area. Alfalfa/hay plantings continue 
to take place, as well as corn and forage 
production for valley dairymen. Corn 
being grown for ethanol production 
has decreased. 

ALMONDS: South Central
Very few sales of almond orchards 
were found in the Manteca-Ripon-
Escalon area, an area considered to be 
superior for almond production within 
San Joaquin County. Almond prices 
have somewhat stabilized following 
several years of softening. Domestic 
and overseas demand continues 
to increase and the outlook for the 
industry remains positive. The current 
state of the industry is perceived to 
have a direct correlation with the lack 
of market transactions, as producers 
are holding on to their orchards 
(hesitant to sell or redevelop) in order 
to reap the benefits of the good market 
for their product. The rural residential 
market formerly had a heavy impact on 
values in this area; however, this market 
segment has continued to soften as in 
the other regions. 

MERCED   |   SAN JOAQUIN   |   STANISLAUS
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ALMONDS: Other Areas
Sales of almond orchards in the 
secondary markets were not found. 
Current listings indicate a stable trend 
in values. A limited number of sales of 
smaller parcels for home site develop-
ment were identified, and indicated a 
downward trend. 

WALNUTS
There were several walnut sales trans-
actions found. Commodity prices for 
walnuts have rebounded over the past 
two years after dramatically falling 
in 2008 due to the large harvest and 
softening in demand created by the 
continued weakening of the economy. 
Beginning in 2009, there was an 
increase in the sales of walnut 
products. Orchard values 
continue to remain stable, and 
historically the walnut market 
does not share the same vola-
tility found among other crops 
grown in the area. Several new 
large developments of orchards 
can be found in the area, likely 
the result of the outlook for 
the industry which remains 
positive. San Joaquin County is 
the leading producer of walnuts 
in California, with 95,500 tons 
produced in 2009. 

CHERRIES
There were several known sales of cherry 
orchards during the year, showing an 
increasing market. Although there is 
significant orchard acreage and large-
scale grower/packer operations found 
in the area, a few operators continue 
to look to other locations to expand 
production. Cheaper land values and 
earlier fruit maturity in the south valley 
(Tulare and Kern Counties) are allowing 
for extending marketing seasons and 
increasing profits. Several larger cherry 
growers centered in the local area have 
expanded their holdings in these areas, 
as well as into the Sacramento Delta. 

WINE GRAPES (DISTRICT 11)
The wine grape vineyard market again 
showed limited sales activity in 2010 
with stable vineyard values. The market 
has generally been stable to slightly in-
creasing since 2004 after experiencing a 
softening in values during 1998 to 2003. 
Potential buyers of commercial wine 
grape vineyards continue a wait-and-
see attitude on industry commodity 
price levels. The Lodi District and the 
California wine industry remain strong 
despite the ever-present concerns of 
balancing supply and demand. The 
district remains the second largest 
producing crush district in California. 
However, the average price per ton 

received by growers continues to 
rank 13th out of 17 districts. The 
overall weighted average price in 
2009 for District 11 was approxi-
mately 5 percent lower than in 
2008, and it continues to lag well 
below the state average. 

The overall California grape 
market is moving from oversupply, 
primarily caused by the large 2005 
harvest, to a balanced market 
and even a short supply for some 
varieties. Preliminary estimates of 
the 2010 harvest indicated a less 
than average crop, which could 
result in a short supply of wine in 
the coming years. This could po-
tentially put upward pressure on 

commodity prices. The general outlook 
for the District 11 vineyard market is 
favorable, as this area produces much 
of the moderately priced premium wine 
($8 to $15 per bottle range). This price 
range is considered to have the greatest 
potential for increased consumer 
demand. Industry leaders are guardedly 
optimistic. There has been a negative 
impact on the industry from the 
depressed economic conditions during 
2008 and 2009. The greatest impact 
has been seen in the segment having a 
price of $20 per bottle and above, with 
a somewhat lesser impact to District 
11 wines having a lower bottle price as 
noted above. Overall wine consumption 
continues to steadily increase in both 
the domestic and foreign segments. 
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RANGELAND
Rangeland properties in San Joaquin 
County are generally located in the 
eastern foothills and the southwestern 
portion of the county near Tracy and 
Livermore. Also included are the foothill 
regions of Amador and Calaveras 
Counties which lie east of San Joaquin 
County. The very limited number of sales 
indicate a stable market. The venturing 
of almond and walnut orchard develop-
ment on portions of this land type has 
slowed from previous levels. There has 
also been a decrease in sales activity 
for rural home site development. 

DAIRY FACILITIES: All Areas
The California dairy industry sought 
recovery in 2010 following an over-
whelmingly devastating and painful 
2009. Although modest growth (at best) 
was realized, a return to breakeven, or 
in some cases profitability, was not 
enough for dairy farmers who were 
still struggling under a mountain of 
debt as a result of the 2009 economic 
dairy crisis. 

In addition to the economic turmoil 
within the dairy market operationally, 
the wounds of dairymen have been 
deepened by huge losses in equity, 
both in real estate (land and facilities) 
and personal property (cows, quota, 
etc.). This, coupled with the inability to 
gain or extend financing from creditors, 
has led to very few transactions of dairy 
facilities within the region in 2010. 

Only one 2010 sale of a larger facility 
(over 1,000 milk cows) is available 
within the market. However, this sale 
parallels the dairy market downturn and 
expresses that the market has adjusted 
downward within the distressed dairy 
economy. There have been several 
sales involving smaller facilities. These 
smaller units that sell within the market 
are typically purchased by dairymen  
with existing operations adjacent 
or nearby. Motivations are weighted 
towards the associated cropland of 
such facilities as the demand for ad-
ditional land continues for both feed 
production and effluent management 
due to environmental and govern-
mental pressures. Although providing 
some utility, the facility improvements 
provide less appeal to the buyers than 

in the past and only a few are utilized 
for heifer replacements. Those smaller 
outlying facilities that are not in an area 
of concentrated larger neighboring fa-
cilities suffer locationally. They often 
languish on the market and ultimately 
sell with no contribution allocated to 
the facility. 

All 2010 dairy sales clearly exhibit 
external obsolescence, deprecation 
above physical depreciation, which is 
attributed to the economic hardship 
currently facing the dairy industry. Sales 
prior to the economic slump (say 2008 
and prior) indicated marginal deprecia-
tion rates, typically at or below straight, 
age-life depreciation. However, these 
2010 sales indicate substantially higher 
rates of depreciation. Inherent in these 
latter sales is market recognition of 
external obsolescence with indicated 
rates ranging from 13% to as high as 
63%. Functional obsolescence is viewed 
as stable with the increases related to 
external (economic) obsolescence.

The supply of dairy facilities on the 
market clearly outweighs the demand, 
as facilities continue to languish on the 
market despite being reasonably priced. 
Asking prices did adjust downward 
from the 2009 outrageous asking 
prices when potential sellers ignored 
changing market trends. Bankruptcies 
made their mark as creditors called in 
loans, refused extensions and sought 
out foreclosure actions. Many dairymen 
unable to weather the economic 
turmoil also continued to go out of 
business leaving many facilities vacant. 
There are several empty facilities listed 
for sale and/or rent on the market 
throughout the region. They sit vacant 
with no buyers, let alone dairymen to 
rent them. Logically, this has caused 
rental prices to go down and vacancy 
rates to go up.

Although it is hopeful that the 
economies of 2009 will not be relived, 
the recovery from such is likely to be 
anemic. Many dairymen remain in a 
state of uncertainty leaving the real 
estate market vulnerable for further 
downward corrections.
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VALUES: LAND and LEASE
LAND	USE	 VALUES	PER	ACRE	 ACTIVITY	/	TREND	 RENT	RANGE	 ACTIVITY	/	TREND

MERCED
  Cropland:
 Well Water (ENID & CWD) $5,000 - $10,000  Limited/Stable $150 - $225 Stable/Stable 

 Cropland: Merced ID $10,000 - $18,000  Limited/Stable $150 - $250 Stable/Stable 

  Cropland: Turlock ID $15,000 - $22,000  Limted/Stable $250 - $350 Stable/Sl. Increasing 

  Cropland: Westland,
 Exchange Contractors $6,000 - $11,000  Limited/Stable $175 - $275 Stable/Stable 

  Cropland: Westside, 
 Federal and Other $3,500 - $5,500  Very Limited/Stable $125 - $200 Stable/Stable 

  Rangeland: West County $500 - $1,200  Very Limited/Stable $6 - $20 Stable/Stable 

  Rangeland: East County and
 Mariposa County $700 - $1,600  Very Limited/Stable $14 - $30 Stable/Stable 

  Almonds $12,000 - $20,000  Limited/Stable 20% to 30% Stable/Stable 

  Walnuts $12,000 - $20,000  Very Limited/Stable 20% to 30% Stable/Stable 

STANISLAUS
 Cropland: Non-Federal Water
 (Westside, includes Gustine) $10,000 - $15,000  Limited/ Stable $200 - $300 Moderate/Increasing 

 Cropland:
 Well Water & Federal (Westside) $7,500 - $12,500  Limited/Sl. Increasing $150 - $250 Moderate/Increasing    
 Cropland:
 Well & OID (Eastside) $10,000 - $15,000  Moderate/Stable $200 - $250 Limited/Stable 

  Cropland: MID and TID $16,000 - $25,000  Moderate/Stable $250 - $350 Moderate/Increasing 

  Almonds: Minor Irrigation
  Districts and Wells $14,000 - $20,000  Limited/Stable 20% to 30% share Limited/Stable 

  Almonds:  MID and TID $17,000 - $25,000  Limited/Stable 20% to 30% share Limited/Stable 

  Walnuts $17,000 - $25,000  Very Limited/Stable 20% to 30% share Limited/Stable 

  Cling Peaches $15,000 - $20,000  Very Limited/Stable 20% to 30% share Limited/Stable 

  Wine Grapes (District 12) $12,000 - $18,000  None/Stable 20% to 30% share Limited/Stable 

  Rangeland: Westside $1,000 - $2,000  None/Stable $10 - $20 Limited/Stable 

  Rangeland: Eastside and 
 Tuolumne County $1,000 - $4,000  Limited/Sl. Decreasing $20 - $30 Limited/Stable 

SAN JOAQUIN

 Cropland: Lodi Region $11,000 - $15,000  Limited/Stable $200 - $275 Limited/Sl. Increasing 

  Cropland: South/Central $10,000 - $14,000  Sl. Increasing/Sl. Increasing $175 - $300 Limited/Sl. Increasing 

  Cropland: Westside $8,000 - $12,000  Limited/Stable $175 - $250 Limited/Sl. Increasing 

  Cropland: Eastside $8,000 - $11,000  Limited/Stable $150 - $200 Limited/Sl. Increasing 

  Delta Lands $3,500 - $8,000  Limited/Stable $175 - $250 Limited/Sl. Increasing 

  Almonds: South/Central $18,000 - $23,000  Limited/Sl. Decreasing 25% to 30% share Limited/Stable 

  Almonds: Other $14,000 - $16,000  Very Limited/Stable 25% to 30% share Limited/Stable 

  Walnuts $14,000 - $20,000  Limited/Stable 25% to 30% share Limited/Stable 

  Cherries $25,000 - $35,000  Sl. Increasing/Increasing 25% to 30% share Limited/Stable 

  Wine Grapes (District 11) $14,000 - $18,000  Limited/Stable 25% to 35% share Limited/Stable 

  Rangeland $4,000 - $6,000  Limited/Stable $15 - $25 Limited/Stable 

DAIRIES (Merced, Stanislaus and San Joaquin Counties)

 Dairies (per cow) $600 - $2,300  Limited/Decreasing $7-$18/cow/mo Moderate/Decreasing 
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ALMONDS
Demand for almond orchards in Region 
4 was strong in 2010 as commodity 
prices remained at profitable levels es-
pecially from higher producing orchards. 
Older, lower producing blocks were 
removed in an orderly fashion and rede-
veloped back to almonds. There was a 
limited supply of good quality orchards 
available to the market in 2010, and 
those which did sell commanded strong 
pricing. Most of the almond sales in 
Region 4 were found in Madera County, 
though a few sold in the other locations 
as well. These types of properties 
continue to be retained by their owners 
due to their profitability from the stable 
commodity prices. Several older blocks 
of almonds were placed on the market, 
and those that sold were at the lower 
end of the range. With a lack of good 
quality orchards available for sale, 

buyers continued to search for open 
land or older plantings with redevelop-
ment potential. It should be noted that 
all recent activity is occurring at a much 
slower pace than in previous years. 
The 2010 crop was estimated to reach 
1.65 billion pounds, with approximately 
300 million in carry-over heading into 
the 2010-11 crop year. Commodity 
prices over the past several years have 
trended downward from the all-time 
high of the 2005-06 crop year, but still 
remain profitable.

PISTACHIOS
Sales activity of pistachio orchards was 
very limited in Region 4. Modern, high 
yielding, orchard developments received 
the highest sales price per acre in the 
region, with strong demand from buyers 
on all levels. Understandably, there were 
very few growers willing to sell their 
top quality orchards. New pistachio 
orchard developments continue to 
occur throughout the area as a result of 
the continued stable commodity price. 
Pistachio developments have tradition-
ally been exclusive to patient investors 
with significant financial resources, as 
pistachios require seven to ten years 
of growth before they reach economic 
production. With the retirement of the 
real estate boom in California, investors 
have recognized pistachio orchards as a 
good investment and have been willing 
to hold onto the young orchards in 
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anticipation of future crops. The number 
of 1031 Exchanges has all but ceased 
over the past couple of years, thus the 
investors of today are truly counting on 
great things from pistachios over the 
next several years. Unit prices for pis-
tachios are typically higher in western 
Fresno County and much lower in 
Madera County. The Fresno orchards are 
planted on deep soils while the Madera 
County market typically includes older 
orchard developments on inferior soils, 
developed on a rootstock that is sus-
ceptible to disease.

TREE FRUIT
The real estate market for commercial 
tree fruit acreage continues to indicate 
limited activity for 2010, after the decline 
beginning in 2008. Prices per acre 
appear to have stabilized but are down 
from the height of the market. Many 
of the older orchards were purchased 
with the intent of redevelopment to 
alternative crops such as citrus or nut 
crops. The areas which are prime tree 
fruit growing regions are dominated by 
large, vertically-integrated operations 
that control a large percentage of the 
production and marketing of tree fruit. 
These operations are often the logical 
buyers when properties do come onto 
the market. Consumer preferences for 
stone fruit continue to change, which 

has necessitated the removal of older 
orchards and the redevelopment to 
newer fruit varieties at a rapid pace. 
Competition from other types of fresh 
fruits, such as easy peel citrus and 
imported fruits from South America, 
has negatively affected the marketabil-
ity of the local tree fruit. High fuel costs 
have also priced local tree fruit out 
of the eastern seaboard market with 
Georgia filling in the gaps. 

The upper end of the price range is 
represented by orchards with desirable 
varieties in good production areas. The 
lower end of the range consists of older 
orchards with antiquated varieties or 
properties that are located in the less 
desirable production areas.  
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CITRUS
Unit prices for Valencia and Navel 
groves remained relatively stable with 
some increases in 2010 as a result of 
stable commodity prices. Demand 
remained strongest for good quality 
early and late Navel varieties; however, 
as has been the case in years past, few 
groves of this type were exposed to 
the market. In the late 1990s and the 
early 2000s several thousand acres of 
Valencias were removed and replaced 
by early and late maturing varieties of 

Navels, as well as specialty citrus. In 
2010 the remaining Valencia groves held 
their price as fewer such groves were 
available. Growers continue to develop 
large blocks of easy peel varieties and 
specialty citrus in non-traditional areas. 
This is a continuing effort to lengthen 
the harvest season and alleviate cross-
pollenization issues among the varieties. 
Mandarin varieties continued to be the 
specialty fruit in vogue, as marketers 
attempt to attract more consumers to 
the easy peeling fruit.

RAISIN GRAPES
Sale prices for the traditional raisin 
varieties began to stabilize in the early 
portion of 2010, with some slight 
strengthening throughout the mid to 
later part of the year. A larger quantity 
of sales appears to have occurred at 
the very end of the year, with moderate 
demand continuing. Raisin grape prices 
have risen greatly from the past few 
years and have become economically 
feasible to produce. Demand for raisin 
grapes is anticipated to be strong in 
2011 again, thus the run on vineyards 
should continue. It is interesting to note 
that there are no major developments 
of raisin vineyards occurring, rather 
buyers are simply looking for vineyards 
that can be rehabilitated, suggesting 
that the crop price has not yet proven 
itself to be stable enough to cause rede-
velopment. The most prominent raisin 
variety is the Thompson Seedless, which 
can be dried for raisins or crushed into 
juice and used for blending with wine 
grape varietals, distilled into alcohol or 
refined into concentrate to be mixed 
with other juices and food products. In 
2010, sales in the vineyard market were 
more the result of general demand for 
land and not necessarily the income 
component of raisin vineyards, but this 
seems to be changing.
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TABLE GRAPES
As has been the case in recent years, 
few sales of table grape vineyards 
were discovered in Region 4 in 2010. 
Unit prices, however, vary significant-
ly depending on table grape variety, 
location, water conditions, trellis im-
provements, and vineyard productivity. 
Sale properties with desirable varieties 
and with modern trellis improvements 
set the high end of the price range, 
while older, conventional vineyards 
with inferior varieties set the low end of 
the range. Consolidation of the industry 
by packers and markets continues to 
limit the growers’ ability to 
affect commodity prices.

WINE GRAPES
Wine grape vineyard sales were very 
limited for the 2010 market year. The 
industry overall is showing some signs 
of improvement, as wine consumers 
migrated from higher priced wines to 
mid and lower priced wines which were 
of good quality and perceived better 
value. This shift in the industry was 
enough for some potential buyers to 
take a chance on wine grape vineyards. 
The vineyards in Region 4 are well 
suited to the bottle price range of the 
consumer market, as they are capable 

of producing large tonnages of good 
quality wine grapes at relatively low 
cost in comparison to other regions. 
Prices paid for wine grape vineyards 
in Region 4 remained relatively stable 
throughout 2010, but new plantings 
of varietal vineyards have been noted 
within the region, which could be a sign 
that demand will increase in the coming 
months. Spot market grape prices 
remained soft (but slightly higher than 
in past years) with some longer term 
contracts showing stronger prices for 
certain varieties.
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District, have inferior surface water 
rights but extremely fertile soils, thus 
the pressure to find water that can be 
moved around is always present. The 
Exchange Contractor districts have 
superior surface water rights which may 
also be transferable outside of their 
district boundaries on a limited basis. 
Consequently, few properties have been 
available to the open market. Demand 
for exchange contractor land, however, 
remains strong with a slightly increas-
ing price trend as water supply issues 
continue to be of great concern on the 
west side. Although the area has seen 
greater rainfall than in recent years, 
concern about federal water deliveries 
has had a positive affect on land prices 
in these districts as buyers continue 
to seek a secure and more consistent 
supply of water for their operations.

OPEN LAND: 
Westside USBR Open Land

Sales of open, irrigated cropland in 
the USBR districts were sluggish at 
the beginning of the 2010 crop year; 
however, there was a slight uptick in 
transactions as the year went on. This 
uptick may well have been the reaction 
to the increases in water delivery al-
locations in combination with greater 
grower returns. These districts include 
highly fertile land well suited for 
permanent planting development, as 
well as poorly drained land with inferior 
soils. Concerns of water supply in the 
Westside USBR market area have eased 
slightly for the time being resulting in 
slightly moderate demand. However, 
price and demand remains lower where 
no supplemental water is available. Most 
buyers are familiar with the area and are 
the best suited to making their opera-
tions work in these water trying times. 
Properties are typically purchased to 
secure additional water supply for their 
existing land holdings. 

OPEN LAND: 
Exchange Contractors

Sales of open, irrigated cropland in 
the Exchange Contractor districts were 
moderate compared to the previous 
year and indicated a slightly increas-
ing price trend for 2010. Land in these 
markets has historically been, and 
continues to be, tightly held. Lands 
within this market tend to suffer from 
inferior drainage conditions and, in 
some cases, lower soil quality, but the 
amount of low cost and good quality 
irrigation water is a major factor. The 
ability to transfer water from Exchange 
Contractor land to USBR land is an at-
tractive alternative for larger outside 
growers. Demand in this market is 
dominated by large operations that 
have land in the USBR districts. Such 
districts, including Westlands Water 
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RANGELAND: Westside
Westside rangeland prices appear to 
be stable with very limited market 
activity. Demand for rangeland is no 
longer being driven by buyers for recre-
ational properties. Cattlemen could not 
compete with these types of buyers in 
the past due to the economic infeasibil-
ity created by the higher prices and low 
returns. Although very few sales have 
occurred, market prices appear to have 
returned to levels where cattlemen can 
enter back into the market. Over the last 
few years there has also been increased 
interest by the solar power generating 
companies for large parcels that have 
access to high tension power lines for 
energy distribution. Several companies 
have secured options on large parcels; 
however, these options still have not 
been exercised. The two main hurdles 
for solar power generation on these 
types of property are the resistance 
from the environmental activists and 
land use compatibility with properties 
enrolled in the Williamson Act.

RANGELAND: Eastside
Sales activity for Eastside rangeland 
was very limited in 2010, as the recre-
ational and large rural residential home 
site buyers have exited the market. 
Livestock producers have re-entered 
the market on a very limited basis but 
still find it hard to justify the prices being 
presented in the market. Although beef 
prices rose slightly for the 2010 year, the 
previous year’s drought has kept native 
grasses at a minimum, forcing many 
cattlemen to supplement with hay. 
Higher hay prices were no help to the 
economics of cattle production, thus 
limiting the sales activity of Eastside 
rangeland. The market appears to 
have softened, with an occasional high 
sale closing escrow due to a neighbor 
motivated by plottage.

SMALL ACREAGE PARCELS
For 2010, demand and sales activity of 
small acreage land suited to develop-
ment of rural homesites remains low. 
Due to tightening of credit and a drop 
off in sale prices for homes located 
inside area communities, the ability or 
desire to buy small parcels has fallen ex-
tensively from its highs in late 2005 and 
early 2006. These properties were not 
necessarily purchased for their income 
potential but rather the lifestyle and tax 
benefits that they offer. The majority 
of the recent buyers of these smaller 
parcels have been neighboring farmers 
purchasing the land for expanding agri-
cultural use. The inventory of available 
real estate has increased, but marketing 
times have shortened as farmers have 
some money and interest to expand. 
The smaller parcels still show a small 
price premium over larger agricultural 
properties in the area.
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LAND	USE	 VALUES	PER	ACRE	 ACTIVITY	/	TREND	 RENT	RANGE	 ACTIVITY	/	TREND

FRESNO COUNTY

 Almonds $9,000 - $16,000 Limited/Increasing N/A N/A 

 Pistachios $10,000 - $18,000 Very Limited/Increasing N/A N/A 

 Tree Fruit $9,000 - $12,500 Limited/Stable $250 - $500 Moderate/Stable 

 Citrus $7,500 - $14,000 Limited/Stable N/A N/A 

 Raisin Grapes: West of Highway 99 $9,000 - $13,000 Moderate/Stable 20% - 25% Moderate/Stable 

 Raisin Grapes: East of Highway 99 $9,000 - $13,000 Moderate/Stable 20% - 25% Moderate/Stable 

 Table Grapes $10,000 - $15,000 Limited/Stable N/A N/A 

 Wine Grapes $9,000 - $12,000 Limited/Stable N/A N/A 

 Cropland: USBR - West $2,500 - $4,500 Moderate/Stable $100 - $250 Moderate/Stable 

 Cropland: Exchange Contractors $7,000 - $8,500 Moderate/Sl. Increasing $150 - $250 Moderate/Stable 

 Cropland: Districts (East of Hwy 99) $6,500 - $10,500 Moderate/Stable $125 - $250 Moderate/Stable 

 Cropland: District (West of Hwy 99) $4,500 - $11,000 Moderate/Stable $125 - $250 Moderate/Stable 

 Cropland: Well Water $3,000 - $8,000 Limited/Stable $125 - $200 Moderate/Stable 

 Small Acreage Parcels (less than 40 acres) $9,000 - $15,000 Moderate/Stable N/A N/A 

 Rangeland: West  $200 - $750 Very Limited/Stable $5 - $10 Moderate/Stable 

 Rangeland: East $750 - $3,000 Very Limited/Softening $12 - $20 Moderate/Stable 

MADERA COUNTY

 Almonds $9,000 - $16,000 Limited/Increasing N/A N/A 

 Pistachios $10,000 - $18,000 Very Limited/Increasing N/A N/A 

 Raisin Grapes $8,000 - $12,000 Limited/Stable 20% - 25% Limited/Stable 

 Table Grapes $8,000 - $12,000 Very Limited/Stable N/A N/A 

 Wine Grapes $9,000 - $12,000  Limited/Stable N/A N/A 

 Cropland: Madera Irrigation District $7,000 - $9,000  Limited/Sl. Increasing $150 - $200 Limited/Stable 

 Cropland: Chowchilla Water District $7,000  - $9,000  Limited/Sl. Increasing $150 - $200 Limited/Stable 

 Cropland: Well Water $5,000 - $8,000 Limited/Sl. Increasing $100 - $200 Limited/Stable 

 Rangeland $650 - $3,000  Limited/Stable $12 - $20 Limited/Increasing 

 Native Pasture: Valley Floor $2,000 - $3,000 Limited/Sl. Increasing $12 - $20 Limited/Increasing 

DAIRIES (Fresno and Madera Counties)

 Dairies, Newer $2,000 - $3,500  Very Limited/Decreasing $14 - $20 Very Lmtd/Decreasing 

 Dairies, Older $750 - $2,000 Very Limited/Decreasing $10 - $14 Very Lmtd/Decreasing  

VALUES: LAND and LEASE
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KERN   |   KINGS   |   TULARE

OVERVIEW
ALMONDS: All

The commodity price for almonds 
experienced some ups and downs in 
2010, but finished the year strong at a 
blended price of nearly $2 per pound. 
The demand for almond orchards 
was strong all year, regardless of the 
commodity price. The movement of 
almond orchards has been steady and 
there have been good quality orchards 
selling at near record prices. The older 
orchards with limited economic life 
are generally at $15,000 per acre or 
less. 2010 was also the year that saw 
investors again buying orchards.

TABLE GRAPES: All
Sales of table grape vineyards were 
essentially non-existent in 2010, but 
the profitability indicates stable to 
slightly increasing values, and early to 
mid season grapes had a fairly decent 
year. Late season varieties experienced 
the reverse of the prior year as prices 
strengthened into the fall harvest. There 
were no sales of good quality vineyards 
with highly desirable varieties.

CITRUS: All
Sales of citrus groves in Kern County 
were non-existent in 2010. Sales in 
Tulare County indicated stable to in-
creasing values. Buyers are continu-
ing to be more discriminating as to 
varieties, with the better varieties 
bringing the higher prices. Sales of the 
most desirable varieties are bringing 
prices in excess of $15,000 per acre. 
The development of seedless, “easy 
peel” mandarin varieties continues and 
the few available sales suggest robust 
expectations on the part of the buyers.
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TREE FRUIT: All
There was some sales activity involving 
tree fruit orchards in 2010, primarily in 
the range of $10,500 to $11,500 per 
acre. Buyers typically have been looking 
for good ground and water conditions. 
Some orchards are being pushed after 
close of escrow and replanted to other 
varieties or alternative permanent 
plantings. Because of the limited 
number of tree fruit plantings in 
southern Tulare County, the Tree Fruit 
(South) section has been eliminated 
in 2011. 

WALNUTS: All
Walnut prices were as good as or 
slightly better in 2010 than in 2009. 
Like almonds and pistachios, prices 
continued to strengthen after harvest. 
Sales of walnut properties have 
been infrequent, but the sales that 
have occurred have been at prices 
centering around $15,000 per acre in 
Tulare County.

PISTACHIOS: 
All

The 2010 pistachio 
crop was the largest 
ever and prices 
continued to remain 
strong through-
out the year. The 
commodity price 
may very well be 
lower in 2011, but 
the demand for 
pistachio orchards 
is strong. In addition 
to the strong commodity price, the 
other factor in the demand and price 
for pistachio orchards is that there are 
no good quality orchards for sale in 
areas with a dependable water supply.

RENTAL DATA ON 
PERMANENT CROPS

Permanent crops in Region 5 are not 
typically rented. Therefore, the rent 
ranges and activity/trends shown 
are based upon very limited data. In 
many cases there is no justification for 
altering data that has not been changed 
in many years.

Westchester Group 
Investment Management, Inc. 
A TIAA-CREF Investment Company 

 
The leading firm in agricultural asset management. 

Providing a complete range of services in the acquisition, 
management, and disposition of farmland investments. 

 
 

Rory Robertson, Carole Fornoff, Brian Hauss 
6715 N. Palm, Suite 114 

Fresno, CA 93704 
www.westchester-group.com 
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Kern County
CROPLAND: All Areas

Most areas of cropland in Kern County 
experienced stable sales activity in 
2010, but there was somewhat more 
activity in 2010 than in 2009. The prices 
for open land began trending higher in 
the second half of 2010. During the past 
three years land sales activity in exclu-
sively agricultural areas was character-
ized by the absence of sellers. Water 
supplies in both federal and state water 
project districts are becoming more 
of an issue and could soften prices in 
problem areas. On the other hand, the 
water supply contract purchases by 
the federal water districts on the east 
side of the valley should result in some 
increase in value. Water districts have 
the option to buy out their contracts to 
retire the outstanding debt on the infra-
structure. In the districts that choose to 
do so, all land will be entitled to receive 
water at one price and there will be no 
contracts to renew in the future.

RANGELAND: East
There have been very few sales of true 
grazing properties on the east side of 
Kern and Tulare Counties in recent years, 
although several large cattle ranches 
are currently available for sale. In the 
past several years, the market for small 
grazing land properties on the east side 
of the valley had been driven by rural 
home site influence, which is reflected in 
the Recreation Land segment. However, 
activity in this sector essentially evapo-
rated with the economic downturn in 
late 2008 and there have been very few 
sales since then.

RANGELAND: West
Traditionally there is little rangeland 
sold for grazing purposes on the west 
side of Kern County. The economics 
of grazing land in this area do not vary 
much from one year to the next. There 
is no home site influence and limited 
recreational potential. Therefore, a 
stable value trend has been projected.
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Tulare County & 
Kings County

TULARE CO: CROPLAND
Sales in 2010 were more numerous 
than in 2009. Prices remain off from 
2008 highs. Dairymen are not acquiring 
land for feed production, and economic 
difficulties in the dairy industry have 
many dairymen attempting to liquidate 
ground. Water concerns and availability 
continue to be a serious concern for 
the western portion of the southern 
San Joaquin Valley. Active groundwater 
recharge and conservation programs 
abound and buyers are strategically 
acquiring properties with the intent of 
transferring water rights to other prop-
erties to create core operations with 
greater water security.

DAIRY
Serious economic difficulties continue 
to impact the dairy industry. Low milk 
prices and high feed costs yielded 
narrow to negative operating margins. 
These conditions are thought likely to 
continue into 2011 with excess milk 

on the market. In addition, cropland 
used for dairy feed production is being 
diverted to corn for ethanol usage and 
resurgent cotton prices are likely to 
cause growers to bring that crop back 
into their rotations.

|61

R
egion

5



KERN   |   KINGS   |   TULARE

Kings County
The second half of 2010 showed 
increased market activity and sales 
completions. Most property transac-
tions indicated a lower valuation of 
between 10% and 15% from the highs 
for agricultural land sales in the regions 
during the 2006 through 2008 years. 
For crops grown in the Kings County 
area a slight increase in commodity 
prices improved farmers’ economic 
outlooks and encouraged expansion 
by local growers. Active water banking 
and conservation programs continued 
to highlight real estate activity in the 
south and west areas of Kings County.  

The sale of crop land in the central 
and northern part of Kings County was 
active. Row and field crop land that was 
capable of converting to permanent 
crops sold in the range of $8,000 
to $12,000 per acre. In this year’s 
publication, the Cropland (General) 
category was eliminated and replaced 
with separate Cropland (North) and 
Cropland (Central) sections. Very few 
transactions were completed in the 
Westlands Water District because of 
continuing concerns over long term 
stability of irrigation water. No trans-
actions in the Lake Basin were evident 

other than smaller portions to existing 
land owners and farmers in that 
specific region.

On the west side of Kings County few 
transactions were noted for grazing 
land. Most property transactions were 
smaller absentee owners that sold 
properties to adjacent larger livestock 
operators in the area. West side 
properties along the foothills have 
increased in demand from solar and 
other alternative energy users but few 
sales consummated. 
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LAND	USE	 VALUES	PER	ACRE	 ACTIVITY	/	TREND	 RENT	RANGE	 ACTIVITY	/	TREND

KERN COUNTY

  Cropland:  NE & Central $9,000 - $10,500  Steady/Increasing $200 - $250 Steady/Stable 

  Cropland:  Southeast $9,000 - $10,000  Slow/Increasing $200 - $250 Steady/Stable 

  Cropland: State Water $4,500 - $8,500  Slow/Stable $175 - $225 Steady/Stable 

  Rangeland: East 
 (2,000 acres or more) $400 - $700  Slow/Declining $8 - $14 Steady/Stable 

  Rangeland - Recreational $750 - $1,200  Slow/Declining N/A N/A 

  Rangeland - West $200 - $500  Slow/Stable $3 - $7 Steady/Stable 

  Almonds $15,000 - $18,000  Steady/Increasing 20% - 25% Share Steady/Stable 

  Table Grapes $12,000 - $15,000  Slow/Sl. Increasing $400 - $700 Steady/Stable 

  Citrus $8,500 - $14,000  Slow/Increasing 25% Share Steady/Stable 

  Pistachios $16,000 - $24,000  Slow/Strong Interest 20% - 25% Share Steady/Stable 

TULARE COUNTY

  Cropland $7,000 - $11,000  Steady/Increasing $150 - $230 Steady/Stable 

  Rangeland $600 - $1,200  Slow/Stable $10 - $15 Steady/Stable 

  Walnuts $12,500 - $17,500  Slow-Stable/Increasing 20% - 30% Share Slow/Stable 

  Almonds $13,000 - $16,000  Steady/Increasing 20% - 30% Share Slow/Stable 

  Table Grapes (South) $12,000 - $15,000  Slow/Sl. Increasing 20% - 30% Share Steady/Stable 

  Table Grapes (North) $11,000 - $14,000  Slow/Sl. Increasing 20% - 30% Share Steady/Stable 

  Citrus (South) $7,000 - $10,000  Steady/Stable 20% - 30% Share Steady/Stable 

  Citrus (North) $9,000 - $15,000  Steady/Stable 20% - 30% Share Steady/Stable 

  Tree Fruit (North) $9,500 - $12,500  Steady/Stable $200 - $400 or 20% -3 0% Slow-Steady/Stable 

  Olives $6,000 - $9,000  Slow/Stable N/A N/A 

KINGS COUNTY

  Cropland (General) $9,000 - $11,000  Steady/Stable $150 - $250 Steady/Stable 

  Cropland (North & Central) $6,500 - $8,000  Steady/Stable $150 - $200 Steady/Stable 

  Cropland (West) $2,750 - $4,000  Slow/Stable $100 - $300 Steady/Stable 

  Cropland (Lake Bottom) $1,000 - $2,400  Slow/Little Interest $75 - $150 Steady/Stable 

  Walnuts $8,000 - $12,000  Steady/Stable 20% - 30% Share Steady/Stable 

  Grazing $100 - $300  Slow/Declining $7.50 - $12 Steady/Stable 

  Tree Fruit $8,500 - $12,500  Steady/Stable $150 - $300 Steady/Declining 

DAIRIES (Kings, Tulare and Kern Counties)

  Dairies, Newer $2,000 - $3,000  Slow/Declining $15 - $18/Milk Head Slow/Declining 

  Dairies, Older $1,200 - $1,800  Slow/Declining $10 - $15/Milk Head Slow/Declining 

VALUES: LAND and LEASE
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MONTEREY   |   SAN BENITO   |   SAN LUIS OBISPO   |   SANTA BARBARA   |   SANTA CRUZ   |   VENTURA

Monterey County
ROW CROPS

Monterey County row crop land values 
have remained relatively stable since 
2008. Sales activity over the past year 
was typical with a limited number of 
transactions occurring. There have 
been a handful of prime farmland 
sales that indicate strong values in the 
$40,000 to $55,000 per acre range. 
While sales in the area have historically 
been consummated between the seller 
and the buyer or buyer’s agent, realtors 
are playing a more active role in Salinas 
Valley farmland properties, with several 
properties currently listed for sale. 
These are a combination of formal and 
pocket listings and investors and local 
farmers are the typical buyers in the 
current market.

Farmland rents and capitalization 
rates appear relatively stable at this 
time. There continues to be a squeeze 
between the cost of production and 
the returns on production, with farmers 
trying to minimize rent costs. 

The ongoing worldwide recession is 
a continuing concern. The current 
inventory of properties for sale appears 
to be in equilibrium, but if this changes, 
it could impact values. Lenders 
continue to be conservative, and credit 
remains tight. Credit worthy borrowers 
with strong financial positions and 
good income track records should still 
be able to borrow what they need. 

Santa Cruz &San Benito
ROW CROPS

The overall trend for farmland values 
in the San Benito and Santa Cruz 
County areas was stable in 2010. The 
few farmland sales that occurred in 
2010 indicate that prices have stabi-
lized after a decrease in 2009. Supply 
is stable, slightly above normal, and 
demand is below normal. In 2009 and 
into 2010, demand for farmland to 
lease for growing canning tomatoes 
increased significantly in San Benito 
County as a result of water shortages 
in the San Joaquin Valley. In Santa 
Cruz County there was decreas-
ing demand from row crop farmers 
for the prime farmland; however, 
increased demand from strawber-
ry and bush berry producers filled 
the gap. Santa Cruz County 
farmland prices remained relatively 
stable in 2010.

Monterey
WINE GRAPES

There were a limited number of 
vineyard sales in 2010. The principal 
parties involved tended to be invest-
ment companies desiring vineyard 
properties. The largest sale was a 
$28,000,000 bulk sale transaction 
that included seven different proper-
ties ranging from approximately 92 to 
more than 360 gross acres. Vineyard 
sales ranged from $18,000 to $38,000 
per acre. The Santa Lucia Viticultural 
Appellation continues to be the most 
desirable vineyard location. Vineyard 
sales in Monterey County consist 
almost entirely of commercial opera-
tions. Typically there are very few, if 
any, small vineyard sale transactions. 
Some vineyards located in areas with 
high underlying land values, due to the 
competing use for irrigated vegetable 
crop land, suffer from external obso-
lescence. The total cost of vineyard 
developments, including the land, 
exceeds sales prices currently being 
recognized in the market. Those pur-
chasing and/or developing vineyards 
in these areas are typically motivated 
to pay additional costs associated 
with developing a vineyard that fits 
into their business plan and design 
for strategic growth. 
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Santa Maria Valley
IRRIGATED VEGETABLE/

STRAWBERRY LAND:
Current land prices are presently 
ranging between $30,000 to $60,000+/
acre in the Santa Maria Valley, assuming 
good adaptability to crops along with a 
good water supply. The current market 
for the best farmland in the Santa 
Maria Valley is stable. Currently, there 
is still little inventory of land offered 
for sale. In 2010 there was a sale that 
included three non-contiguous parcels. 
These parcels sold for $53,500± per 
acre. In 2009, there were five sales; one 
was a “quick sale” of a large holding for 
$14,500 per acre and the other four 
sold for between $44,000 and $66,300 
per acre.
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San Luis Obispo & 
Santa Barbara

WINE GRAPES
There were no commercial sized wine 
grape sales in San Luis Obispo and 
Santa Barbara Counties in 2010 and 
there were only handful of vineyard 
sales in 2009. The lowest sale price in 
2009 was for a Lockwood area vineyard 
that was in fair condition and sold 
under duress. The highest price was 
for a Westside Paso Robles property 
and Santa Rita Hills property that were 
purchased more for the home site 
than the vineyard. For the past few 
years, many of the highest sale prices 
are largely attributed to the home site 
potential in very desirable areas and 
highly motivated buyers. There is still 
demand for home sites and potential 
winery sites, but there have been few 
sales of properties for new develop-
ment to commercial vineyards. 

Premium varietal wine grapes are 
produced in significant quantities in 
various areas of San Luis Obispo County 
and northern Santa Barbara County. 
In 2009, wine grapes were again the 
number one crop in San Luis Obispo 
County. Favorable weather conditions 
contributed to a 42% increase in yields 
over 2008 tonnage. However, the price 
for the county’s grapes declined slightly, 
resulting in a 34% increase in value to 
$166,378,000. San Luis Obispo County 
wine grape production was reported 
at 147,380 tons. Planted acres of wine 
grapes declined slightly to 36,276 acres 
and bearing acreage to 34,100 acres. 
Wine grape production was 148,005 
tons in 2006, 136,276 tons in 2007 and 
103,507 tons in 2008. Total revenues 
decreased by nearly 12.4% in 2008.

Wine grapes remained the number 
three crop for Santa Barbara County in 
2009, with a total production of 99,225 
tons. Production increased by over 60% 
from 2008.
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with one ranch of approximately 8,850 
acres in size selling for $900 per acre. 
The large ranches purchased for cattle 
grazing are selling for between $500 
and $700 per acre. 

The Western Sierra’s market over the 
past several years has also been influ-
enced by ranches being purchased for 
recreational, retreat, and home-site 
purposes. Much like the central coast 
market, the downturn in the economy 
has affected the demand for this type 
of property. These sales are divided 
into two main groups: parcels under 
640 acres and parcels larger than 640 
acres. The parcels smaller than 640 
acres are selling for $1,250 to $2,500 
per acre. The parcels over 640 acres are 
typically purchased by ranch owners 
looking to expand existing operations. 
The larger parcels may also be further 
divided into parcels purchased for rec-
reational, retreat, and home site use, 
versus parcels purchased for grazing 
land. Rents in this market area are $8 to 
$15 per acre per year, with parcel size 
not being a factor.

Parcels along the Pacific Ocean and 
Coastal Mountain Range during the 
2000-2006 years showed substantial 
increases in land values. Since 2007, 
this market appears to be stable. While 
the economy downturn has affected 
other areas, the coastal mountain 
range is still very attractive for large, 
rural home sites. These properties are 
typically less than 1,000 acres. Sales 
range from $3,000/acre for dry pasture 
ranches with limited usability and/or 
without ocean views, to over $9,000/
acre for desirable parcels with ocean 
views and/or ocean frontage. 

AVOCADOS
The avocado real estate market had 
increased through 2005 and has since 
remained relatively steady. Prices for 
commercial sized avocado groves in 
the Goleta, Santa Barbara and Ventura 
areas range from $25,000 to $50,000 
per acre. There have been some higher 
sales, with the smaller 20  to 40 acre 
groves being sold between $52,000 to 
$84,000 per acre. The upper end values 
on some of the smaller commercial-
size groves are reflective of the under-
lying home site values found in these 
parcels. There has been only one sale of 
a commercial sized avocado orchard in 
the past three plus years. The avocado 
orchard portion of that property has 
been allocated at $30,000 per acre.

DRY PASTURE RANGELAND
Over the past several years, the 
rangeland market has been influ-
enced by buyers looking for ranches 
for recreational, retreat and home-site 
purposes. Since the downturn in the 
economy, the demand from this type 
of buyer has decreased. These sales are 
divided into two main groups: parcels 
of 1,500 acres and smaller and parcels 
1,500 acres to 15,000 acres. The first 
group ranges from $950 to $4,800 per 
acre, while the second group ranges 
from $300 to $900 per acre. The primary 
influence which drove prices up on the 
smaller parcels was residential and/or 
recreational uses. The larger parcels 
may also be further divided into parcels 
with recreational, retreat and home site 
desirability, versus parcels purchased 
for grazing land. The larger ranches 
that offer scenic vistas, hunting and 
other forms of recreation are typically 
forested, watershed land and of little 
use for grazing. These ranches tend to 
set the upper limit of the price range, 
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LAND	USE	 VALUES	PER	ACRE	 ACTIVITY	/	TREND	 RENT	RANGE	 ACTIVITY	/	TREND

MONTEREY COUNTY

  Row Crops $15,000 - $55,000  Stable/Stable $750 - $2,400/acre Stable/Stable 

  Rangeland $700 - $1,200  Limited/Stable $7 - $22/acre Stable/Stable 

 Wine Grapes $18,000 - $38,000  Limited/Stable N/A N/A 

SANTA CRUZ COUNTY

  Row Crops $20,000 - $40,000  Stable/Stable $1,200 - $2,200/acre Stable/Stable 

SAN BENITO COUNTY

  Row Crops $11,000 - $26,000  Stable/Stable $400 - $1,000/acre Stable/Stable 

SAN LUIS OBISPO AND SANTA BARBARA COUNTIES

   Row Crops $30,000 - $65,000  Fairly Active/Stable $1,300 - $2,500 Stable/Stable 

   Coastal Rangeland (San Luis Co.) $3,000 - $9,000  Minimal/Stable $8 - $20 Stable/Stable 

   Inland Rangeland (San Luis Co.) $300 - $4,800  Minimal/Stable $8 - $15 Stable/Stable 

   Rangeland (Santa Barbara Co.) $500 - $9,000  Minimal/Stable $8 - $20 Stable/Stable 

   Wine Grapes $16,500 - $57,000  Minimal/Stable N/A N/A 

VENTURA COUNTY

  Row Crops/Strawberries $50,000 - $75,000  Limited/Down $2,000 - $3,200/acre Normal/Steady 

   Lemons $40,000 - $50,000  Limited/Down N/A N/A 

   Oranges  Bare Land Limited/Down N/A N/A 

   Avocados $25,000 - $50,000  Very Limited/Stable N/A N/A 

VALUES: LAND and LEASE

|71
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Agricultural land values in Region 7 are 
best analyzed by area and commodity 
group. Southern California’s popula-
tion growth influences values through-
out the region, with much of the  area’s 
land in transition. 

San Bernardino County agriculture 
is limited to the dwindling number 
of dairies, remaining citrus, alfalfa in 
the desert valleys, and agri-tourism. 
Although increasingly affected by ur-
banization, agriculture continues to 
be an important contributor to the 
economy in western Riverside County.  
Agri-hospitality as a part of the viticul-
ture industry is becoming the lynchpin 
of western Riverside County’s agricul-
ture. Due to urban encroachment, ag-
riculture is limited to the southeastern 

portion of the Coachella Valley. The 
16th largest agricultural county in the 
nation, San Diego County, has a median 
farm size of five acres producing $4,963 
per acre, the highest dollar value in 
California. In Imperial Valley, urban 
influence is mostly limited to the land 
adjacent to the cities of Calexico, El 
Centro, Imperial and Brawley.  The value 
of more versatile farmland continues 
to be influenced by inter-regional 
produce firms. The push for alternative 
sources of energy has brought about an 
increased interest in farmland for con-
version to solar facilities in the region’s 
desert valleys.  

R E G I O N

Southern Inland Valleys
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REAL ESTATE VALUES
Prior to the ides of October 2008, the 
market for all Southern California real 
estate was linked to the residential real 
estate market. The price collapse in the 
residential real estate market was sharp 
and swift. This is particularly descriptive 
of areas with newer residential develop-
ments somewhat distant from urban 
employment centers.  In general, home 
values have dropped by as much as 
60% and commonly 40% to 50% from 
the market’s peak. Level sites suitable 
for higher density developments such 
as dairy and nursery have seen fairly 
substantive declines with the loss of 
developer interest.

As the weight of the recession began 
to moderate, organization returned to 
the real estate market. A willingness 
for selective purchasing emerged as 
bargains became too difficult to resist.  
Some markets reflected this in a sta-
bilizing of prices establishing a trading 
range. Other markets showed a slowing 
of the downward spiral as opportunistic 
investors sought to identify a particular 
market’s floor. In all cases, purchasers of 
agricultural property became extremely 
value conscious with purchase decisions 
driven by the realities perceived in the 

here and now, not those that might 
be anticipated even within a relatively 
short time horizon.  

The greatest source of angst affecting 
the market for farmland was the lack 
of uncertainty regarding water pricing 
and availability. Changes in policy by 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern 
California (MWD) and their member 
districts regarding agricultural water 
users that began escalating the cost 
of irrigation water, became secondary 
to the very real possibility that should 
drought conditions continue, or in the 
longer run a solution to Delta manage-
ment not be found, Interim Agricultural 
Water Programs (IAWP) would be ter-
minated in exchange for mandated re-
ductions in usage. Irrigation districts 
relying on imported water are raising 
rates by over 20% starting in 2011. 
Higher rates will likely force more 
growers to fallow land or look to less 
water intensive crops.

The floral and nursery segment of San 
Diego County’s total agricultural pro-
duction remains between 65% to 70% 
with avocados about 10% to 13% and 
citrus 2% to 4%. Vegetable crops con-
tribute approximately 10%. The diverse 

mix of products and markets within 
the nursery sector presents a paradox. 
Unlike many industries, barriers to entry 
are low; but to move beyond a niche or 
specialty market, the barrier to entry 
becomes quite high. 

Other than lemons, citrus has 
become relegated to niche based 
groves selling into specialty markets 
or fill-in for portions of avocado 
groves severely infected with root rot 
fungus (Phytophthora cinnamomi). 
Globalization and the international 
financial crises of 2010 continued 
the trans formation of the industry’s 
luxury markets on which the California/
Arizona citrus industry relied to near 
commodity status.

Although land rent for sod, berry and 
vegetable production generally bears 
no relationship to their land values, 
land rent softened along with land 
values. Rents vary, depending on the 
source of water and competition, from 
$450± per acre per year to as much as 
$1,700 per acre per year where compe-
tition is strong. |77
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DAIRIES
The former Chino Valley Agricultural 
Preserve covers a 40 square mile area of 
western Riverside and San Bernardino 
Counties. Once home to over 350,000 
dairy cows, current estimates are 
that only about 65,000 head remain.  
Located in a pivotal area where Los 
Angeles, Orange, San Bernardino and 
Riverside Counties come together, the 
area experienced record setting de-
velopment until the “housing bubble” 
burst in 2007-2008. Development for 
the most part was non-existent in 2010 
with most buyers being investors willing 
to hold land as a speculative invest-
ment. Over 50% of the market area still 
remains available for development with 
many of the former dairy facilities being 
leveled by the current owners. There 
appears to be some optimism that 
the market may have bottomed out 
as a developer recently closed a large 
transaction in the City of Ontario – New 
Model Colony General Plan, and there 
is a current escrow of a small dairy that 
is surrounded by rooftops in the City of 
Eastvale. Sales bottomed out at roughly 
$65,000 per acre for land in the City of 
Ontario where no real development has 
taken place, to $170,000 per acre for 
land along the urban fringe. 

The dairy rental market is also weak due 
to the overall dairy economy and lack of 
tillable land in the area to satisfy nutrient 
management guidelines. Although once 
a rare occasion, vacant dairies are now 
becoming common place in the Chino 
Basin. This has created a downward 
trend on rents with most recent nego-
tiations at the $6 to $9 per milk “wet” 
cow per month range.

CITRUS
Sales activity of citrus groves in the 
counties of San Diego, San Bernardino 
and western Riverside were minimal 
due to the decreased demand for land 
for conversion to residential develop-
ment. A general concern with most 
citrus growers in this region who plan to 
continue to farm is the increasing water 
and cultural costs in the face of erratic 
fruit prices. Conversion of groves has 
almost ceased with the loss of demand 
from developers and nurseries. Prices 
being paid for citrus groves varies 
within the area depending upon the 
cost of water and production. The lack 
of urban pressures and the high water 
and production costs are resulting in 
abandonment of smaller groves. Like 
avocados, demand for commercial 
groves is limited to those already in the 
industry. Lemons and exotics continue 
to have a positive outlook with values 
generally paralleling those of avocado 
groves.

AVOCADOS
Imports continue to alter the character 
of the avocado industry. Through the 
efforts of the Hass Avocado Board 
and California Avocado Commission, 
volume and price issues have generally 
been managed effectively, although 
phytosanitary issues remain a concern.

The impact of the ongoing drought 
and court mandated cutback of water 
delivery discussed previously dictated 
the need to stump, or abandon, a third 
or more of a grove to comply with the 
cutbacks. This has the effect of lowering 
current yields and cash flow, but in 
three or four years the stumped trees 
will return to full vigor, producing higher 
yields that could prove to be burden-
some. Increased production is likely to 
be offset by a loss in acreage as water 
prices escalate to the point that less 
productive groves will become unprof-
itable.  In order to sustain the industry, 
it will be imperative for California 
avocados to continue to maintain the 
current price advantage California fruit 
enjoys. A trend is developing for more 
direct sales by growers to specialty and 
farmer markets in an effort to increase 
prices and avoid head-to-head competi-
tion with offshore producers. As noted, 
the real estate market for avocado 
groves has stabilized with the market 
mostly limited to traditional industry 
and industry related buyers. Sellers 
have become increasingly conscious 
of the price/cost squeeze, with margins 
seemingly destined to continue to shrink 
as water prices escalate. Risk adverse 
owners, owners in life transitions, and 
owners under financial stress are the 
principal sellers of grove property. 

San Bernardino County, San Diego County and Western Riverside County
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WINE GRAPES
During the late 1800s up to the 1920s 
there were a significant number of 
vineyards and wineries in Region 7, par-
ticularly in north San Diego and southern 
San Bernardino Counties. Prohibition 
and the Great Depression reduced the 
number of vineyards to a handful with 
three or four surviving wineries. The 
resurgence of Southern California’s 
wine industry began in 1969 with the 
development of Callaway Vineyards 
and Winery in the Temecula Valley. Now 
Region 7 has three American Viticultural 
Areas: San Pasqual Valley (9,000 acres 
and the fourth AVA to be designated 
when AVAs were created in 1981); the 
Temecula Valley (33,000 acres); and, 
Ramona Valley (89,000 acres). Within 
the three AVAs there are at least 80 
existing wineries and 17 additional 
wineries are proposed in the Temecula 
Valley. Small in area compared with the 
Napa Valley and Central Coast AVAs, 
Region 7’s viticulture industry is at a 
competitive disadvantage due to this 
lack of scale. A comparative advantage 
the region does enjoy is the appetite 
for recreation from 24 million people 
within the area and northern Mexico. 
Hospitality events, recreation and agro-
tourism are the catalysts for direct sales 
of 80% to 90% of the wine produced in 
the region.

The viticulture industry was not insulated 
from the impacts of the recession and 
declining real estate values. Although 
largely untested, during 2010 open and 
vineyard lands in the Temecula Citrus 
Vineyard Policy Area declined in value 
from a high of $100,000 per acre to be 
within a range of $35,000 to $70,000 
per acre for 20 acre sites. The highest 
prices paid are for parcels located on 
main access roads that are suitable 
for future winery development. Parcels 
in the eastern portion of the district 
and those located on secondary roads 
command the lowest prices.   

NON-TRADITIONAL 
AND SPECIALTY CROPS

High land and water costs force 
growers to search for new crops to 
take advantage of emerging markets 
or market niches as the area’s agri-
culture continues to evolve toward 
greater specialization focused on high 
value crops. The number and diversity 
of floral and foliage crops that make 
up the nursery segment of the region’s 
agricultural sector typify this trend. 
Successful newly introduced crops are 
few in number and are produced on 
a limited number of acres. Barriers to 
entry and success are the skill, manage-
ment and capital necessary to produce 
and market minor or non-traditional 
crops. Often the economic life of these 
crops is short, due to the delicate 
balance of supply and demand required 
to maintain prices sufficient to sustain 
production. Examples of successful 
non-traditional crops are bush berries, 
subtropical fruits and specialty vegeta-
bles directed to ethnic markets. 

OPEN LAND
The trend of nursery and floral crops re-
locating from southern coastal areas to 
inland areas within San Diego County, as 
well as to other inland areas of Region 
7, is no more. The general weakened 
financial condition of the industry 
and loss of demand caused firms to 
downsize, consolidate or abandon 
locations. Leases continue to be 
dropped or rents adjusted downward. 
This trend is expected to continue so 
long as the general economy remains 
weak and real estate development 
projects stall. Greenhouse space is 
going unused, particularly less efficient 
older coastal houses. The nursery 
sector continues to experience a 
cost/price squeeze from the “big box” 
stores, a decline in new construction, 
and reduced end consumer demand.  
Demand for row and field cropland 
is limited due to the small number of 
growers. However, growers of specialty 
and niche products have increased, with 
a corresponding increase in their crops’ 
contribution to the region’s agricultural 
production. As a consequence, land 
that might otherwise remain unfarmed 
is now utilized. 
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Coachella Valley
The major commodities produced 
in this productive desert valley are 
table grapes, citrus, vegetables, 
dates, and nursery stock. As reported 
in the 2009 Coachella Valley 
District Agricultural Production Report 
(Agricultural Commissioner’s Office, 
Riverside County, California), the 
Coachella Valley harvested 50,058 
acres for the year with a produc-
tion value of $484,825,900, which 
accounted for 48% of Riverside 
County’s total production value 
for 2009.

As in other market areas of Region 7, the 
absence of speculators and/or develop-
ers continued to force farmland prices 
slightly lower. The most significant price 
reductions were seen in the northern 
part of the valley near the desert resort 
areas of La Quinta, Indio, and others. 
Growers were the main market partici-
pants in 2010 suggesting that prices 
may have bottomed out for now. The 
primary attraction to growers continues 
to be the low cost surface water and the 
early growing season that the Coachella 
Valley desert region provides.    

Palo Verde Valley
The major commodities produced in 
this desert valley along the Colorado 
River are cotton, alfalfa, small 
grains, leaf vegetables and melons. 
As reported in the 2009 Palo Verde 
District Agricultural Production Report 
(Agricultural Commissioner’s Office, 
Riverside County, California), the total 
Palo Valley acreage harvested in 2009 
was 73,082 and the production value 
exceeded $92 million.

There were a few sales of farmland in 
2010, with prices ranging from approxi-
mately $7,500 per acre to just over 
$10,000 per acre, with some specula-
tion affecting the sale at the higher end 
of the range.  

In a 2005 agreement, Metropolitan Water 
District of Southern California (MWD) 
negotiated with Palo Verde Irrigation 
District (PVID) in Blythe to fallow up 
to 29% of the valley’s farmland for 35 
years. This equitable agreement pays 
farmers for Colorado River water that 
would have been used for farming and 
transfers the water to MWD for urban 
use in Southern California. For the year 
ending July 31, 2010, MWD negotiat-
ed an additional short-term fallowing 
agreement that allowed farmers to 
fallow an additional 15% of their land in 
return for a one-time payment.  There is 
no evidence the fallowing agreements 
have had a negative impact on land 
values in the valley. The MWD is paying 
$681.11 per acre for the land that is 
fallowed for the 2010-2011 year.

Imperial Valley
The major commodities produced in 
the Imperial Valley are alfalfa, sudan, 
bermuda and other grass hays, sugar 
beets, small grains, cotton, citrus, 
some dates and a wide variety of winter 
vegetables and melons. Sales of good 
adaptable farmland (produce quality) 
slowed and remained generally stable 
in trend and value. Land of average 
adaptability (alfalfa quality) has also 
slowed with mostly local purchasers.  
Sale activity has slowed. There were 
only nine sales in 2010, as compared to 
22 sales in 2009 and 24 in 2008.  The 
market for limited adaptability farmland 
is extremely slow. 

The Imperial Irrigation District (IID) 
developed and implemented a 15-year 
fallowing plan, allowing the transfer of 
water to the San Diego Water Authority 
and preservation of the Salton Sea’s 
ecology. Originally there was a voluntary 
plan, which provided for owners to lease 
their land to the district for a maximum 
of six acre feet per acre.  

The 2011-2012 fallowing program 
payment rate will be $75 per acre 
foot with a six acre-feet per acre 
payment cap, as set by the IID Board of 
Directors. Solicitation announcements 
and fallowing application forms are 
being mailed to all IID landowners and 
tenants and posted online. After the 
solicitation period concludes, applica-
tions are sorted in a random selection 
process and screened based on eligibil-
ity criteria. Water delivery data is then 
analyzed to determine conservation 
payment values and contracts are issued 
according to the order determined by 
the random selection process. 

Local participants appear to be more 
active in the current market reflecting 
generally good returns. There is sig-
nificant price discrimination between 
classes of land. Prices paid for produce 
quality land has softened, and lesser 
quality land languished on the market 
until sold at modest price levels. Land 
prices appear to be in the process of 
seeking an appropriate level with better 
quality land clustering around the 
$6,000 to $7,500 per net acre range.
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VALUES: LAND and LEASE

LAND	USE	 VALUES	PER	ACRE	 ACTIVITY/TREND	 RENT	RANGE	 ACTIVITY/TREND

WESTERN RIVERSIDE and SAN BERNARDINO COUNTIES

  Dairies (Transitional Land) $65,000 -  $170,000 Limited $7 - $9/milk cow/mo Increasing vacancies 

  Citrus $10,000 -  $20,000 Limited   Untested Untested 

 Wine Grapes $35,000 - $70,000 Limited $1,200 - $2,000/Ac Limited demand 

SAN DIEGO COUNTY

  Citrus $14,000 -  $22,000 Limited Untested N/A 

  Avocados* $14,000 - $22,000  Limited   Untested N/A 

  Crop Land $40,000 - $65,000 Very Limited $400 - $1,700/Ac Limited demand 

       *Includes Southwestern Riverside County       

COACHELLA VALLEY

  Citrus $19,000 - $27,000 Limited $600+/Ac Steady 

 Table Grapes $20,000 - $30,000 Limited  Steady 

 Open Land $14,000 - $25,000 Fairly Active $300 - $600/Ac Steady 

PALO VERDE VALLEY

 Irrigation Field Crops $7,500 - $10,000 Slow $150 - $250 Steady 

IMPERIAL VALLEY

  Good Adaptability (Produce) $6,750 - $8,500 Active $250 - $350/Ac Steady 

 Average Adaptability (Alfalfa) $4,800 - $6,750 Active $150 - $200/Ac Downward/Steady 

 Limited Adaptability $3,000 - $4,800 Slow $100 - $135/Ac Downward/Steady 

 Organic Farms Untested Untested Untested Untested 
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R E G I O N

Nevada

N

The statistical information obtained from the State of Nevada has not been updated because the State 
had not released the 2010 figures as of press time.

 86| There are numerous valleys rich in ag-
ricultural resources across the state of 
Nevada. Most of these valleys go unseen 
from the interstate highways. Nevada 
agriculture is directed primarily toward 
range livestock production. Cattle 
and calves are the leading agricultural 
industry. Cow-calf operations predomi-
nate with a few stocker operators and 
feedlots. Nevada’s high desert climate 
is also very well suited to the produc-
tion of high quality alfalfa hay, which 
accounts for over half of the total value 
of crops produced in the state. Much 
of the alfalfa is marketed to dairies in 
California and a significant quantity is 
exported overseas. Additional crops 
produced in Nevada include potatoes, 
barley, winter and spring wheat, corn, 
oats, onions, garlic and honey. Smaller 
acreages of alfalfa seed, mint, turf 
grass, fruits and vegetables are grown 
throughout the state.

The Nevada Division of Water Resources 
is responsible for administering and 
enforcing Nevada water law, which 
includes the adjudication and appropri-
ation of groundwater and surface water 
in the state. The appointed administra-
tive head of this division is the State 
Engineer, whose office was created by 
the Nevada Legislature in 1903. The 
purpose of the 1903 legislation was to 
account for all of the existing water use 
according to priority. The 1903 act was 
amended in 1905 to set out a method 
for appropriation of water not already 
being put to a beneficial use. 

It was not until the passage of the 
Nevada General Water Law Act of 1913 
that the Nevada Division of Water 
Resources was granted jurisdiction over 
all wells tapping artesian water or water 
in definable underground aquifers. The 
1939 Nevada Underground Water Act 
granted the Nevada Division of Water 
Resources total jurisdiction over all 
groundwater in the state.

The 1913 and 1939 acts have been 
amended a number of times, and 
Nevada’s water law is considered one 
of the most comprehensive water laws 
in the West. The above-mentioned 
acts provide that all water within the 
boundaries of the state, whether above 
or beneath the surface of the ground, 
belongs to the public.
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NEVADA AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES BY COUNTY

 1 CARSON CITY alfalfa, livestock  

 2 CHURCHILL forage, grains, vegetables, melons, alfalfa, dairy, livestock,
   bedding plants  

 3 CLARK forage, grains, alfalfa, dairy, livestock, melons 

 4 DOUGLAS forage, pasture, grains, dairy, livestock, garlic, onions, grapes 

 5 ELKO forage, grains, pasture, livestock 

 6 ESMERALDA alfalfa, grains, carrots, livestock 

 7 EUREKA forage, grains, alfalfa, timothy hay, livestock 

 8 HUMBOLDT potatoes, forage, grains, mint, alfalfa seed, garlic, turf,
   bean seed, honey, peas, onions, livestock 

 9 LANDER forage, grains, alfalfa seed, livestock 

 10 LINCOLN forage, grains, potatoes, apples, turf, livestock 

 11 LYON onions, garlic, corn, alfalfa, dairy, turf, potatoes, 
   vegetables, livestock  

 12 MINERAL forage, grains, livestock   

 13 NYE forage, grains, melons, row crops, pecans, pistachios,  
   turf, livestock   

 14 PERSHING alfalfa seed, forage, grains, honey, livestock 

 15 STOREY potatoes, onions, vegetables, livestock 

 16 WASHOE forage, grains, onions, garlic, potatoes, dairy, livestock, turf 

 17 WHITE PINE forage, grains, livestock  

 FARMS LIVESTOCK INVENTORY

  Number of Farms 3,100 Cattle &  Calves — All 450,000 

  Land in Farms (acres) 5,900,000 Hogs & Pigs — All 3,500 

  Average Farm Size (acres) 1,903 Sheep 67,000 

 CASH RECEIPTS FROM FARM MARKETINGS: BY COMMODITY, NEVADA
 2006 2007 2008
 ITEM MILL $ % MILL $ % MILL $ % 

 Cattle & Calves 200,442 40.2 199,855 36.9 185,168 32.4 

 Dairy Products 67,250 13.5 99,554 18.4 93,457 16.3 

 Sheep and Lambs 2,889 0.6 3,435 0.6 3,642 0.6 

 All Other Livestock and Products 18,051 3.6 19,162 3.5 16,952 3.0 

 Total Livestock & Products 288,632  58.0 322,006 59.4 299,219 52.3 

 Wheat 3,781  0.8 7,052 1.3 8,760 1.5 

 All Hay 110,003 22.1 131,563 24.3 182,874 32.0 

 Vegetables 61,369 12.3 40,798 7.5 34,359 6.0 

 Potatoes 12,802 2.6 15,480 2.9 16,389 2.9 

 All Other Crops 21,436  4.3 24,879 4.6 30,509 5.3 

 Total Crops  209,391  42.0 219,772 40.6 272,891 47.7 

 Total All Commodities  498,023  100.0 541,778 100.0 572,110 100.0 

Average Price per C
W

T ($)
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NEVADA

This data was obtained from the  2008-2009 Nevada 
Agricultural Statistics Service.

Alfalfa hay is produced throughout the 
state. A considerable portion of Nevada 
alfalfa hay stays on the farm or ranch where 
it is produced, or is sold to Nevada ranches, 
primarily as winter feed for cattle or for 
ranch horses and other livestock. The rest 
goes to Nevada dairies and feedlots, horses 
in such places as Reno and Las Vegas, 
California dairies, feedlots and horse enter-
prises including race horse (Thoroughbred) 
operations, and to some other states.

The tables below show the total 
alfalfa acres harvested, yield, and 
average price for the entire state of 
Nevada, and the harvested acreage and 
yield by county.

Potato production is centered primarily 
in the Winnemucca area. A large potato 
processing plant located in Winnemucca 
supplies fresh and processed potatoes to 
major West Coast markets and retailers, 
including Costco.

Most of the onion acreage is located 
within Lyon and Washoe Counties, 

with the majority of the onion pro-
duction acreage in the Mason 
Valley, near Yerington, Nevada. 
There are three growers in the 
Yerington area, each with their 
own packing and or processing 
facility, that control approxi-
mately two-thirds of the onions 
grown in Nevada. Onions are 
typically farmed in a rotation 

with alfalfa.   

 2006 2007 2008 

 Cattle 90.20 87.10 85.00 

  Calves 121.00 121.11 114.00 

SEASON AVERAGE PRICES, CATTLE & CALVES

 2008 2009 

  All Cattles and Calves 450,000 450,000 

 All Cows that have Calved 265,000 265,000 

 Beef Cows 238,000 238,000 

 Milk Cows 27,000 27,000 

 Heifers 500 lbs+ 72,000 72,000 

 Beef Replacement 34,000 35,000 

 Milk Replacement 10,000 10,000 

 Other Heifers 28,000 29,000 

 Steers 500 lbs+ 37,000 36,000 

 Bulls 500 lbs+ 13,000 13,000 

 Calves under 500 lbs 63,000 62,000 

CATTLE AND CALVES: INVENTORY

 88|

ALFALFA: ACREAGE, YIELD and PRICE

 1999 255,000 4.10 $84.00 

 2000 265,000 4.60 $92.50 

 2001 265,000 4.50 $113.00 

 2002 275,000 4.30 $101.00 

 2003 265,000 4.40 $91.50 

 2004 250,000 4.70 $101.00 

 2005 260,000 4.80 $120.00 

 2006 270,000 4.70 $115.00 

 2007 265,000 4.50 $148.00 

 2008 270,000 4.80 $191.00 

  ACRES YIELD AVG PRICE 
 YEAR HARVESTED PER ACRE PER TON 

ALFALFA: ACRES & 
PRODUCTION BY COUNTY

 Churchill 24,000 4.80 

 Douglas 10,000 5.30 

 Humboldt 51,000 4.80 

 Lyon 39,000 4.50 

 Pershing 33,000 5.30 

 Washoe 4,000 4.50 

 Elko 13,000 3.10 

 Eureka 20,000 4.30 

 Lander 28,000 5.10 

 White Pine 12,000 3.60 

 Esmeralda 12,000 5.70 

 Lincoln 12,000 5.20 

 Nye 8,000 5.60 

	 COUNTY	 ACRES	 TONS/ACRE	



2011 TRENDS in Agricultural Land & Lease Valueswww.calasfmra.com

|89

 2000 $11.00 

 2001 $13.00 

 2002 $10.70 

 2003 $11.20 

 2004 $14.90 

 2005 $14.50 

 2006 $12.50 

 2007 $18.20 

 2008 $16.90 

	 YEAR	 $	PER	CWT	

Most dairies are allowed in the various 
counties, but do require a water 
pollution discharge permit from the 
Nevada Division of Environmental 
Protection. There are approximately 29 
dairy farms in Nevada raising a total of 
27,000 cows. The dairies range in size 
from 150 to 5,000 animals, and the 
majority are located in the northwest 
portion of the state, near Fallon and 
Yerington. The largest dairies are located 
in southern Nevada. 

Nevada dairy cows produce nearly 
500 million pounds, or approximately 
58 million gallons of milk per year.  
The dairy herds consist primarily of 
Holsteins, however, there are several 
dairies raising Jerseys as well. The 
number of milk cows in the State of 
Nevada remained relatively stable 
at 25,000 head from 2000 to 2005; 
however in 2006, the total herd size 
increased to 27,000 head and has 
remained at that level through 2009.

Nevada milk goes to Nevada milk pro-
cessing plants to be used for drinking 
milk or for ice cream and other dairy 
products. Nevada is home to four 
fluid milk processing plants, including 
two facilities in Las Vegas, as well as 
Model Dairy in Reno and Western 
Dairy Innovations in Yerington. Other 
Nevada milk is also processed in 
California for drinking milk, cheese, 
ice cream, yogurt and similar products. 

R
egion

N

MILK PRICES

REGION SUMMARY

Lahontan Valley (Fallon) is located in 
the northwest portion of the state, and 
is comprised of irrigated farms, with 
some dairies. Irrigation water is supplied 
by the Truckee Carson Irrigation District 
and ground water wells. The District 
delivers water to about 2,500 water 
users and delivers 215,000 acre feet of 
water primarily for agricultural use. 

Lovelock is located in the Big 
Meadows farming and ranching region 
of Nevada, northeast of Reno. Alfalfa is 
the area’s chief crop. Irrigation water is 
supplied by the Pershing County Water 
Conservation District.

Mason, Smith and Carson Valleys are 
some of the leading agricultural areas in 
Northern Nevada, sporting a variety of 
crops, such as alfalfa and garlic, with 
onion crops unique to Mason Valley. 
Livestock production includes beef, 
sheep, and dairy operations. Irrigation 
water is supplied by the Walker River 
Irrigation District, ground water wells 
and other surface water rights. Rural 
residential influences are also prevalent 
in these areas.

Orovada, the Kings River Valley, 
Silver State Valley, Paradise 
Valleyand and the Winnemucca Area 
are located in the north central part of 
the state and are generally devoted to 
alfalfa, alfalfa seed, mint, potatoes, and 
livestock operations. Irrigation water is 
generally supplied by deep wells, along 
with rights to various creeks.

Elko, Diamond Valley, Reese River 
Valley, and Antelope Valley include 
those farming areas within the eastern 
and northeastern portions of the state.  
The typical farm units include alfalfa 
under pivot irrigation, irrigated meadow, 
and livestock ranches. Irrigation water 
is generally supplied by deep wells and 
along with rights in various creeks.

For the past several years, farm 
properties have sold, indicating in-
creasing market values, consistent with 
other regions of the nation. Nevada’s 
residential housing market, as with most 
other areas of the nation, has been 
experiencing a substantial decline in 
value as a result of the overall economy.  
Commercial and industrial properties 
have also been experiencing a similar 
trend. The prices for some agricultural 
commodities, primarily irrigated field 
crops, had been at record highs, but the 
cost of production had also been in-
creasing, primarily due to the increased 
fuel and feed costs.  The price for these 
commodities has declined substan-
tially since the highs in 2008. Although 
the general agricultural market appears 
to be holding stable, the current state 
of the U.S. economy will most likely 
have an effect if there is no improve-
ment in the near future, resulting in 
declining values.  

The table on the next page reflects a 
range in value for the selected areas. 
These ranges do not necessarily 
represent the highs and lows for each 
area but provide more of an average.



LAND	USE	 VALUES	PER	ACRE	 ACTIVITY	/	TREND	 RENT	RANGE	 ACTIVITY	/	TREND

NORTHERN NEVADA IRRIGATED CROPLAND VALUE PER ACRE

 Lahontan Valley (Fallon) $4,000 - $10,000 Stable/Softening $100 - $150/acre Stable 
 Lovelock $1,500 - $2,300 Stable $75 - $120/acre
      or 33% Crop Share Stable 

 Mason Valley $5,000 - $12,000 Stable $100 - $125/acre Stable  

  Smith Valley $6,000 - $10,000 Stable $100 - $125/acre Stable 

 Carson Valley $10,000 - $20,000 Stable $20 - $25/AUM Stable 

 Orovada $1,200 - $2,500 Stable $75 - $120/acre Stable 

 Kings River/Silver State Valley $1,200 - $2,500 Stable $75 - $120/acre Stable 

 Winnemucca Area $1,700 - $2,500 Stable $75 - $120/acre Stable 

 Elko/Diamond $1,700 - $2,500 Stable $75 - $120/acre Stable 

 Valley/Reese River $1,200 - $1,800 Stable $75 - $120/acre Stable 

 Valley/Antelope Valley $1,200 - $1,800 Stable $75 - $120/acre Stable 

NORTHERN NEVADA CATTLE RANCH OPERATIONS Value per AU

 Inside Operation $5,000 - $10,000 Stable $75 - $100/AU Stable 

 Range Operation $2,000 - $5,000 Stable $60 - $90/AU Stable 

 Desert Operation $2,000 - $3,000 Stable $60 - $90/AU Stable 

 Grazing Permits $80 - $150 Stable $12 - $18/AU Few Rented 

 Dry Grazing (Range) $75 - $300 Stable N/A Few Rented 

 Meadow Grazing (Pasture) $500 - $1,500 Stable N/A Few Rented 

VALUES: LAND and LEASE

NEVADA

The ASFMRA Designation Difference
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stand out from the crowd!
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Find the land expert you need today at www.asfmra.org
American Society of Farm Managers and Rural Appraisers 
Contact ASFMRA at 303-758-3513 or email us at info@asfmra.org
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with supply and demand imbalances of 
specific crops. Unfortunately, given the 
lack of investment vehicles for smaller 
investors, this may be difficult to 
achieve for that type of investor. Larger 
separate accounts or REITs for institu-
tional investors will have more options 
or opportunities for diversification. 
Another mitigant can be the form of 
operation of the farm. Of further note, 
certain states, primarily in the Midwest 
or upper Midwest, have restrictions on 
investor ownership of farmland which 
may make diversification more difficult 
or complicated. 

As mentioned above, straight cash 
lease arrangements insulate the 
investor from yield or commodity price 
risks, but can limit returns. An investor 
with a greater appetite for risk could, by 
design, structure leases with crop-share 
options or operate the farms directly 
under some form of a custom farming 
arrangement. Use of crop insurance, 
futures markets and other risk man-
agement strategies are also available 
to investors, depending on the form of 
operation. 

Finally, it is important to note that 
U.S. farmers are, today, in relatively 
better financial shape. Leverage, as 
measured both by total debt levels, 
in real terms, and by debt to equity 
ratios, has decreased from the peaks 
of the early 1980s and has likely been 
lowered further by positive 2010 farm 
incomes. Most estimates of liquidity or 
cash reserves for farm operators show 
improvement over levels from the 
1980s, thus adding to their ability to 

withstand adversity and, consequent-
ly, meet their obligations to landlords 
including investors. 

SUMMARY
Today, the level of interest in investing 
in farmland remains at historically high 
levels, both in the U.S. and abroad. The 
factors behind this increased interest 
have been described and explored 
in this article, but center around two 
primary factors. These include the 
generally bullish outlook for commodity 
prices and perceived long-term need for 
additional food and fiber supplies and 
the attractiveness of the current and 
expected rates of return associated with 
farmland. In order to determine whether 
the interest in investing in farmland is a 
fad or a long-term reality, we should ask 
ourselves, which of these two factors are 
most likely to turn negative in the near-
term? The recent historical data and 
demographic trends documenting the 
need for ever greater supplies of food 
and fiber are compelling and appear 
less likely to change to the negative in 
the near-term. Conversely, the relative 
attractiveness of farmland returns is in 
part based on a comparison to returns 
from alternative investments. 

Memories of the economic distress 
experienced in 2008-09 and the asset 
classes that suffered most in that period 
are still fresh. Present concerns over 
current fiscal and monetary policies 
and resulting inflationary pressures are 
foremost in the minds of most investors. 
Most economists believe these factors 
will eventually lead to higher inflation 
and interest rates. While farmland has 
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been and is currently viewed as a good 
hedge against inflation, higher interest 
rates will also make alternative invest-
ments more attractive, particularly 
those that may be viewed as being less 
risky and more liquid. Most agricultural 
economists believe the effect of higher 
interest rates on farmland values would 
be negative. Consequently, it seems rea-
sonable to assume that higher interest 
rates would be the most likely reason for 
a pull-back in values and/or lessening of 
interest in farmland as an asset class. To 
what degree this would be offset by the 
perceived benefit of owning farmland 
as a hedge against inflation is not clear. 
Furthermore, the relative attractiveness 
of U.S. farmland in such a scenario will 
be dependent upon its competitiveness 
with other areas of the world including 
its perceived stability and/or lower risk 
profile. A focus by investors on those 
farm properties that fall into the higher 
quality category will, as it always has 
done in the past, serve to minimize or 
lower their overall level of risk. 

It is conceivable that these two factors, 
the worldwide growing need for food 
and higher inflation and interest rates, 
may actually serve to off-set or work 
against each other as they pertain to 
the impact on farmland values and 
investor interest. Observers of investor 
behavior in general are right to be 
skeptical of their relative attention 
spans and to question their long-term 
interest or commitment to farmland 
as an asset class, which by its very 
nature is best suited to patient capital. 
That not withstanding, the fundamen-
tal outlook remains bullish and some 
very large bets are being made that 
investments in farmland in the U.S. 
and across the globe will be rewarded 
over time. As always, only time will 
tell but maybe, just maybe, the four 
most dangerous words in the English 
language, “this time it’s different,” will 
actually prove true. 



% Share: Rent contracted to be paid on the basis of business 
volume done on the premises, usually with a guaranteed 
minimum.

1031 Exchange: IRS tax free exchange or trade of  property 
(sometimes referred to as a Starker Exchange).

Adaptability: The suitability of the land for use with higher 
valued crops.

Agri-Tourism: An agricultural enterprise that integrates 
production, processing or marketing as an attraction to the 
general public.

Ancillary Markets: A market other than what is commonly 
perceived as being the primary or historical use for the 
property.

AVA: American Viticultural Area. A geographical area des-
ignated by the United States Alcohol and Tobacco Tax and 
Trade Bureau (TTB) as having homogenous growing condi-
tions for wine grapes, such as climate, soils, and topogra-
phy. The name of the AVA may be used on a wine bottle, 
however if used, 85% of the wine must originate from the 
named region.

AXR-1 Vines: Refers to vineyard planted on AXR-1 rootstock, 
which is not resistant Biotype B-Phylloxera.

Biotype B Phylloxera: A small, root-feeding insect.  This 
specific biotype will feed on the AXR-1 rootstock and ulti-
mately kill the vine.

Boutique Acreage: Small acreage parcels where the grapes 
typically are used by the owner to make wine for his or hers 
private labels marketed through small Boutique wineries.

Cash Rental Rates: Cash money exchanged for the rental 
for real property.

CCID: Central California Irrigation District (Exchange 
Contractor District.

Custom Crush: A service arrangement whereby a winery 
processes grapes into wine for a fee.

Custom Farmed: Farmed or operated by a professional 
farmer or organization other than the owner.

CWD: Chowchilla Water District (Merced and Madera 
Counties).

Cwt: Hundred weight.

Data Quick: A company that provides real estate information 
services.

Delta Land: Land located in the Sacramento Delta region.

Double Crops: A second crop that can be planted in the 
same season, and on the same land, after the first crop has 
been harvested.

DOV–Dried on the Vine: A manner in which raisin grapes 
are harvested which allows for their drying while they remain 
on the vine instead of being separated from the vine and 
laid on trays on the ground. Typically require upgraded trellis 
systems.

ENID: El Nido Irrigation District (Merced County).

Early Fruit: Fruit that is harvested during the very earliest 
part of the overall growing season. This fruit typically receives 
higher prices because it is the first to reach the consumer.

Entitlements: In the context of ownership, use, and/or de-
velopment of real property, the right to receive governmental 
approvals for annexation, zoning, utility extensions, construc-
tion permits, and occupancy/use permits. The approval period 
is usually finite and may require the owner and/or developer 
to pay impact and/or user fees in addition to other costs to 
secure the entitlement. Entitilements (sic) may be transfer-
able, subject to covenants or government protocols, may 
constitute vested rights, and may represent an enhancement 
to a property’s value.”

Exchange Contractors: The Central California Irrigation 
District, Firebaugh Canal Water District, Columbia Canal 

Company, and San Luis Canal Company. These entities 
exchanged their riparian rights on the San Joaquin River for 
a water right entitlement from the Delta-Mendota Canal.

Exchange Money: See §1031 exchange.

Forage Crops: Historically the term forage has meant only 
plants eaten by the animals directly as pasture or immature 
cereal crops, but it is also used to describe chopped hay or 
silage.

Free Tonnage: Raisin tonnage received by a handler, for 
which the only Federal marketing order regulation is a 
minimum quality or size standard.

Grape Contracts: A written agreement between the buyer of 
grapes (typically a winery) and the grape grower specifying 
the terms and conditions of the agreement. The contracts 
typically include the price per ton, time period, acceptible brix 
(sugar), variety, acreage, and minimum quality standards.

IID: Imperial Irrigation District. IID delivers water to over 
450,000 acres of highly productive farmland in southern-
most Southern California.

Late Fruit: Fruit that is harvested during the latest 
part of the overall growing season. This fruit usually 
receives higher prices because it is the last fruit to reach 
the consumer.

Marketable: Appeal to market for sale.

Market Consolidation: Process of concentrat-
ing the market in a smaller number of typically 
larger participants.

MID-Madera: Madera Irrigation District (Madera County).

MID-Merced: Merced Irrigation District (Merced County).

Milk Cows: Lactating cows that are being milked on a daily 
basis.

MWD: Metropolitan Water District is a consortium of 26 cities 
and water districts that provides drinking water to nearly 18 
million people in parts of Los Angeles, Orange, San Diego, 
Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura Counties.

Nonbearing: Vines (or trees) which are not old enough to 
bear a crop.

Nonpareil: The premier almond variety in California.

OID: Oakdale Irrigation District.

Open Land: Unimproved or undeveloped land with adapt-
ability to crops.

Owner-Operated: Operated by the owner of the real 
property.

Palo Verde Irrigation District (PVID): A privately developed 
district located in Riverside and Imperial Counties, California 
near and around Blythe, California. Water for irrigation 
is diverted from the Colorado River at the Palo Verde 
Diversion Dam.

Perfected Water Rights: Generally, water rights that are es-
tablished, documented, and approved by the California State 
Water Resources Control Board.

Per Unit Values: Values or prices on a per acre basis.

Plottage: land purchased to add to adjoining/neighboring 
acreage

Rangeland: An extensive stretch of grazing land or land that 
produces forage plants.

Recreational Land: Can generally be described as the 
current use for lands that historically were used for grazing 
or farming, but are now being purchased and used for leisure 
uses such as hunting, trapping, fishing, wildlife preservation 
or nature study. 

Rent Range: To set indicated rental values in a row, or 
in rows.

Reserve Tonnage: The raisin tonnage set aside as 
authorized by a Federal marketing order.

Resistant Rootstock: Grape rootstock varieties, 
which have tolerance or resistance to the root feeding 
insect phylloxera.

Rootstock: A root and its associated growth buds, used as a 
stock in plant propagation.

Roughage Requirements: Amount of non-digestible matter 
(fiber) needed in livestock feed mix

Share Rental Arrangements: Typically landlord’s 
percentage of gross crop proceeds in exchange for property 
rental.

SLCC: San Luis Canal Company (Exchange Contractor 
District).

Soften: To lose value or decrease in demand.

Spot Market: The buying and selling of agricultural com-
modities generally on a one-year or one-time basis. Spot 
market sales are done through brokers or directly between 
producer and processor, and are contrasted by sales of com-
modities done via pre-arranged contract or through mem-
bership in a cooperative.

Stabilized: Become stable.

Stable: Firmly established.

Stocker Cattle: Weaned calves that are held over for another 
grazing season or year for the eventual sale to feedlots.

Super High Density olive planting: a system of planting 
olives specifically for the production of olive oil, whereby 
trees are densely spaced in hedgerow configuration and 
suitable for mechanical harvest with an over-the-row type 
machine.

Surface Water: A typically renewable water supply 
that flows in channels along the surface of the earth. 
In this context said water is typically irrigation water that is 
provided by rivers, irrigation companies or water districts. 

TID: Turlock Irrigation District (Stanislaus and 
Merced Counties).

Topography: Elevation(s) or contour of land.

Total Digestible Nutrients (TDN): term that comes from 
the old system of measuring available energy of feeds and 
energy requirements for animals found in crops. 

Transitional Property: Generally used to describe a rural 
property where the highest and best use is potential urban 
development making existing agricultural activities an 
interim use.

Trophy Properties: Properties that are typically 
purchased as much for the status of owning them 
as for their capacities to produce a profit or support a certain 
lifestyle. 

USBR: United States Bureau of Reclamation 
supervised water entity water rights, or water rights, or water 
rights associated with USBR/CVP water districts.

Vinyardist: Grower of grapes on a wide range of parcel sizes 
under a wide range of climate conditions.

Wastewater: Water produced as a byproduct of an agricul-
tural or industrial activity such as milk production or fruit and 
vegetable processing.

Water Allocation: Term generally used to describe the 
amount of surface water provided to a property by the district 
provider.

Water Banking: The act of storing water, either physically 
or legally, for use at another time. Physical water banking 
can be done in public or private reservoirs or in underground 
contained aquifers.

Westlands Land Retirement: Permanent removal of 
up to 200,000 acres of farmland from irrigated ag-
riculture. All of the land that would be eligible for 
retirement remains productive but is impacted by drainage 
problems.
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Letter of Transmittal  

October 25, 2012 
 
 
Members of the Board 
Central Coast Water Authority 
 
The Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR) of the Central Coast Water Authority 
for the fiscal year (FY) ended June 30, 2012 is submitted as prepared by the Authority’s 
Finance Department.  The report is published to provide to our customers, the Authority 
Board, and the investment community detailed information about the financial condition and 
operating results of the Authority as measured by the financial activity of the Authority.   
 
Responsibility for both the accuracy of the financial report and the completeness and fairness 
of the presentation rests with the Authority.  To the best of our knowledge, the information 
presented is accurate in all material aspects and includes all disclosures necessary to enable 
the reader to gain an understanding of the Authority’s financial activities. 
 
Our discussion and analysis of the Central Coast Water Authority’s financial performance 
provides an overview of the Authority’s financial activities for the fiscal year ended June 30, 
2012.  Please read it in conjunction with the Authority’s financial statements, which begin on 
page 9. 
 
Government Accounting Standards Board (GASB) Statement No. 34, Basic Financial 
Statements – for State and Local Governments (GASB 34) requires that management provide 
a narrative introduction, overview and analysis to accompany the basic financial statements in 
the form of a Management’s Discussion and Analysis (MD&A) and the financial statements 
should be read in conjunction with it.  The MD&A can be found immediately following the 
Independent Auditors’ Report. 
 
SIGNIFICANT ACCOMPLISHMENTS 
 

Water Deliveries 
 
Total deliveries during FY 2011/12 by CCWA to the Santa Barbara and San Luis Obispo 
County project participants were 23,591 acre-feet compared to the actual FY 2010/11 
deliveries of 26,588 acre-feet.  The graph on the following page shows water deliveries for 
the last ten fiscal years. 
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Maximization of Water Deliveries through Alternative Water Sources 
 
CCWA continues to explore and utilize all available water sources to increase the available water 
deliveries to the project participants beyond just the regular allocation of Table A water from DWR.  
These alternative sources include purchases from San Luis Obispo County, DWR’s turnback pools, State 
Water Contractor dry year programs and carryover storage and subsequent use in San Luis reservoir.  
The following graph shows the various sources of water available for delivery to our project participants 
for the past six calendar years including the actual deliveries taken by the CCWA project participants. 
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As a result of utilizing these other “types” of water to increase the overall available deliveries from the 
State Water Project, CCWA has been able to exceed the DWR delivery allocation percentages in each of 
the last seven years as shown in the following graph. 
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CCWA Budget History 
 
The following graph shows the CCWA gross budget (total budget excluding CCWA credits and 
prepayments) broken down between CCWA costs and DWR costs from FY 2002/03 to FY 2012/13.  
 

 
 
Awards and Competitions 
 
Over the past year, CCWA received the GFOA “Distinguished Budget Presentation” award for the FY 
2011/12 Budget and the GFOA “Excellence in Financial Reporting” award for the FY 2010/11 
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report.   
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Additionally, CCWA continued its Employee Recognition Program with great success.  Last fiscal year, 
numerous awards were given to CCWA staff for exceptional performance and innovative thinking. 
 
AN OVERVIEW OF THIS FISCAL YEAR 
 
Water Delivery Projections 
 
For calendar years 2012 and 2013, Santa Barbara and San Luis Obispo County project participants have 
requested State water deliveries of 30,444 and 35,508 acre-feet, respectively.   
 
Department of Water Resources Activities and Related Costs 
 
During FY 2011/12, CCWA staff will continue to work through the State Water Contractor (SWC) 
board and committees that interact with the Department of Water Resources (DWR) which impact 
CCWA and the California water agencies as a whole.  There are many significant issues on which DWR 
and the SWC are working which have water supply, operational, and fiscal impacts on CCWA.  Some of 
these activities could potentially have a significant fiscal impact to CCWA in the current and future 
years.  Therefore, staff will place a high priority on working through the various available venues to 
minimize the fiscal impacts to CCWA and ensure that we continue to meet our goal of providing 
reliable, high quality supplemental water. 
 
DWR Costs and Financial Issues 
 
In FY 2012/13, CCWA staff will continue to fully audit the Statement of Charges from DWR to ensure 
the costs allocated to CCWA are correct and appropriate based on the State Water Project Contract.  The 
following is a list of the most significant errors remaining to be corrected in the Statement of Charges for 
calendar years 2012 and 2013: 

 
 CCWA has challenged, and DWR agrees, that DWR’s allocation of revenue bond debt service 

payments to CCWA for the Coastal Branch Extension is incorrect.  Total construction and 
finance related costs were around $35 million for the project, but DWR had allocated 
approximately $46 million in revenue bond principal payments to CCWA.  DWR has agreed to 
perform a full reconciliation of all costs associated with the construction of the Coastal Branch 
facilities, which totaled approximately $480 million.  DWR is indicating this could take up a 
year to complete because of the complexities involved in examining accounting records prior to 
conversion to its new accounting system.  CCWA staff will work with DWR during the next 
year to ensure this reconciliation project moves forward. 

 
 One of the most significant DWR billing issues in FY 2012/13 will be to continue to examine 

the Transportation Minimum OMP&R cost component to ensure the costs allocated to CCWA 
by DWR are appropriate.  This cost component continues to have significant volatility from 
year-to-year, which in turn creates large swings in the CCWA budgets.  As such, significant 
resources will be devoted to researching these costs to ensure the amounts charged are 
appropriate and accurate. 
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DWR Energy Issues 
 
CCWA staff will continue to guide DWR through the SWC Energy Committee and the Executive Risk 
Oversight Committee to control and better estimate power costs by: 
 
 Updating the electrical strategic resource plan that guides both short-term and long-term energy 

purchases and acquisitions 
 

 Completing the Lodi Energy Center and ensure DWR’s participation in effectively utilizing this 
gas fired power generating facility through the Northern California Power Association. 
 

 Assisting DWR in completing its contract obligations with the Nevada Power Authority and to 
discontinue use of the coal fired Reid Gardner power facility. 
 

 Assisting DWR in cost effectively acquiring renewable energy resources over a planned horizon 
consistent with the strategic resource planning effort. 

 
FY 2012/13 BUDGET SUMMARY 
 
The FY 2012/13 budget calls for total project participant payments of $50.1 million compared to the FY 
2011/12 budget of $55 million, a $4.2 million decrease.  These amounts include $0.6 million in CCWA 
credits for FY 2012/13 and $0.7 million for FY 2011/12.  The following graph shows the breakout of the 
various cost components in the CCWA FY 2012/13 Budget: 
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SANTA BARBARA COUNTY ECONOMIC OUTLOOK (FY 2010-11 data) 
 
Employment 
The County’s average unemployment rate during FY 10-11 increased from 9.1% to 9.2%. 
The June 2011 unemployment rate of 8.9% was still below a state unemployment rate of 11.8% and a 
national unemployment rate of 9.2%. 
 
Income 
Average annual wages had a slight increase to $47,230 in 2010 from $45,310 in 2009. 
 
Retail Sales 
Local retail sales increased 6% to $5.3 billion for the 2010 calendar year, slightly up from $5.0 billion in 
2009. 
 
Real Estate 
The countywide median home prices dropped 2.4% to $325,000. 
 
OTHER INFORMATION 
 
Accounting System 
 
In developing and maintaining the Authority’s accounting system, consideration is given to the adequacy 
of internal accounting controls.  Internal accounting controls are designed to provide reasonable but not 
absolute assurance regarding: 
 

(a) the safeguarding of assets against losses from unauthorized use or 
disposition, and 

 
(b) the reliability of financial records for preparing financial statements and 
 maintaining accountability for assets. 

 
The concept of reasonable assurance recognizes that the cost of a control procedure should not exceed 
the benefits likely to be derived and that the evaluation of costs and benefits requires estimates and 
judgments by management. 
 
All internal control evaluations occur within the above framework.  We believe that the Authority’s 
controls adequately safeguard assets and provide reasonable assurance of proper recording of financial 
transactions. 
 
The Authority requires that its financial statements be audited by a Certified Public Accountant selected 
by the Authority’s Board of Directors.  This requirement has been satisfied, and the auditors’ report is 
included in the financial section of this report. 
 
We are pleased to present this report to the Board for formal adoption. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
William J. Brennan    Ray A. Stokes 
Executive Director     Deputy Director 
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Management’s Discussion and Analysis 
Fiscal Year Ended  

June 30, 2012 

 
 

This section presents management’s analysis of the Authority’s 
financial condition and activities for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2012.  
This information should be read in conjunction with the financial 
statements and the additional information that we have included in our 
letter of transmittal. 
 

 
OVERVIEW OF THE FINANCIAL 

STATEMENTS 

 

The Authority operates as a proprietary fund‐type.  All proprietary fund‐
types are accounted for on a flow of economic resources measurement 
focus.  Under this measurement focus, all assets and liabilities 
associated with the operation of these funds are included on the 
balance sheet.  Proprietary fund‐type operating statements present 
increases (revenues) and decreases (expenses) in net total assets. 

 
All proprietary fund‐types utilize the accrual basis of accounting.  Under 
this method, revenues are recognized when earned, regardless of when 
received, and expenses are recognized at the time the related liabilities 
are incurred, regardless of when paid. 
 

Summary of Organization and 

Business 

 

The Central Coast Water Authority is a public entity duly organized and 
existing under a Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement – Central Coast 
Water Authority, dated as of August 1, 1991, by and among nine public 
agencies in Santa Barbara County, two of which have subsequently 
merged.  The members entered into the Agreement to exercise their 
common power to acquire, construct, operate and maintain works 
and facilities for the development and use of water resources and 
water rights including without limitation, works and facilities to divert, 
store, pump, treat and deliver water for beneficial uses.  In particular, 
the members expressed their desire to create the Authority to finance, 
develop, operate, and maintain the Authority facilities for their mutual 
benefit and to act on behalf of the members with respect to the 
Department of Water Resources (DWR) facilities.  The Authority 
currently has a staff of 27 full time employees and two part‐time 
employees. 
 
The Authority is presently composed of eight members, all of which 
are public agencies:  the Cities of Buellton, Guadalupe, Santa Barbara 
and Santa Maria, Carpinteria Valley Water District, Goleta Water 
District, Montecito Water District and Santa Ynez River Water 
Conservation District, Improvement District No. 1 (in which the City of 
Solvang is located).  (A founding member of the Authority, the 
Summerland Water District, merged into the Montecito Water 
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District.)  In addition, the Authority has an Associate Member, the La 
Cumbre Mutual Water Company.  Each member appoints a 
representative to the Authority’s Board of Directors.  San Luis Obispo 
County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (SLOCFCWCD 
and/or San Luis Obispo Water Purchasers) has expressed an interest in 
joining the Authority.  However, any decision to do so must be 
approved by the unanimous vote of the present members. 
 
The member agencies are represented on the CCWA Board of 
Directors by an individual chosen by each public entity’s Board or City 
Council.  Each vote on the Authority Board of Directors is weighted 
roughly in proportion to the entity’s allocation of State water 
entitlement.   
 
The following table shows the voting percentage for each member of 
the CCWA Board of Directors. 
 
  City of Guadalupe    1.15% 
  City of Santa Maria  43.19% 
  City of Buellton      2.21% 
  Santa Ynez R.W.C.D., Improvement District #1    7.64% 
  Goleta Water District  17.20% 
  City of Santa Barbara  11.47% 
  Montecito Water District    9.50% 
  Carpinteria Valley Water District    7.64% 
    TOTAL  100.00% 
 

 
CCWA Committees 

 
There are currently three Central Coast Water Authority committees.  
They are the Finance, Operating, and Personnel Committees.  
 
The Operating Committee is composed of the general managers, city 
administrators or water supply managers from each of the various 
water districts and cities served by the Authority.  The Operating 
Committee typically meets quarterly to act on matters such as 
construction, operations, and financial issues and recommends 
actions to the Authority Board of Directors. 
 
The Finance and Personnel Committees are composed of CCWA 
Board members appointed by the CCWA Board Chairman and review 
and recommend actions to the Authority Board of Directors with 
regard to finance and personnel related matters. 

 
Santa Barbara County 

Project Participants 

Each Santa Barbara County project participant is a water purveyor or 
user located in Santa Barbara County which obtained contractual 
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rights to receive water from the State Water Project prior to 1991.  
Those rights have been assigned to the Authority pursuant to the 
terms of the Water Supply Agreements. 

 
San Luis Obispo County 

Water Purchasers 

 

Each San Luis Obispo County water purchaser is a water purveyor or 
user located in San Luis Obispo County which obtained contractual 
rights from SLOCFCWCD to receive water from the State Water 
Project. 
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FINANCIAL HIGHLIGHTS 

 
The following table shows a condensed version of the Authority’s balance sheet with corresponding analysis 
regarding significant variances. 

2012‐2011 2011‐2010

June 30, 2012 June 30, 2011 June 30, 2010 Change Change

Current Assets 52,858,147$             55,322,239$           56,034,905$          (2,464,092)$      (712,666)$        

Non‐Current Restricted Assets 11,603,917                11,550,510              11,604,386             53,407                (53,876)            

Capital Assets 104,823,485             106,890,736          109,273,150           (2,067,251)         (2,382,414)       

Other Assets 13,013,513                 14,544,523             16,084,819            (1,531,009)         (1,540,296)       

Total Assets 182,299,062$           188,308,008$        192,997,261$         (6,008,945)$      (4,689,252)$     

Current Liabilities 61,398,153$              63,571,135$            64,029,209$          (2,172,982)$       (458,074)$        

Long‐Term Liabilities 91,795,945               99,070,876            106,195,870           (7,274,931)         (7,124,994)       

Total Liabilities 153,194,098             162,642,011           170,225,079           (9,447,913)         (7,583,068)       

Net assets invested in capital assets

net of related debt 26,816,998              23,455,258             20,682,967            3,361,740           2,772,291          

Restricted ‐ total 11,597,425                11,545,053              11,590,054             52,372                (45,001)            

Unrestricted (9,309,458)               (9,334,314)             (9,500,840)            24,856               166,526            

Total Net Assets 29,104,965               25,665,997            22,772,180             3,438,968          2,893,816         

Total Liabilities and Net Assets 182,299,062$           188,308,008$        192,997,260$        (6,008,945)$      (4,689,252)$     

Condensed Balance Sheet

 
 

 

BALANCE SHEET ANALYSIS  

 

June 30, 2012 Comparison 

to June 30, 2011 

 

 Total assets as of June 30, 2012 are $182.3 million, or $6 million 
less than the June 30, 2011 amount. 

 Capital and other assets are $3.6 million lower than the prior year 
amount due to depreciation of the Authority’s capital assets and 
amortization of the CCWA 2006A revenue bond issuance costs.   

 Long‐term liabilities are $7.3 million lower due to the revenue 
bond principal payment during the year. 

 
June 30, 2011 Comparison 

to June 30, 2010 

 

 Total assets as of June 30, 2011 are $188.3 million, or $4.7 million 
less than the June 30, 2010 amount.   

 Capital and other assets are $3.9 million lower than the prior year 
amount due to depreciation of the Authority’s capital assets and 
amortization of the CCWA 2006A revenue bond issuance costs.   

 Long‐term liabilities are $7.1 million lower due to the revenue 
bond principal payment during the year. 
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The following table shows a condensed version of the Authority’s Statement of Revenues, Expenses and 
Changes in Net Assets with corresponding analysis regarding significant variances. 
 

2012‐2011 2011‐2010

June 30, 2012 June 30, 2011 June 30, 2010 Change Change

Operating Revenues (Expenses)

Operating revenues 17,872,382$              18,018,693$           18,685,951$           (146,311)$           (667,258)$      

Operating expenses,

excluding depreciation expense (6,805,619)               (7,005,104)             (7,561,968)             199,485             556,864         

Depreciation and amortization (3,085,693)               (3,165,593)              (3,197,572)              79,900               31,979            

Operating Income 7,981,070$               7,847,996$            7,926,411$             133,074$            (78,415)          

Non‐operating revenues 166,276$                  251,965$                304,506$               (85,689)$           (52,541)$         

Non‐operating expenses (4,708,380)               (5,206,145)             (5,399,923)             497,764             193,779          

Increase (decrease) in Net Assets 3,438,966$              2,893,816$             2,830,993$            545,149$            62,823$          

Condensed Statement of Revenues, Expenses and Changes in Net Assets

 
 
June 30, 2012 Comparison 

to June 30, 2011 

 

Operating revenues as of June 30, 2012 are about $0.1 million lower 
than the prior year amount.     Essentially unchanged from the prior 
year. 
 
It is the Authority’s policy to return O&M assessment surpluses to 
the project participants in the form of credits against future 
assessments.  For FY 2011/12 and FY 2010/11, this credit totaled $1.0 
million for each year. 
 
Operating expenses, excluding depreciation and amortization 
expense are about $0.2  million lower than the prior year amount due 
to: 
 

1. Decrease in supplies and equipment expenses of $0.1 million 
for lower chemical costs associated with a slight decrease in 
actual water deliveries to project participants when 
compared to the prior year deliveries. 

2. Decrease in utility expenses of $0.1 million attributed to a 
decrease in electrical costs for pumping water.  

 
Non‐operating revenues are slightly lower by about $0.08 million due 
to a decrease in investment income. 
 
Non‐operating expenses are $0.5 million lower due to a decrease in 
revenue bond interest expense,  and a decrease in interest income 
paid to the CCWA project participants. 

 
June 30, 2011 Comparison 

to June 30, 2010 
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Operating expenses, excluding 
depreciation and amortization 
expense are about $0.6 million lower 
than the prior year amount due to: 
 

1. Personnel expenses are higher 
than the prior year amount by 
about $0.09 million due 
primarily to salary increases. 

2. Decrease in unexpended 
operating reimbursements of 
$0.8 million due to a decrease 
in the budget surplus for FY 
2010/11 which is payable back 
to the Authority’s project 
participants. 

3. Decrease in professional services of about $0.06 million for 
decreased legal fees and other miscellaneous professional 
services during the year. 

4. Increase in supplies and equipment expenses of $0.2 million 
for higher chemical costs associated with a slight increase in 
actual water deliveries to project participants when 
compared to the prior year deliveries. 

5. Increase in utility expenses of $0.08 million attributed to an 
increase in electrical costs for pumping water.  

 
Non‐operating revenues are slightly lower by about $0.05 million 
lower due to a decrease in investment income. 
 
Non‐operating expenses are $0.2 million lower due to a decrease in 
revenue bond interest expense .

 
 
Capital Assets 

 
The following table provides a summary of the Authority’s capital assets and changes from the prior year. 
 

2012‐2011 2011‐2010

June 30, 2012 June 30, 2011 June 30, 2010 Change Change

Land 3,178,700$                3,178,700$              3,178,700$              ‐$                    ‐$                   

Furniture, fixtures and equipment 434,178                     420,622                   420,622                   13,557                 0                        

Equipment 28,476,041                28,456,894             28,494,578             19,147                 (37,684)             

Buildings and structures 48,696,149               48,696,149             48,709,729             ‐                      (13,580)             

Underground pipeline 58,950,134                58,950,134              58,950,134              ‐                      0                        

Construction in progress 412,594                     166,297                   227,197                    246,297              (60,900)            

Total property, plant and

equipment 140,147,795              139,868,796           139,980,961           279,003              (112,165)            

Accumulated depreciation (35,324,310)               (32,978,060)           (30,707,810)            (2,346,250)         (2,270,250)        

Net property, plant and equipment 104,823,485$            106,890,735$         109,273,151$           (2,067,247)$       (2,382,415)$      

 
Please refer to the Notes to the Financial Statements for additional information regarding the Authority’s 
capital assets. 
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Debt Administration 

 
On September 28, 2006, the Authority issued Series 2006A refunding 
revenue bonds in the amount of $123,190,000, which refunded the 
outstanding $142,985,000 Series 1996A revenue bonds.  The 2006A 
revenue bonds were issued at a true interest cost of 4.24% and were 
issued to reduce the Authority’s total debt service payments over the 
next 15 years by $4.4 million, and to obtain an economic gain 
(difference between the present values of the old and new debt 
service payments) of $3.4 million.  At June 30, 2012, the Authority had 
$97,980,000 of outstanding 2006A revenue bonds. 
 
The Authority’s 2006 revenue bond indenture and the Water Supply 
Agreements require that certain CCWA project participants and 
contractors maintain a ratio of net revenues to contract payments of 
at least 1.25. Additionally, the Authority has complied with the 
Securities and Exchange Commission Rule 15c12 which requires all 
local governments that bring municipal debt to market after July 3, 
1995 to provide specified financial and operating information on an 
annual basis which mirrors the information provided in the 2006 
revenue bond official statement. 
 
Please refer to Note number 4 in the Notes to the Financial 
Statements for additional information regarding the Authority’s long‐
term debt. 
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Balance Sheets 
 

ASSETS

June 30, 2012 June 30, 2011

Current Assets

Cash and investments $ 20,300,311          $ 19,962,710        

Interest receivable 3,935                   6,326                 

Other assets 305,870              282,582             

Total Unrestricted Current Assets 20,610,116          20,251,618         

Restricted Current Assets

Cash and investments held for payment to DWR 32,248,031          35,070,621        

Total Current Assets 52,858,147          55,322,239         

Non‐Current Assets

Restricted Assets

Cash and investments for debt service payments 11,597,425          11,545,053         

Interest receivable 6,492                  5,457                  

Total Restricted Non‐Current Assets 11,603,917          11,550,510         

Capital Assets

Capital assets (Net of accumulated depreciation

of $35,324,311 for 2012 and 

$32,978,061 for 2011) 101,644,785       103,712,036       

Land 3,178,700            3,178,700          

Total Capital Assets 104,823,485       106,890,736     

Unamortized bond issuance costs, net  3,592,071            4,297,294          

Long‐term accounts receivable  9,421,442           10,247,229        

Total Non‐Current Assets 129,440,915       132,985,769      

Total Assets $ 182,299,062       $ 188,308,008     

‐                      

Continued

The notes to the financial statements are an integral part of these statements.

For the fiscal year ended
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LIABILITIES AND NET ASSETS

June 30, 2012 June 30, 2011

Current Liabilities

Accounts payable $ 183,812               $ 143,164              

Deposits  for payment to DWR 32,252,924          35,075,425        

Accrued interest payable 1,100,832            1,187,835           

Other liabilities 563,011               542,072             

Liability for compensated absences 133,489               135,380              

Current portion of bonds payable  7,335,000           6,960,000         

Prepaid project participant assessments 19,829,085         19,527,259         

Total Current Liabilities 61,398,153          63,571,135         

Long-Term Liabilities

Bonds payable  83,685,000        91,020,000       

Post employment benefits payable 40,703                ‐                     

Rate coverage reserve fund 8,070,242           8,050,876         

Total Long‐Term Liabilities 91,795,945         99,070,876       

Total Liabilities 153,194,098       162,642,011       

Net Assets

Net assets invested in capital assets,

net of related debt 26,816,998         23,455,258        

Restricted ‐ future payment of debt service 11,597,425          11,545,053         

Unrestricted (9,309,458)         (9,334,314)         

Total Net Assets 29,104,965         25,665,997        

Total Liabilities and Net Assets $ 182,299,062       $ 188,308,008     

The notes to the financial statements are an integral part of these statements.

For the fiscal year ended
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June 30, 2012 June 30, 2011

Operating Revenues

Operating reimbursements

from project participants  $ 17,808,124            $ 17,928,584         

Other revenues 64,258                  90,109                

Total Operating Revenues 17,872,382            18,018,693         

Operating Expenses

Personnel expenses 3,642,100             3,574,210            

Office expenses 19,935                   20,259                

General and administrative 228,531                 235,809              

Professional services 184,351                 228,374              

Supplies and equipment 853,991                 960,991              

Monitoring expenses 58,651                   59,373                 

Repairs and maintenance 203,738                 185,045              

Utilities 240,374                351,475               

Unexpended operating reimbursements 950,258                998,534              

Depreciation and amortization 3,085,693             3,165,593            

Other expenses 423,690                391,034              

Total Operating Expenses 9,891,312              10,170,697         

Operating Income 7,981,070             7,847,996          

Non-Operating Revenues

Interest income 166,276                 236,522               

Gain on disposal of capital assets ‐                         15,443                 

Total Non‐Operating Revenues 166,276                 251,965               

Non-Operating Expenses

Interest expense 4,490,322             4,818,276           

Loss on disposal of capital assets 52,582                   151,435               

Interest income paid to project participants 165,476                 236,434              

Total Non‐Operating Expenses 4,708,380             5,206,145           

Increase in net assets before contributions 3,438,966             2,893,816           

Change in net assets 3,438,966             2,893,816           

Net assets, at beginning of year 25,665,998           22,772,181          

Net assets, at end of year $ 29,104,964           $ 25,665,998        

The notes to the financial statements are an integral part of these statements.

For the fiscal year ended

Stat
ements of Revenues, Expenses and 
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Statements of Cash Flows 

 

June 30, 2012 June 30, 2011

Cash Flows From Operating Activities

Cash received from project participants and other operating activities 17,828,296$        18,471,304$       

Cash payments to employees (2,522,297)           (2,477,908)         

Cash payments to suppliers (3,251,713)            (3,545,966)         

Net cash provided by operating activities 12,054,286          12,447,430         

Cash Flows from Investing Activities

Interest and dividends on investments 167,632                248,019              

Net cash provided by investing activities 167,632                248,019              

Cash Flows from Capital and Related Financing Activities

Acquisition of capital assets (365,801)              (177,885)             

Deposits received for encroachment permits 533,498               82,160                

Payments on encroachment permit projects (404,653)             ‐                      

Refunds of rate coverage reserve fund deposits ‐                       (184,350)             

Interest paid on long‐term debt (4,577,326)           (4,885,226)         

Principal payments on long‐term debt (6,960,000)         (6,695,000)        

Proceeds received from sale of capital assets ‐                       15,443                 

Net cash used by capital and

related financing activities (11,774,281)          (11,844,858)       

Cash Flows from Non-Capital Financing Activities

Proceeds received for DWR and Warren Act charges 33,963,599          38,082,026        

Payments of DWR and Warren Act charges (36,843,853)        (39,686,456)      

Net cash used by non‐capital financing activities (2,880,254)          (1,604,430)         

Net decrease in cash and cash equivalents (2,432,617)           (753,839)             

Cash and cash equivalents, beginning of year 66,578,384         67,332,223          

Unrestricted cash and investments 20,300,311           19,962,710         

Restricted cash and investments held for payment to DWR 32,248,031          35,070,621         

Restricted cash and investments for debt service payments 11,597,425           11,545,053          

Cash and cash equivalents, end of year 64,145,767$        66,578,384$      

Cash Flows From Operating Activities

Operating Income  7,981,070$          7,847,996$        

Adjustments to reconcile operating income to net cash provided

by operating activities:

Depreciation and amortization 3,085,693            3,165,593            

Unexpended operating reimbursements payable to project participants 950,258               998,534              

Operating revenues (received) paid from credits and unearned revenue (44,085)               452,612               

Increase (decrease) in accounts payable 81,350                  (17,305)               

Net cash provided by operating activities 12,054,286$        12,447,430$       

The notes to the financial statements are an integral part of these statements.

For the fiscal year ended
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Supplemental Disclosures of Cash Flow Information

June 30, 2012 June 30, 2011

Schedule of Non‐Cash Capital and Related Financing Activities

The Authority completed the construction of certain assets

and transferred them from construction in progress to property,

plant and equipment. 119,505$              200,818$            

The Authority disposed of certain property, plant and equipment

which were determined to no longer be usable. 86,802$               290,049$           

For the fiscal year ended
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Notes to Financial Statements 
Note 1: Summary of Significant Accounting 

Policies 

 
The  accounting  policies  of  the  Central  Coast  Water 
Authority  ("Authority")  conform  to  generally  accepted 
accounting  principles.  The  following  summary  of  the 
Authority's  more  significant  accounting  policies  is 
presented to assist the reader  in  interpreting the  financial 
statements  and  other  data  in  this  report.    These  policies 
should be viewed as an  integral part of the accompanying 
financial statements. 
 
A.  Reporting Entity 
 
The primary purpose of the Central Coast Water Authority 
is to provide for the development, financing, construction, 
operation  and  maintenance  of  certain  local  (non  state 
owned)  facilities  required  to deliver water  from  the State 
Water Project (the "SWP") to certain water purveyors and 
users in Santa Barbara County. 
 
The  Central  Coast  Water  Authority  was  created  by  its 
members  in  August  1991.  The  Authority  is  presently 
composed  of  eight  members,  all  of  which  are  public 
agencies,  as  follows:  the  cities  of  Buellton,  Guadalupe, 
Santa  Barbara,  and  Santa Maria,  Carpinteria  Valley Water 
District, Goleta Water District, Montecito Water District and 
the  Santa  Ynez  River  Water  Conservation  District, 
Improvement  District  No.  I  (SYRWCD,  ID#1,  in which  the 
City  of  Solvang  is  located).    (A  founding member  of  the 
Authority, the Summerland Water District, merged into the 
Montecito Water District.)    In  addition,  the Authority has 
one  associate  member,  the  La  Cumbre  Mutual  Water 
Company  (together  with  the  members,  the  "Purveyor 
Participants").    Each  of  the  Purveyor  Participants  has 
entered into a Water Supply Agreement with the Authority, 
as  have  non  members:  Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base 
("Vandenberg  AFB"),  Raytheon  Systems  Company 
(formerly Santa Barbara Research Center), Morehart Land 
Company  and  Golden  State  Water  Company  (the 
"Consumer Participants"). 
 
The  Authority  Participants  are  located  in  three  different 
geographic  areas of  Santa Barbara  County: North  County 
(Guadalupe,  Santa  Maria,  Golden  State  Water  Company 
and Vandenberg AFB); the Santa Ynez Valley (Buellton and 
SYRWCD,  ID#l);  and  the  South  Coast  (Carpinteria, Goleta, 
La Cumbre Mutual Water Company, Montecito, Morehart 
Land  Company,  Santa  Barbara  and  Raytheon  Systems 
Company, formerly Santa Barbara Research Center).  

 
Historically, the North County has been an agricultural area 
but  has  seen  significant  urban  development  in  the  last 
twenty years and expects additional urban development in 
the future; the Santa Ynez Valley is a rural agricultural area 
and tourist destination; and the South Coast  is a generally 
developed  urban  area which  does  not  expect  significant 
growth in the future. 
 
In October 1992, the Central Coast Water Authority entered 
into  an  agreement with  San  Luis Obispo  (SLO) County  to 
treat  water  delivered  through  the  SWP.  The  entities 
covered  by  the  agreement  include:  Avila  Beach  County 
Water  District,  Avila  Valley  Mutual  Water  Company, 
California Men's Colony, City of Morro Bay, City of Pismo 
Beach, County of San Luis Obispo Community Services Area 
#16,  Irrigation  District  #  1,  Cuesta  College,  Oceano 
Community  Services  District,  San  Luis  Obispo  County 
Operations Center, San Luis Coastal Unified School District 
and San Miguelito Mutual Water Company. 
 
Facilities Constructed by the Authority 
 
The facilities constructed by the Authority  include a water 
treatment  plant  located  at  Polonio  Pass  in  northern  San 
Luis  Obispo  County  and  two  pipeline  extensions:  (1)  the 
Mission  Hills  Extension,  a  buried  pipeline  approximately 
eleven miles long running from the terminus of the Coastal 
Branch  (Phase  II)  southerly  to  the  vicinity of  the  Lompoc 
Valley, and (2) the Santa Ynez Extension, a buried pipeline 
approximately  thirty‐two  miles  long  running  from  the 
terminus  of  the Mission  Hills  Extension  easterly  through 
the Santa Ynez Valley, to a terminus at Cachuma Lake and 
includes  one  pumping  plant  near  Santa  Ynez  and  one 
storage  tank.  Water  transported  to  Lake  Cachuma  is 
transported  through  the  existing  Tecolote  Tunnel, which 
traverses the Santa Ynez Mountains, to the South Coast of 
Santa Barbara County. 
 
The water  treatment  plant  receives  raw water  from  the 
SWP  and  delivers  treated  water  to  purveyors  and  users 
located in San Luis Obispo and Santa Barbara Counties.  
 
Contractual Relationships 
 
The  State  of  California  Department  of Water  Resources 
("DWR") entered  into contracts  (the "State Water Supply 
Contracts")  with  San  Luis  Obispo  and  Santa  Barbara 
Counties  in  1963 pursuant  to which  the  counties  received 
Table A amounts to water from the SWP.   San Luis Obispo 
County's Table A amount was for 25,000 acre‐feet per year 



Notes to Financial 

Statements 
 

 

CENTRAL COAST WATER AUTHORITY    FY 2011/12 CAFR  
15 

and Santa Barbara County's Table A amount was for 57,700 
acre‐feet per year.  In 1981, Santa Barbara County amended 
its  contract  to  reduce  its Table A amount  to 45,486 acre‐
feet per year.  
 
In  1983,  Santa  Barbara  County  entered  into  a  series  of 
Water Supply Retention Agreements ("WSRAs") with  local 
water  purveyors  and  users within  Santa  Barbara  County. 
These WSRAs  initially granted  the purveyors and users an 
option to obtain an assignment of Santa Barbara County's 
State Water Supply Contract rights and, as of July 1, 1989, 
actually  granted  the  full  assignment  of  those  rights.  
Thereafter, certain of  the  local water purveyors and users 
holding  the WSRA  rights  transferred  those  rights  to  the 
Authority,  a  newly  formed  joint  powers  authority,  in 
consideration  for Water Supply Agreements dated August 
1, 1991, which provide for the delivery of SWP water by the 
Authority  and  the  payment  of  required  costs  by  the 
transferors.  The  Authority's  obligation  to  make  such 
payments  to  the  DWR  from  the  payments  it  receives 
pursuant  to  the Water Supply Agreements  is  senior  to  its 
obligation  to make  payments with  respect  to  the Bonds. 
These transfers have been consented to by DWR and were 
validated by an agreement between Santa Barbara County 
and  the Authority on November  12,  1991  (the "Transfer of 
Financial Responsibility Agreement"). 
 
The Water Supply Agreements 
 
Each  Project  Participant  has  entered  into  a Water  Supply 
Agreement  to  provide  for  the  development,  financing, 
construction,  operation  and maintenance  of  the  Project. 
The purpose of the Water Supply Agreements is to assist in 
carrying out the purposes of the Authority with respect to 
the Project by:  (1)  requiring  the Authority  to  sell, and  the 
Project  Participants  to  buy,  a  specified  amount  of water 
from the project, and (2) assigning the Project Participants' 
Table A amount rights in the Project to the Authority.  
 
In  accordance with  the  provisions  of  each Water  Supply 
Agreement,  the  Authority  fixes  charges  for  each  Project 
Participant to produce revenues from the Project equal to 
the amounts anticipated to be needed by the Authority to 
meet the costs of the Authority to deliver to each Project 
Participant  its pro rata share of water  from the Project as 
set  forth  in  each Water  Supply  Agreement.  Each  Project 
Participant  is  required  to pay  to  the Authority an amount 
equal  to  its  share  of  the  total  Fixed  Project  Costs  and 
certain  other  costs  in  the  proportion  established  in 
accordance with  the applicable Water Supply Agreement, 
including  the  Santa Barbara Project Participant's  share of 

payments to DWR under the State Water Supply Contract, 
as  amended  (including  capital,  operation,  maintenance, 
power and replacement costs of the DWR Facilities), debt 
service  on  the  Bonds  and  all  Authority  operating  and 
administrative costs.   Such obligation  is  to be honored by 
each Project Participant whether or not water  is furnished 
to it from the Project at all times or not at all and whether 
or  not  the  Project  is  completed,  operable,  operated  or 
retired.  Such  payments  are  not  subject  to  any  reduction 
and  are  not  conditioned  upon  performance  by  the 
Authority  or  any  other  Project  Participant  under  any 
agreement. 
 
The Water Supply Agreements set forth detailed provisions 
concerning  the  time  and  method  of  payment  by  each 
Contractor  of  certain  costs,  including  Fixed  Project  Costs 
and other operation and maintenance costs, as well as the 
method of allocation of  such costs and expenses and  the 
remedies available  to  the Authority  in  the event a project 
participant defaults in its payments to the Authority. 
 
B.  Basis of Accounting 
 
The  Authority  operates  as  a  proprietary  fund  type.    All 
proprietary  fund‐¬types  are  accounted  for  on  a  flow  of 
economic  resources  measurement  focus.  Under  this 
measurement  focus,  all  assets  and  liabilities  associated 
with  the  operation  of  these  funds  are  included  on  the 
balance  sheets. Where  appropriate,  net  total  assets  (i.e., 
fund  equity)  is  segregated  into  net  assets  invested  in 
capital  assets,  net  of  related  debt  and  unrestricted  net 
assets. Proprietary fund‐type operating statements present 
increases (revenues) and decreases (expenses) in net total 
assets. 
  
All  proprietary  fund‐types  utilize  the  accrual  basis  of 
accounting.   Under  this method,  revenues are  recognized 
when earned,  regardless of when  received, and expenses 
are  recognized  at  the  time  the  related  liabilities  are 
incurred, regardless of when paid. 
 
This  report  has  been  prepared  in  conformance  with 
Generally  Accepted  Accounting  Principles  (GAAP)  as 
promulgated  by  the  Governmental  Accounting  Standards 
Board  (GASB).    Additionally,  the  Authority  applies  all 
Financial  Accounting  Standards  Board  (FASB)  statements 
and  interpretations,  Accounting  Principles  Board  (APB) 
opinions, and Accounting Research Bulletins (ARB’s) issued 
on  or  before  November  30,  1989,  unless  those 
pronouncements  conflict  with  or  contradict  GASB 
pronouncements. 
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The  Authority  has  adopted  GASB  Statements  33  through 
42,  and  related  interpretations  issued  through  June  30, 
2012.    Statement  34  and  subsequent  Statements  and 
Interpretations  required  certain  other  changes  in 
terminology, format and content, as well as inclusion of the 
management’s  discussion  and  analysis  as  required 
supplementary information. 
 
C.  Investments 
 
The  Authority  has  developed  an  investment  policy  that 
exceeds  the  minimum  requirements  established  by  the 
State  of  California.  The  Authority  believes  that  it  has 
adhered to established policies for all investment activities.  
As  of  June  30,  2012,  the  investment  portfolio  has  a 
weighted average maturity of 0 days and a yield to maturity 
of 0.39%. 
 
The Authority  reports  investments with  a maturity  at  the 
time of purchase of  less  than one year at amortized cost.  
Investments with a maturity greater  than one year at  the 
time of purchase are reported at fair value.  As of June 30, 
2012 all investments are reported at amortized cost.  
 
D.  Capital Assets 
 
Capital assets, consisting of property, plant and equipment 
purchased or constructed by the Authority which meet or 
exceed  the  Authority’s  capitalization  threshold  of  $5,000 
and  an  estimated  useful  life  of  five  years  or  more,  are 
stated at  cost. Depreciation has been  computed over  the 
estimated  useful  life  of  each  asset  using  the  straight‐line 
method.  Interest costs have been capitalized based on the 
average  outstanding  capital  expenditures.  In  addition, 
certain  technical  and  engineering  related  studies 
associated with the Project have also been capitalized and 
included  in  the  basis  of  the  assets.  The  ranges  of 
depreciation rates are: 
 
Furniture fixtures and equipment  5 ‐ 10 years 
Equipment  10 ‐ 50 years 
Buildings and structures  30 ‐ 50 years 
Underground pipeline  75 years 
 
E.  Inventories 
 
Certain chemical purchases for use at the water treatment 
plant  have  been  recorded  to  an  inventory  account  to  be 
expensed  in proportion to the amount of water treated at 
the water treatment plant on a monthly basis. 

 
F.  Unamortized Bond Issuance Costs 
 
Unamortized  bond  issuance  costs  are  deferred  and 
amortized over the term of the bonds in proportion to the 
interest expense recognized each period (see Note 4). 
 
G.  Deposits 
 
Deposits include cash receipts from project participants for 
amounts  payable  to  the Department  of Water Resources 
(DWR) and Warren Act Charges payable to the U.S. Bureau 
of  Reclamation  and  the  Cachuma  Operations  and 
Maintenance Board (COMB). 
 
H.  Operating Reimbursements from Project Participants 
 
Operating  reimbursements  from  project  participants 
include amounts paid for Authority operating expenses and 
debt service payments.  Debt service operating assessment 
receipts  for  both  principal  and  interest  are  recorded  as 
operating revenues. 
 
I.  Unexpended Operating Assessments 
 
It  is  the  policy  of  the  Authority  to  return  unexpended 
operating assessments and  interest  income  to  the project 
participants  after  the  close  of  each  fiscal  year.  
Unexpended  operating  assessments  and  investment 
income  earned  on  the  Authority’s  unrestricted  cash 
balances are  recorded as unearned  revenue and  returned 
to the project participants as a credit against the following 
years operating assessment. 
 
J.  Operating and Non‐Operating Revenues and Expenses 
 
Project  participant  assessment  payments  for  operations 
and  maintenance  expenses,  revenue  bond  debt  service 
payments  and  miscellaneous  revenues  are  considered 
operating  revenues.    Interest  income and gains on sale of 
capital  assets  and  investments  are  considered  non‐
operating revenues. 
 
Operations  and  maintenance  expenses  and  depreciation 
and  amortization  expenses  are  considered  operating 
expenses.    Revenue  bond  interest  expenses  and  other 
extraordinary  expenses  are  considered  non‐operating 
expenses. 
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K. Long‐Term Accounts Receivable 
 
Certain  project  participants  requested  that  the  Authority 
finance  local  facilities and other costs associated with  the 
State water project owned and operated by the  individual 
project participants.    These  costs  are  recorded  as  a  long‐
term  receivable  on  the  Authority’s  balance  sheet  and 
repaid by  the project participants  in  the  form of  revenue 
bond debt service payments to the Authority. 
 
L. Rate Coverage Reserve Fund 
 
In  December  1997,  the  Authority  adopted  the  rate 
coverage  reserve  fund  policy  to  provide  a mechanism  to 
allow  the  Authority’s  project  participants  to  satisfy  a 
portion of their obligation under Section 20(a) of the Water 
Supply Agreement  to  impose  rates and  charges  sufficient 
to collect 125% of their contract payments as defined in the 
Water Supply Agreement. 
 
Under  the  rate  coverage  reserve  fund  policy,  a  project 
participant may  deposit with  the Authority  up  to  twenty 
five percent (25%) of its State water contract payments in a 
given  year.    Amounts  on  deposit  in  the  rate  coverage 
reserve  fund  are  used  to  satisfy  a  portion  of  the  rate 
coverage obligation found in the Water Supply Agreement. 
 
The following table shows a summary of project participant 
deposits  in  the  rate coverage  reserve  fund as of  June 30, 
2012. 
 

Project Participant  June 30, 2012 
City of Buellton   $  259,054 
Carpinteria Valley Water District  818,079 
City of Guadalupe  168,194 
La Cumbre Mutual Water Company  392,084 
Montecito Water District  1,090,424 
City of Santa Maria  4,300,591 
Shandon (SLO County)  15,242 
Santa  Ynez  Water  Conservation 
District,  ID  #1  (City  of  Solvang 
portion)  607,653 
Santa Ynez WCD,ID #1  419,075 

Total  $8,070,242 

 
M.  Self‐Funded Dental/Vision Insurance Plan 
 
The Authority maintains a self  insured plan  for dental and 
vision  coverage  offered  to  employees.    Under  the 
provisions of the plan, each full‐time employee  is provided 
approximately  $3,030  per  fiscal  year  to  pay  dental  and 

vision  expenses  for  the  employee  and  their  qualified 
dependents.   
 
The following table shows a summary of the claims liability 
and claims paid for the plan years ended June 30, 2012 and 
2011. 

  2012  2011 
Maximum claims liability  $ 87,491  $ 83,596 
Actual claims paid     (50,411)     (46,295) 

 
N.  Use of Estimates 
 
The preparation of financial statements  in conformity with 
generally  accepted  accounting  principles  requires 
management  to  make  estimates  and  assumptions  that 
affect  the  reported  amounts  of  assets  and  liabilities  and 
disclosure of contingent assets and liabilities at the date of 
the  financial  statements  and  the  reported  amounts  of 
revenues and expenses during the reported period. Actual 
results will differ from those estimates. 
 

Note 2:    Cash and Investments 

 
A.   Pooling 
 
The  Authority  follows  the  practice  of  pooling  cash  and 
investments  for  all  funds  under  its  direct  daily  control. 
Funds held by outside fiscal agents under provisions of the 
bond indenture are maintained separately. Interest income 
from  cash  and  investments with  fiscal  agents  is  credited 
directly to the related accounts.  The Authority considers all 
pooled cash and investments to be cash equivalents. 
 
B.  Demand Deposits 
 
The  custodial  credit  risk  for  deposits  is  the  risk  that  the 
Authority will not be able to recover deposits or will not be 
able  to  recover collateral  securities  that are  in possession 
of an outside party.  This risk is mitigated in that of the total 
bank  balance,  $250,000  is  insured  by  Federal  depository 
insurance.  
 
The California Government Code  requires California banks 
and savings and loan associations to secure the Authority’s 
deposits  by  pledging  government  securities  as  collateral.  
The market value of pledged securities must equal at  least 
110% of the Authority’s deposits.   California  law also allows 
financial  institutions  to  secure  Authority  deposits  by 
pledging first trust deed mortgage notes having a value of 
150% of the Authority’s total deposits. 
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As of June 30, 2012, the reported amount of the Authority’s 
demand deposits was $149,852 and  the bank balance was 
$206,079.   The difference of $56,227 was principally due to 
checks which had not yet cleared the bank.   
 
C.  Cash and Investments 
 
The  Authority  is  authorized  by  its  investment  policy,  in 
accordance  with  Section  53601  of  the  California 
Government Code,  to  invest  in  the  following  instruments: 
securities issued or guaranteed by the Federal Government 
or  its  agencies,  commercial  paper, money market  funds, 
and  the State Treasurer's Local Agency  Investment Funds 
(LAIF). 
 
All of the Authority’s deposits, except certain cash balances 
held by fiscal agents, are entirely  insured or collateralized.  
The California Government Code  requires California banks 
and savings and loans to secure the Authority’s deposits by 
pledging government securities as collateral.  The fair value 
of the pledged securities must equal 110% of the Authority’s 
deposits.  California law also allows financial institutions to 
secure  Authority  deposits  by  pledging  first  trust  deed 
mortgage notes equal to 150% of the Authority’s deposits.  
The  Authority  may  waive  collateral  requirements  for 
deposits,  which  are  fully  insured  up  to  $250,000  by  the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC). 
 
The fair value of pooled investments is determined annually 
and  is  based on  current market  prices  received  from  the 
securities custodian.  The fair value of participants’ position 
in the pool is the same as the value of the pool shares.  The  
method used to determine the value of participants’ equity 
withdrawn  is based on the book value of the participants’ 
percentage  participation  at  the  date  of  such withdrawal.  
LAIF is required to invest in accordance with State statutes.  
At  June  30,  2012,  the  carrying  value  of  the  Authority’s 
position  in  LAIF  is  $20,131,773  and  the  fair  value  is 
$20,156,327. 
 
Credit Risk and Concentration of Credit Risk 
 
Credit risk is the risk that an issuer or other counterparty to 
an  investment will not fulfill  its obligations.   Concentration 
of credit risk is the risk of loss attributed to the magnitude 
of an investment in a single issuer.  The Treasurer mitigates 
these risks by holding a diversified portfolio of high quality 
investments.  The policy sets specific parameters by type of 
investment  for  credit  quality,  maturity  length,  and 
maximum percentage investment.   
 

Custodial Credit Risk 
 
Custodial credit risk for  investments  is the risk that,  in the 
event of  the  failure of  the  counterparty  to  a  transaction, 
the  Authority  will  not  be  able  to  recover  the  value  of 
investment  or  collateral  securities  that  are  in  the 
possession of an outside party.    
 
Interest Rate Risk 
 
Interest  rate  risk  is  the  risk  that  changes  in  interest  rates 
will  adversely  affect  the  fair  value  of  an  investment.  The 
Treasurer mitigates  this  risk  by  investing  in  shorter‐term 
investments that are not subject to significant adjustments 
due to interest rate fluctuations. 
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Interest Maturity Weighted

Fair Value Rate Date/ Average Credit

Investment Cost 6/30/2012 Range Range Maturity Rating

Pooled Investments:

Local Agency Investment Fund 20,131,773$          20,156,327           0.358 n/a n/a Non‐rated

Money Market Funds 43,863,427          43,863,427          0.35‐0.47 7/2012 0 days AAA

Total Investments 63,995,200          64,019,754         

Cash in Banks:

Interest Bearing Deposits 149,852                149,852               

Cash on Hand 699                      699                     

Total Cash and Investments 64,145,751$         64,170,305$       

 
 
Note 3:  Capital Assets 

 
Property, plant and equipment consisted of the following at June 30: 
 

  2012    2011 
  Property, 

Plant and 
   Equipment 

 
 Accumulated 
 Depreciation 

 
 

Net  

 
 
 

Property, 
Plant and 

      Equipment 

 
 Accumulated 
 Depreciation 

 
 

Net  
Land  $  3,178,700  $           ‐  $   3,178,700    $  3,178,700  $           ‐  $   3,178,700 
               
Furniture fixtures 
   and equipment 

 
       434,178 

 
         (368,277) 

 
65,901 

   
       420,622 

 
         (316,071) 

 
         104,551 

Equipment    28,476,041      (12,597,977)     15,878,064      28,456,894      (11,804,390)     16,652,504 
Buildings and 
   structures 

 
  48,696,149 

 
    (10,514,273) 

 
  38,181,876 

   
  48,696,149 

 
      (9,804,882) 

 
  38,891,267 

Underground 
   pipeline 

 
 58,950,134       (11,843,785) 

 
  47,106,349 

   
  58,950,134 

 
    (11,052,717) 

 
  38,891,267 

Construction in 
   progress 

 
       412,594 

 
            ‐  

 
       412,594 

   
       166,297 

 
             ‐  

 
       166,297 

Total property 
   and equipment 

 
136,969,096 

 
    (35,324,311) 

 
 101,644,785 

   
136,690,097 

 
    (32,978,061) 

 
 103,712,036 

               
Total property, 
   plant, and 
   equipment 

 
 

$140,147,796 

 
 

$  (35,324,311) 

 
 

$104,823,485 

   
 

$139,868,797 

 
 

$ (32,978,061) 

 
 

$106,890,736 
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The following table shows the capital asset activity for the 
fiscal years ended June 30, 2012 and 2011. 
 

  Plant and 
Equipment* 

Accumulated 
Depreciation 

 
Net 

Balance, 
June 30, 2010 
  Additions 
  Retirements 
    and disposals 

 
$ 136,802,261 
         378,703 

 
        (490,867) 

 
$ (30,707,811) 
     (2,408,864) 

 
            138,614 

 
$ 106,094,450 
     (2,030,161) 

 
        (352,253)  

Balance at 
June 30, 2011 

 
   136,690,097 

 
    (32,978,061) 

 
    103,712,035 

  Additions 
  Retirements 
    and transfers 

          119,505 
 

        (159,495)  

      (2,380,470) 
 

          34,220 

      (2,260,966) 
 

           193,715 

Balance, 
June 30, 2012 

 
$ 136,969,096 

 
$ (35,324,311) 

 
$ 101,644,785 

* Excludes CIP additions 

 
Note 4:   Long-Term Debt 

 
On September 28, 2006, the Authority  issued $123,190,000 
in revenue bonds with an average  interest rate of 4.24% to 
refund  $142,985,000  of  outstanding  1996 Revenue Bonds 
with an Average interest rate of 5.47%. 
 
The  refunding  resulted  in  a  difference  between  the 
reacquisition price and the net carrying amount of the old 
debt  of  $8.25  million.    This  difference,  reported  in  the 
accompanying  financial  statements  as  unamortized  bond 
issuance costs, is being charged to operations through the 
year  2022  in  proportion  to  the  bond  interest  expense 
incurred for each fiscal year.   The Authority completed the 
refunding  to  reduce  its  total  debt  service  payments  over 
the next 15 years by $4.4 million and to obtain an economic 
gain (difference between the present values of the old and 
new debt service payments) of $3.4 million. 
  
The  1996 Revenue Bonds were  issued  to  advance  refund 
the  1992 Revenue Bonds.   The  1992 Revenue Bonds were 
issued by the Authority for the benefit of its participants to 
finance a portion of the costs of Developing a pipeline and 
water  treatment  plant,  to  reimburse  certain  project 
participants for costs incurred in connection with the State 
Water Project, and to finance certain other facilities.   Each 
of  the  participants  in  the  financing  held  elections 
authorizing issuance of revenue bonds for the construction 
of  the  State Water  Project.    In  order  to  reduce  issuance 
costs  and  insure  the  proceeds  are  available  on  a  timely 
basis,  the  Authority  issued  the  bonds  for  all  participants 
requiring financing. 
 

The  City  of  Santa  Maria,  Golden  State  Water  Company, 
Vandenberg AFB, Avila Valley Mutual Water Company, San 
Luis  Coastal  Unified  School  District,  and  San  Miguelito 
Mutual  Water  Company  contributed  cash  for  their 
proportionate  share  of  capital  costs.    Such  net 
contributions  totaling  $22,562,433  at  June  30,  2012  and 
June  30,  2011  have  been  accounted  for  as  contributed 
capital.  Under the Water Supply Agreements, each Project 
Participants  is  obligated  to  make  payments  to  the 
Authority,  with  the  payments  pledged  to  secure  the 
payment of  the principal  and  interest of  the bonds.    The 
2006  bonds  are  backed  by  a  municipal  bond  insurance 
policy issued by Financial Security Assurance. 
 
The annual requirements to pay all debt outstanding, as of 
June 30, 2012, are as follows: 
 
  Fiscal Year       Interest       Principal         Total 

2013  $    4,247,463  $    7,335,000  $   11,582,463 
2014        3,900,975        7,625,000       11,525,975 
2015        3,510,100        8,010,000       11,520,100 
2016        3,099,725        8,405,000       11,504,725 

2017‐2022        9,214,150      59,645,000       68,859,150 

  $  23,972,413  $  91,020,000  $ 114,992,413 

 
The  2006A bonds outstanding bear  interest  ranging  from 
4.00% to 5.00%. 
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The long‐term liability activity for the year ended June 30, 2012 was as follows: 
 

Balance Balance Due Within

July 1, 2011 Additions Deletions June 30, 2012 One Year

Series 2006A Revenue Bonds 97,980,000$       ‐$                        (6,960,000)$        91,020,000$             7,335,000$           

Post Employment Benefits Payable ‐                       40,703                   40,703                      

Rate Coverage Reserve Fund 8,050,876           19,366                    ‐                         8,070,242                  ‐                        

Total 106,030,876$     60,069$                 (6,960,000)$        99,130,945$              7,335,000$             
 
Note 5:    Defined Benefit Pension Plan 
 

A. Plan Description 
 

The  Central  Coast  Water  Authority’s  defined  benefit 
pension  plan  provides  retirement  and  disability  benefits, 
annual  cost‐of‐living  adjustments,  and  death  benefits  to 
plan members and beneficiaries.   The Central Coast Water 
Authority  is  part  of  the  Public  Agency  portion  of  the 
California Public Employees Retirement System  (CalPERS), 
an  cost‐sharing  multiple‐employer  plan  administered  by 
CalPERS,  which  acts  as  a  common  investment  and 
administrative  agent  for  participating  public  employers 
within the State of California.  A menu of benefit provisions 
as  well  as  other  requirements  is  established  by  State 
statutes within the Public Employees’ Retirement Law.  The 
Central  Coast  Water  Authority  selects  optional  benefits 
through  local Board resolution.   CalPERS  issues a separate 
comprehensive  annual  financial  report.    Copies  of  the 
CalPERS’ annual financial report may be obtained from the 
CalPERS  Executive  Office,  400  P  Street,  Sacramento,  CA 
95814. 
 
B. Funding Policy 
 
Active plan members  in the Central Coast Water Authority 
are required to contribute 7% of their annual covered salary.  
However, the Authority pays this amount on behalf of the 
employees  without  requiring  a  contribution  from  the 
employees.    The  Authority  is  required  to  contribute  the 
actuarially  determined  remaining  amounts  necessary  to 
fund the benefits for  its members.   The actuarial methods 
and  assumptions used  are  those  adopted by  the CalPERS 
Board  of  Administration.    The  required  employer 
contribution  rate  for  fiscal  year  2011/12 was  13.109%.    The 
contribution  rate  is  established  and may  be  amended  by 
CalPERS. 
 
C. Annual Pension Costs 
 
For  fiscal year 2011/12, the Central Coast Water Authority’s 
annual  pension  costs  were  $505,482  and  the  Authority 

actually  contributed  $505,482.    The  required  contribution 
for  fiscal year 2011/12 was determined as part of  the  June 
30,  2009  actuarial  valuation  using  the  entry  age  normal 
actuarial cost method with the contributions determined as 
a percent of pay.   
 
Because the Authority has less than 100 active members, it 
is required to participate in the Miscellaneous 2% at 55 Risk 
Pool.  The  Authority’s  employer  contribution  rate  is 
calculated using a combination of the Authority’s individual 
plan cost components and the risk pool’s cost components.  
The  actuarial  assumptions  included  (a)  7.75%  investment 
rate  of  return  (net  of  administrative  expenses);  (b) 
projected salary  increases that vary by duration of service 
ranging  from  3.25%  to  14.45%  for miscellaneous members, 
and  (c)  3.00%  cost‐of‐living  adjustment.   Both  (a)  and  (b) 
include  an  inflation  component  of  3.25%.    The  actuarial 
value of the Risk Pool’s plan assets was determined using a 
technique that smoothes the effect of short‐term volatility 
in the market value of  investments over a two to five year 
period  depending on  the  size of  investment  gains  and/or 
losses.   The Risk Pool’s unfunded actuarial accrued  liability 
is  being  amortized  as  a  level  percentage  of  projected 
payroll on a closed basis.   
 
Three‐Year Trend Information for the Central Coast Water 

Authority 
 

Fiscal 
Year 

Ending 

Annual 
Pension 

Cost (APC) 

Percentage 
of APC 

Contributed 
6/30/09  $422,197  100% 
6/30/10  $448,771  100% 
6/30/11  $464,539  100% 

 

Note 6:  Post Employment Benefits Other 

Than Pensions 

 
The Authority provides post‐retirement health benefits,  in 
accordance  with  State  statues,  to  all  employees  retiring 
from  the Authority  and  enrolled  in  an  insurance program 
under  the  California  Public  Employees’  Medical  and 
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Hospital Care Act (PEMHCA).  The CalPERS PEMHCA Plan is 
a  defined  contribution  healthcare  plan  providing  benefits 
to  active  and  retired  employees.    The  healthcare  plan  is 
administered  by  the  California  Public  Employees 
Retirement Agency.  Copies of the CalPERS annual financial 
report may be obtained  from  the Executive Office, 400 P 
Street, Sacramento, CA 95814. 
 
Funding  Policy:    PEMHCA  determines  the  amount 
contributed  by  the  Authority  toward  retiree  health 
insurance.    Currently,  the  Authority  is  required  to 
contribute $112 per month toward the cost of retiree health 
insurance, which  is  the  same  amount  contributed  toward 
active  employee  health  insurance.    The  balance  of  the 
premium, averaging approximately $414 per month, is paid 
directly  by  the  retirees  to  CalPERS.    The  mandatory 
employer  contribution  for  active  and  retiree  health 
insurance is increased annually in accordance with PEMHCA 
regulations.    Beginning  in  calendar  year  2009,  the 
contribution amount will  increase by the annual consumer 
price  index  increase.    During  fiscal  year  $1,344  were 
recognized  for  post‐retirement  health  insurance 
contribution on a pay‐as‐you‐go basis. 
 
The  Authority  is  required  to  record  the  annual  required 
contribution of the employer (ARC), an amount actuarially 
determined  in  accordance  with  the  parameters  of  GASB 
Statement 45.   The ARC represents a  level of funding that, 
if paid on an on‐going basis,  is projected  to cover normal 
costs  each  year  and  amortize  any  unfunded  actuarial 
liability (or funding excess) over a period not to exceed 30 
years.     
 
Annual OPEB Cost:   For fiscal year ended June 30, 2012, the 
Authority  contributed  $1,344  for  pay‐as‐you‐go  premiums 
to  the Plan.   As a  result,  the Authority has calculated and 
recorded  the  Net  OPEB  Obligation,  representing  the 
difference  the  ARC,  amortization  and  contributions,  as 
presented below: 
  Net OPEB 

Obligation 
Calculation 

Annual Required Contribution (ARC)  $24,764 
Amortization of Net OPEB Liability  16,167 
Interest on Net OPEB Liability  1,116 

Annual OPEB Cost  42,047 

Contributions made:   
Authority share of current year premiums paid  (1,344) 

Contributions less than the ARC  40,703 
Net OPEB Obligation at June 30, 2011  ‐0‐ 

Net OPEB Obligation at June 30, 2012  $40,703 

The  Authority’s  annual  required  contributions  and  actual 
contributions  for  the  year  ended  June  30  are  set  forth 
below: 
 

Fiscal 
Year 
Ended 

Annual 
OPEB 
Cost 

Actual 
Contribution 

Net OPEB 
Obligation 

% of Annual 
OPEB Cost 
Contributed 

6/30/2012  42,047  (1,344)  40,703  3.20% 

 
Funded Status and Funding Progress:   
The funded status of the plan as of June 30, 2012, is shown 
below: 
 
Actuarial accrued liability (AAL)  518,118 
Actuarial value of plan assets  ‐0‐ 

Unfunded actuarial accrued liability (UAAL)  518,118 

Covered payroll (active plan members)  2,491,505 
UAAL as a percentage of covered payroll  20.80% 

 
Actuarial valuations of an ongoing plan involve estimates of 
the value of reported amounts and assumptions about the 
probability  of  occurrence  of  events  far  into  the  future. 
Examples  include  assumptions  about  future  employment, 
mortality,  and  the  healthcare  cost  trend.  Amounts 
determined  regarding  the  funded  status  of  the  plan  and 
the  annual  required  contributions  of  the  employer  are 
subject  to  continual  revisions  as  actual  results  are 
compared with  past  expectations  and  new  estimates  are 
made about the future. The schedule of funding progress, 
presented  as  required  supplementary  information 
following  the  notes  to  the  financial  statements,  presents 
multi‐year  trend  information  that  shows  whether  the 
actuarial  value  of  plan  assets  is  increasing  or  decreasing 
over  time  relative  to  the  actuarial  accrued  liabilities  for 
benefits. 
 
Actuarial Methods and Assumptions: Projections of benefits 
for  financial  reporting  purposes  are  based  on  the 
substantive plan (the plan as understood by the employer 
and  plan  members)  and  include  the  types  of  benefits 
provided  at  the  time  of  each  valuation  and  the  historical 
pattern of sharing of benefit costs between the employer 
and plan members to that point. The actuarial methods and 
assumptions used  include techniques that are designed to 
reduce  short‐term  volatility  in  actuarial  accrued  liabilities 
and the actuarial value of assets, consistent with the  long‐
term perspective of the calculations. 
 
In the June 30, 2011, actuarial valuation, the Projected Unit 
Credit  cost method was  used.  The  actuarial  assumptions 
included  a  6.90%  investment  rate  of  return  (net  of 
administrative  expenses)  and  an  annual  healthcare  cost 
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trend rate of 5%. The actuarial value of plan assets was not 
calculated  in this, the first actuarial valuation, as there are 
no  assets  to  value.  The  plan  unfunded  actuarial  accrued 
liability  is  being  amortized  over  a  30‐  year  amortization 
period. 
 
The Authority did not pre‐fund retiree healthcare costs nor 
did  the Authority establish an  irrevocable  trust  for  retiree 
healthcare costs. 
 
Note 7:  Commitments and Uncertainties 

 
The  Authority  leases  equipment  under  non‐cancelable 
operating  leases.   Minimum rental commitments for these 
operating  leases  in  effect  at  June  30,  2012 were  $16,723 
(2013)  and  $4,187  thereafter,  resulting  in  total  minimum 
payments of $20,910. 
 
The  Authority  is  involved  in  various  legal  proceedings, 
lawsuits  and  claims of  a nature  considered normal  for  its 
activities. It  is the Authority's policy to accrue for amounts 
related to these legal matters if it is probable that a liability 
has been  incurred and an amount  is reasonably estimable.  
For the periods ending June 30, 2012 and June 30, 2011, the 
Authority had no liability for claims or judgments. 
 
All  of  the  accounts  receivable  recorded  by  the  Authority 
are payable by its local participants and the DWR under the 
agreements more fully described in Note 1. 
 

Note 8:    Joint Powers Insurance Authority 

 
The  Authority  participates  in  the  liability,  property  and 
fidelity  bond  insurance  program  organized  by  the 
Association  of  California  Water  Agencies  Joint  Powers 
Insurance Authority (“ACWA ‐ JPIA”).  ACWA ‐ JPIA is a joint 
powers  insurance  authority  created  to  provide  a  self‐
insurance  program  to  water  agencies  in  the  State  of 
California. 
 
ACWA‐JPIA  provides  liability,  property,  workers’ 
compensation, fidelity and boiler and machinery  insurance 
for approximately 300 water agencies  for  losses  in excess 
of  the members’  specified  self‐insurance  retention  levels.  
Individual  claims  (and  aggregate  public  liability  and 
property claims) in excess of specified levels are covered by 
excess  insurance  policies  purchased  from  commercial 
carriers.  ACWA ‐ JPIA is governed by a board composed of 
members from participating members.  The board controls 
the  operations  of  ACWA  ‐  JPIA,  including  selection  of 
management  and  approval  of  operating  budgets, 
independent of any influence by the members beyond their 
representation on the board. 
 
Each  member  shares  surpluses  and  deficiencies 
proportionately to its participation in ACWA.  The Authority 
has  not  incurred  any  settlements  which  exceeded 
insurance coverage for the past three fiscal years. 
 
Note 9:  Deferred Compensation Plan 

 
The  Authority  offers  its  employees  a  deferred 
compensation  plan  created  in  accordance  with  Internal 
Revenue Code Section 457. Under  the  terms of  this plan, 
employees  may  defer  amounts  of  income  up  to  one 
hundred percent of salary or $16,500 per year, whichever is 
less.    Additionally,  employees  over  the  age  of  50  are 
permitted to defer up to an additional $5,500 per year for 
those  years  in  which  they  did  not  fully  contribute  the 
annual maximum prior to age 50. 
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Statistical Section Narrative Summary 
STATISTICAL SECTION NARRATIVE SUMMARY 

 
The information in this section is not covered by the Independent Auditor’s Report, but is presented as 
supplemental data for the benefit of the readers of the comprehensive annual financial report.  The 
objectives of statistical section information are to provide financial statement users with additional 
historical perspective, context and detail to assist in using the information in the financial statements, 
notes to financial statements, and required supplementary information to understand and assess a 
government’s economic condition. 
 
Financial Trends 

These schedules contain trend information to help the reader understand how the Authority’s 
financial performance and well‐being have changed over time. 

 
Debt Capacity 

These schedules present information to help the reader assess the affordability of the Authority’s 
current level of outstanding debt. 

 
Economic and Demographic Information 

These schedules offer economic and demographic indicators to help the reader understand the 
environment within which the Authority’s financial activities take place. 

 
Operating Information 

These schedules contain service and infrastructure data to help the reader understand how the 
information in the Authority’s financial report relates to the activities performed by the Authority. 
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General Governmental Revenues by Source 
 

TABLE 1

General Governmental Revenues by Source

Operating Debt Service Other Interest Total

Fiscal Year Assessments Assessments Revenues Income Revenues

2002/03 4,027,340$                  10,471,871$               166,719$             1,491,002$         16,156,930$             

2003/04 4,126,452                     10,577,149                 70,080                1,155,686            15,929,366              

    2004/05 (1) 5,518,626                     10,646,678               33,644                1,565,540           17,764,487              

2005/06 5,649,874                    10,734,275                 49,352                2,252,091            18,685,591               

2006/07 6,577,214                     10,339,149                43,226                2,381,697           19,341,285               

2007/08 6,673,228                    10,851,885                68,927                1,862,268           19,456,308              

2008/09 7,583,365                     10,894,767                77,193                 1,012,428            19,567,753               

2009/10 7,706,451                     10,837,837                144,825              287,296              18,976,409              

2010/11 7,100,093                    10,828,491                105,552               236,522               18,270,658              

2011/12 7,056,434                    10,751,690                64,258                166,276              18,038,658              

Source:  Central Coast Water Authority

(1)  Beginning with fiscal year 2004/05, Operating Assessments exclude yearend credits for unexpended operating reimbursements.

Total Revenue Comparison
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General Governmental Expenditures by Function 

Operating Capital Interest Interest paid Total

Fiscal Year Expenses Improvements Expense to Participants Expenditures

2002/03 8,263,920$                  648,606$                  8,003,636$        ‐$                    16,916,162$       

2003/04 8,302,059                    349,809                    7,831,733            ‐                      16,483,601        

    2004/05 (1) 9,177,815                     366,907                     7,601,613            848,333              17,994,667        

2005/06 9,331,814                     211,441                      7,336,413            1,514,040           18,393,708        

2006/07 9,832,976                    454,619                     6,223,707           2,171,209            18,682,510        

2007/08 9,627,656                    471,676                     5,582,876           1,858,511            17,540,719         

2008/09 10,589,470                  293,537                      5,338,226           986,862             17,208,095        

2009/10 10,759,540                  428,879                     5,083,426           273,944              16,545,789        

2010/11 10,170,697                   180,428                     4,818,276           236,432              15,405,833        

2011/12 9,891,312                     365,801                     4,490,322           165,476              14,912,912         

Source:  Central Coast Water Authority

(1)  Beginning with fiscal year 2004/05, Operating Expenses include yearend credits for unexpended operating reimbursements,

      and interest credits paid to project participants are shown on a separate line.

Total Expenditures Comparison

General Governmental Expenditures by Function

TABLE 2
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Change in Net Assets and Net Asset Components 

June 30, 2009 June 30, 2010 June 30, 2011 June 30, 2012

Net assets, at beginning of year 17,436,275$        19,941,187$              22,772,181$         25,665,999$    

Operating revenues 18,512,443          18,685,951                18,018,693         17,872,382        

Operating Expenses

Operating expenses 6,387,774           5,765,512                   6,006,570          5,855,361          

Depreciation and amortization 3,229,412             3,197,572                   3,165,593            3,085,693         

Unexpended operating reimburseme 972,284                1,796,456                  998,534               950,258             

Total operating expenses 10,589,470         10,759,540               10,170,697         9,891,312           

Operating Income 7,922,973            7,926,411                   7,847,996          7,981,070         

Non‐operating revenues

Interest income and miscellaneous 1,012,428             304,506                     251,965                166,276              

Non‐Operating Expenses

Interest expense 5,338,226            5,083,426                  4,818,276            4,490,322         

Interest income paid to 

project participants 986,862               273,944                      236,432                165,476              

Other expenses 105,401                 42,553                         151,435                 52,582                 

Total non‐operating expenses 6,430,489          5,399,923                  5,206,143            4,708,380        

Increase in Net assets 2,504,912             2,830,994                 2,893,818            3,438,966        

Refund of capital contributions ‐                          ‐                                 ‐                          ‐                        

Net assets, at end of year 19,941,187          22,772,181                  25,665,999        29,104,965       

Net assets invested in capital assets,

net of related debt 17,817,946          20,682,967               23,455,258         26,816,998      

Restricted ‐ capital projects ‐                          ‐                                 ‐                          ‐                        

Restricted ‐ debt service 11,589,832          11,590,054                11,545,053          11,597,425        

Unrestricted (9,466,591)         (9,500,840)               (9,334,312)          (9,309,458)      

Total Net Assets 19,941,187$          22,772,181$                25,665,999$       29,104,965$     

TABLE 3

Change in Net Assets and Net Asset Components

Last Four Fiscal Years
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Fiscal Year Gross Budget History (Excludes Credits) 

TABLE 4

Fiscal Year Gross Budget History (Excludes Credits)
Increase Percentage

Fiscal Year CCWA Charges DWR (State) Charges Total (Decrease) Change

FY 97/98 12,897,860$             27,938,525$                     40,836,385$          ‐$                   

FY 98/99 13,275,815                 27,755,277                        41,031,092             194,707              0%

FY 99/00 4,345,803                 26,525,983                       30,871,786             (10,159,306)        ‐25%

FY 00/01 10,470,166                29,409,208                      39,879,374             9,007,588          29%

FY 01/02 12,732,473                 29,872,420                       42,604,893            2,725,519            7%

FY 02/03 15,923,396                28,667,780                      44,591,176             1,986,283           5%

FY 03/04 15,826,610                33,290,820                       49,117,430             4,526,254           10%

FY 04/05 16,309,830               33,576,516                        49,886,346            768,916              2%

FY 05/06 16,898,682               30,918,963                       47,817,645             (2,068,701)         ‐4%

FY 06/07 17,665,638                33,887,106                       51,552,744              3,735,099           8%

FY 07/08 17,368,381                34,383,152                        51,751,533               198,789              0%

FY 08/09 18,866,218                32,712,348                        51,578,566             (172,967)             0%

FY 09/10 19,113,716                 34,400,137                       53,513,853              1,935,287            4%

FY 10/11 18,542,903                37,656,903                       56,199,806            2,685,953           5%

FY 11/12 19,000,056               36,704,353                       55,704,409            (495,397)            ‐1%

FY 12/13 18,871,714                 32,473,910                       51,345,624             (4,358,785)         ‐8%

Note:  Excludes CCWA credits.

$‐

$10,000,000 

$20,000,000 

$30,000,000 

$40,000,000 

$50,000,000 

$60,000,000 

FY 97/98 FY 99/00 FY 01/02 FY 03/04 FY 05/06 FY 07/08 FY 09/10 FY 11/12

CCWA Gross Budget by Fiscal Year

DWR (State) Charges CCWA Charges



 

Statistical Section 

 
 

CENTRAL COAST WATER AUTHORITY    FY 2011/12 CAFR 
29 

FY 2011/12 Total Payments by Project Participant 

FY 2011/12 FY 2011/12 FY 2011/12 FY 2011/12 FY 2011/12 FY 2011/12

Operating Debt Service DWR Warren Act CCWA Total

Project Participant Expenses 
(1)

Payments Costs Charges 
(2)

Credits Payments

Guadalupe 107,621                  163,922                         473,556                     ‐                      (18,278)               726,821           

Santa Maria 2,986,848             ‐                                 15,174,832                 ‐                      (296,374)            17,865,306     

Golden State Water Co. 99,687                  ‐                                 482,995                     ‐                      (7,378)                 575,304          

Vandenberg AFB 1,150,704              ‐                                 5,485,991                  ‐                      (152,314)             6,484,381       

Buellton 133,879                 290,400                        584,164                     ‐                      (16,874)              991,567          

Santa Ynez (Solvang) 336,288                 891,830                         1,502,689                  ‐                      (15,388)               2,715,420        

Santa Ynez 667,368                334,930                         563,188                     ‐                      (118,034)             1,447,451        

Goleta 424,152                 2,810,830                      3,896,537                  142                     (274)                    7,131,387        

Morehart Land 37,844                   129,076                         197,352                      12,760                (14,000)              363,031           

La Cumbre 145,656                 617,962                         1,049,831                  31,842                26,676                1,871,967        

Raytheon 9,461                     27,024                           51,900                       3,190                  1,611                   93,186            

Santa Barbara 282,960                1,727,905                      2,555,387                   (104)                   2,700                  4,568,848      

Montecito 392,458                 2,030,763                      2,853,384                  80,226               (4,629)                5,352,201        

Carpinteria 188,346                 1,161,117                        1,704,389                  104                     4,075                  3,058,031       

Shandon 7,296                     13,043                           N/A ‐                      (718)                    19,621             

Chorro Valley 260,359                 1,038,960                     N/A ‐                      (52,178)               1,247,141        

Lopez 263,073                 268,653                         N/A ‐                      (28,550)              503,176           

TOTAL: 7,493,998$           11,506,416$                  36,576,194$              128,159$            (689,927)$          55,014,482$   

(1)  Adjusted for Santa Ynez Exchange Agreement Modifications and Regional WTP Treatment Allocation.

(2)  Adjusted for Santa Ynez Exchange Agreement Modifications.

This schedule represents the budget amounts and not the yearend final allocation of costs.

FY 2011/12 Total Payments by Project Participant

TABLE 5
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Ratio of Annual Debt Service for Total Bonded Debt to Total Expenditures 
TABLE 6

Ratio of Annual Debt Service

For Total Bonded Debt to Total Expenditures

Fiscal Year Bond Issue Principal Interest 
(1)

Total Debt 

Service 

Total 

Expenditures

Ratio of Debt 

Service to Total 

Expenditures

2002/03 96 Bonds 3,535,000$   8,043,405$     11,578,405$        16,916,162$        70.24%

2003/04 96 Bonds 3,830,000     7,875,778        11,705,778          16,760,608        69.84%

2004/05 96 Bonds 4,135,000     7,663,638        11,798,638         16,129,417          73.15%

2005/06 96 Bonds 4,515,000     7,404,138        11,919,138          18,682,510         63.80%

2006/07 96 & 06 Bonds 4,915,000     6,600,947       11,515,947          18,682,510         61.64%

2007/08 2006 Bonds 5,895,000     5,641,826        11,536,826          17,540,719          65.77%

2008/09 2006 Bonds 6,190,000     5,400,126        11,590,126          17,208,095         67.35%

2009/10 2006 Bonds 6,430,000    5,147,726         11,577,726          16,545,789         69.97%

2010/11 2006 Bonds 6,695,000    4,885,226        11,580,226          15,405,833         75.17%

2010/11 2006 Bonds 6,960,000    4,577,326        11,537,326          14,912,912          77.36%

(1)  Represents actual cash payment without regard to payments from the capitalized interest fund.

Source:  Central Coast Water Authority
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Selected Demographic Information 

TABLE 7

Selected Demographic Information

Santa Barbara County

 
anta Barbara County  is located on the Pacific coast of the southern portion of 
the U.S. state of California, just west of Ventura County.  The estimated total 

population of the County as of January 2006 was 421,625 according to the 
California Department of Finance.  The county seat is Santa Barbara and the 
largest city is Santa Maria. 
 
For thousands of years, the area was home to the Chumash tribe of Native 
Americans, complex hunter-gathers who lived along the coast and in interior 
valleys leaving rock art in many locations including Painted Cave.  European 
contact had devastating effects on the Chumash Indians, including a series of 
disease epidemics that drastically reduced Chumash population.  The Chumash 
survived, however, and thousands of Chumash descendants still live in the Santa 
Barbara area or surrounding counties. 
 
The County has a total area of 3,789 square miles and four of the Channel Islands 
– San Miguel Island, Anacapa Island, Santa Cruz Island and Santa Rosa Island – are 
in Santa Barbara County.  They form the largest part of the Channel Islands 
National Park. 
 
Santa Barbara County has a mountainous interior abutting a coastal plains area.  
The largest concentration of people is on this coastal plain, referred to as the 
south coast – the part of the county south of the Santa Ynez Mountains – which 
includes the cities of Santa Barbara, Goleta and Carpinteria, as well as the 
unincorporated areas of Hope Ranch, Mission Canyon, Montecito and Isla Vista.  
North of the mountains are the towns of Santa Ynez, Solvang, Buellton, Lompoc; 
the unincorporated towns of Los Olivos and Ballard; the unincorporated areas of 
Mission Hills and Vandenberg Village; and Vandenberg Air Force Base, where the 
Santa Ynez River flows out to the sea.  North of the Santa Ynez Valley are the cities
of Santa Maria and Guadalupe. 
 
Viticulture in Santa Barbara County is traceable to missionary plantings in the 
Milpas Valley late in the 18th century.  Since commercial viticulture rebounded in 
the 1960’s, Santa Barbara County has been on the fast track to viticultural 
stardom. 
 
Famous for ripe, yet elegant, Chardonnay and Pinot Noir, the County is also 
gaining a reputation for Rhone varietals including Syrah and Viognier.  Santa 
Barbara wine grapes now command among the highest prices anywhere in the 
State. 
 
Located on California’s South Central Coast, the county is an oasis of rolling hills, 
ancient oak trees and cattle ranches.  The County now claims more than 60 
wineries and 21,000 acres of vine. 
 
Source:  Wikipedia  

S

 



 

Statistical Section 

 
 

CENTRAL COAST WATER AUTHORITY    FY 2011/12 CAFR 
32 

Miscellaneous Statistical Information 

TABLE 8

Miscellaneous Statistical Information

Form of government Joint Powers Authority

Date of organization August 1, 1991

Number of full‐time equivalent positions 28.25                   

Polonio Pass Water Treatment Plant

design capacity 43 million gallons per day

Authority pipeline (in miles) 42.5                     

Coastal Branch pipeline (in miles) 100.6                   

Number of water storage tanks 5                           

Number of turnouts 10                         

Agency

 Table A Amount 

(AFY) 

City of Buellton 578                      

Carpinteria Valley Water District 2,000                   

Goleta Water District 4,500                   

City of Guadalupe 550                      

La Cumbre Mutual Water Co. 1,000                   

Montecito Water District 3,000                   

Morehart Land Co. 200                      

City of Santa Barbara 3,000                   

Raytheon Systems Company 50                        

City of Santa Maria 16,200                 

Santa Ynez River W.C.D. #1 2,000                   

Southern California Water Co. 500                      

Vandenberg Air Force Base 5,500                   

Total Santa Barbara County * 39,078                 

Avila Beach C.S.D 100                      

Avila Valley Mutual Water Co., Inc. 20                        

California Mens Colony (State) 400                      

County of SLO C.S.A. No. 16 I.D. #1 100                      

County of SLO (Op. Center & Reg. Park) 425                      

City of Morro Bay 1,313                    

Oceano CSD 750                      

City of Pismo Beach 1,240                   

San Luis Coastal Unified School District 7                           

San Miguelito Mutual Water Co. 275                       

SLO Co. Comm. Coll. District (Cuesta College) 200                      

Total San Luis Obispo County 4,830                   

TOTAL TABLE A AMOUNT 43,908                

Note:  *  Excludes CCWA drought buffer of Table A amount of 3,908 AfY and

Goleta Water District additional Table A amount of 2,500 AfY.  
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FY 2011/12 Actual State Water Deliveries (acre feet) 

Exchange

Table A  Agreement Total

Project Participant Deliveries Deliveries Deliveries

Lopez Turnout (SLO County) 1,659                    N/A 1,659               

Chorro Valley Turnout (SLO County) 2,051                     N/A 2,051                

City of Guadalupe 394                       N/A 394                  

City of Santa Maria 11,514                   N/A 11,514              

Golden State Water Company 308                       N/A 308                  

Vandenberg Air Force Base 2,157                     N/A 2,157                

City of Buellton 528                       N/A 528                  

Santa Ynez ID #1 (City of Solvang) 1,178                     N/A 1,178                

Santa Ynez ID #1 520                       2,930                  3,450               

Goleta Water District 1,054                    (1,054)                 ‐                   

Morehart Land Company ‐                        N/A ‐                   

La Cumbre Mutual Water Company 352                        ‐                      352                   

Raytheon Systems Company ‐                        N/A ‐                   

City of Santa Barbara 703                       (703)                    ‐                   

Montecito Water District 703                       (703)                    ‐                   

Carpinteria Valley Water District 470                       (470)                    ‐                   

TOTAL: 23,591                   ‐                      23,591              

TABLE 9

FY 2011/12 Actual State Water Deliveries (acre feet)
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Total Water Available Compared to Actual Deliveries 
 

Calendar DWR Delivery Total Water Actual Water Not Available Water

Year Allocation % Available (AF) Deliveries (AF) 
(2)

Taken as a % of Table A 
(1)

1997 100% 42,986                          7,462                       35,524                   110%

1998 100% 42,986                          18,618                     24,368                  110%

1999 100% 42,986                          20,110                      22,876                   110%

2000 90% 38,687                          22,742                     15,945                   99%

2001 39% 23,498                          18,946                     4,552                     60%

2002 70% 34,253                           27,600                     6,653                     88%

2003 90% 41,506                           26,970                     14,536                   106%

2004 65% 29,913                           29,705                     208                        77%

2005 90% 41,300                           23,344                     17,956                   106%

2006 100% 49,506                          23,275                      26,231                   127%

2007 60% 30,272                           27,740                     2,532                     77%

2008 35% 23,002                           18,391                      4,611                     59%

2009 40% 28,771                           15,452                      13,319                    74%

2010 50% 36,202                           17,775                      18,427                   93%

2011 80% 43,159                           21,050                     22,109                   110%

15 Year Average 74% 36,602                          21,279                     15,323                   94%

(1)  Uses 39,079 acre‐feet for full Table A amount, which excludes the CCWA 3,908 AF drought buffer and the Goleta 2,500 AF drought buffer.

(2)  Exludes deliveries to San Luis Obispo County.

Total Water Available Compared to Actual Deliveries

TABLE 10
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Schedule of Insurance 

TABLE 11

Schedule of Insurance

Valued June 30, 2012

Policy Insurance

Company Period Type Limits Coverages

Harford Fire 4‐1‐12 to Excess Dishonesty and forgery coverage $1,000,000

Insurance Company 4‐1‐13 Crime Coverage 2,000,000$        Computer fraud $1,000,000

ACWA Joint Powers 4‐1‐12 to Property 65,318,860$       Buildings ($28,107,916); Personal property

Insurance Authority 4‐1‐13 Insurance ($1,273,200); Fixed Equipment ($38,448,861)

ACWA Joint Powers 10‐1‐11 to General and 2,000,000$        Liability JPIA pooled layer

Insurance Authority 10‐1‐12 Auto Liability

Starr Indemnity 10‐1‐11 to General and 9,000,000$        Liability umbrella policy

#8090009 10‐1‐12 Auto Liability

Ironshore Speciality 10‐1‐11 to General and 9,000,000$        Liability umbrella policy

#000585302 10‐1‐12 Auto Liability

Allied World National 10‐1‐11 to General and 20,000,000$      Liability umbrella policy

#0305‐7912 10‐1‐12 Auto Liability

Great American 10‐1‐11 to General and 20,000,000$      Liability umbrella policy

Assurance Company 10‐1‐12 Auto Liability

#EXC2105863
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Full‐time Equivalent Employees by Position 

Number Number Number Change Change

Authorized Authorized Authorized Over Over

Position Title FY 2009/10 FY 2010/11 FY 2011/12 FY 2009/10 FY 2010/11

Executive Director 1.00                1.00                1.00                ‐                 ‐               

Deputy Director 1.00                1.00                1.00                ‐                 ‐               

Operations Manager 1.00                1.00                1.00                ‐                 ‐               

Regulatory Specialist 1.00                1.00                1.00                ‐                 ‐               

Senior Accountant 1.00                1.00                1.00                ‐                 ‐               

Secretary II 2.50                2.50                2.50                ‐                 ‐               

WTP Supervisor 1.00                1.00                1.00                ‐                 ‐               

Distribution Supervisor 1.00                1.00                1.00                ‐                 ‐               

Maintenance Superintendent 1.00                1.00                1.00                ‐                 ‐               

Maintenance Foreman 1.00                1.00                1.00                ‐                 ‐               

Senior Chemist 1.00                1.00                1.00                ‐                 ‐               

Chemist 0.75                1.00                1.00                0.25               ‐               

IT/Instrumentation & Control Specialis 1.00                1.00                1.00                ‐                 ‐               

Engineering Technician 1.00                1.00                1.00                ‐                 ‐               

Maintenance Technician 2.00                2.00                2.00                ‐                 ‐               

Maintenance/IC&R Technician 1.00                1.00                1.00                ‐                 ‐               

WTP Operator 5.00                5.00                5.00                ‐                 ‐               

Distribution Technician 5.00                5.00                5.00                ‐                 ‐               

TOTAL: 28.25              28.50              28.50              0.25               ‐               

Full-time Equivalent Employees by Position

TABLE 12
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City of Pismo Beach 

Historic Water Connections and Sales Revenues

Water

Fiscal Year Sales Deliveries

Ending June 30 Connections Revenues (acre‐feet per year)

2002 4,233                 1,751,585$        2,219                              

2003 4,234                 1,772,352          2,001                             

2004 4,365                 1,872,673         1,962                             

2005 4,405                 1,888,635         1,953                              

2006 4,443                 1,994,992        1,924                             

2007 4,472                 2,124,500         2,003                             

2008 4,713                  2,619,579         2,269                             

2009 4,540                 2,834,803        2,135                              

2010 4,558                 2,874,984        1,971                              

2011 4,569                 3,048,595        1,912                              

Largest Customers as of June 30, 2011

Water Annual

Usage 
(1)

Payment

Cliffs Shell Beach 14,375               35,655$                         

Pismo Beach Mobile Home Park 14,237               41,371                            

Shorecliff Lodge 8,226                20,648                          

Oxford Suites 8,206                22,655                           

Motel 6 6,767                18,218                            

Pismo Lighthouse Suites 6,385                18,292                           

Sunset Palisades 6,359                17,456                           

Lucia Mar Unified School District‐507 5,643                16,321                            

Quality Inn 5,570                15,141                            

Seacrest Resort 5,241                 14,407                           

Total 81,009              220,164$                       

(1)  In hundred cubic feet.

State Water Payment Coverage Calculations

Fiscal Year Total Operating Net State Water Parity

Ending June 30 Revenues Expenses Revenues Payments Debt Coverage

2002 3,304,001$              1,179,819$         2,124,182$        1,197,934$                     ‐                   1.77          

2003 3,259,930                1,248,739          2,011,191          1,287,062                       ‐                   1.56          

2004 2,854,004               1,523,338           1,330,666         1,198,295                       ‐                   1.11           

2005 3,051,700                1,561,213           1,490,487        1,251,600                       ‐                   1.19          

2006 3,485,014                1,732,240          1,752,774          1,204,253                       ‐                   1.46          

2007 3,858,063               1,923,694          1,934,369         939,309                         ‐                   2.06         

2008 4,213,435                2,200,406         2,013,029         1,188,969                       ‐                   1.69          

2009 4,563,012                1,828,215           2,734,797         1,279,114                        ‐                   2.14          

2010 4,316,125                 2,954,934         1,361,191          1,290,981                       ‐                   1.05          

2011 4,652,847               2,665,865         1,986,982        1,633,880                       ‐                   1.22          

Source:  City of Pismo Beach
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City of Morro Bay 

Historic Water Connections and Sales Revenues

Water

Fiscal Year Sales Deliveries

Ending June 30 Connections Revenues (acre‐feet per year)

2002 5,251                  3,857,137$        1,253                              

2003 5,254                 3,802,287         1,349                             

2004 5,383                 3,852,954         1,205                              

2005 5,399                 3,436,322         976                                

2006 5,473                 3,884,085        1,009                             

2007 5,489                 3,911,610          1,275                              

2008 5,531                  3,610,462         1,187                              

2009 5,547                 3,588,500        1,130                              

2010 5,545                 3,574,319         1,282                              

2011 5,385                 3,421,151          1,250                              

Largest Customers as of June 30, 2011

Water Annual

Usage 
(1)

Payment

Morro Bay High School 33,664              40,082$                        

City of Morro Bay 17,300              163,627                         

Pacific Care Center 9,576                137,376                          

Department of Parks 8,460               93,897                           

Mission Linen Supply 6,172                 91,860                           

Morro Dunes Trailer Park 3,753                 45,179                           

Silver City Manor 3,413                 40,759                           

San Luis Coastal School District 3,348                33,103                            

Morro Bay Mobil 2,924                40,834                          

Morro Elementary School 2,786                27,456                           

Total 91,396              714,173$                        

(1)  In hundred cubic feet.

State Water Payment Coverage Calculations

Fiscal Year Total Operating Net State Water Parity

Ending June 30 Revenues Expenses Revenues Payments Debt Coverage

2002 3,857,137$               495,459$          3,361,678$       1,739,275$                      ‐$                 1.93          

2003 4,165,957                637,036             3,528,921         1,844,889                      ‐                   1.91          

2004 3,947,340               938,793             3,008,547        1,815,661                        ‐                   1.66          

2005 3,531,000                1,047,262          2,483,738         1,888,003                      ‐                   1.32          

2006 3,884,085               1,150,536           2,733,549         1,854,271                        ‐                   1.47          

2007 3,896,420               1,203,618          2,692,802        1,783,837                       ‐                   1.51           

2008 3,762,674                1,185,688          2,576,986        1,886,622                       ‐                   1.37          

2009 3,893,904               1,273,381           2,620,523         2,055,446                      ‐                   1.27          

2010 3,661,837                1,587,764          1,968,552         2,074,073                       ‐                   0.95         

2011 3,500,131                 1,813,559           1,686,572         2,108,814                       ‐                   0.80         

Source:  City of Morro Bay
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City of Guadalupe 

Historic Water Connections and Sales Revenues

Water

Fiscal Year Municipal Sales Deliveries

Ending June 30 Connections Revenues (acre‐feet per year)

2002 1,714                  889,048$             741                                 

2003 1,804                 980,076                764                                

2004 1,912                  1,011,608              811                                 

2005 1,857                  1,001,571               605                                

2006 1,907                 1,003,346             719                                 

2007 1,920                 1,052,861              1,062                             

2008 1,916                  1,198,705              920                                

2009 1,926                 1,303,214              966                                

2010 1,915                  1,344,941              900                                

2011 1,927                  1,315,006              871                                 

Largest Customers as of June 30, 2011

Water Annual

Usage 
(1)

Payment

Apio Cooler 144,357                 469,161$                       

Obispo Cooling 6,265                     20,360                           

Riverview 5,632                     18,304                           

Guadalupe Union School District 4,874                    15,841                            

Guadalupe Laundromat 3,193                     10,377                            

Pan American Seed 3,059                     9,942                             

P&M Properites 1,590                     5,167                              

Simplot Soil Builders 1,190                     3,868                             

Delfino Hernandez Apts. 742                        2,411                              

Salvador Barragan 725                        2,357                              

Total 171,627                  557,788$                       

(1)  In hundred cubic feet.

State Water Payment Coverage Calculations

Fiscal Year Total Operating Rate Coverage Net State Water

Ending June 30 Revenues Expenses Fund Deposit Revenues Payments Coverage

2002 1,257,016$               365,254$           154,212$                1,045,974$                     549,327$         1.90          

2003 1,089,354                372,200             155,315                  872,469                         685,609          1.27          

2004 1,901,527                 328,840            154,756                 1,727,443                       669,041          2.58          

2005 1,179,481                 281,965             154,756                 1,052,272                        611,570            1.72          

2006 1,062,928                319,283             172,643                 916,288                          690,570          1.33          

2007 1,222,669                489,461            168,777                 901,985                          675,108           1.34          

2008 1,327,490                658,667            157,483                 826,306                         667,157           1.24          

2009 1,418,311                 629,726             165,923                 954,508                         690,201           1.38          

2010 1,402,871                436,644            165,531                  1,131,758                        699,287          1.62          

2011 1,395,787                426,842            167,444                1,136,389                       667,445          1.70          

Source:  City of Guadalupe
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City of Santa Maria 

Historic Water Connections and Sales Revenues

Water

Fiscal Year Water Sales Deliveries

Ending June 30 Connections Revenues (acre‐feet per year)

2002 17,735                16,350,234$     12,990                           

2003 18,301                17,569,216       12,647                           

2004 19,170                19,392,893       13,267                            

2005 19,596               20,479,665      11,375                            

2006 20,588               20,901,096      13,026                           

2007 20,762               23,490,792      14,219                            

2008 20,830               24,605,620      14,047                           

2009 20,919               25,859,215       14,489                           

2010 20,927               25,411,420       13,986                           

2011 21,050               26,393,674      13,016                            

Largest Customers as of June 30, 2011

Water Annual

Usage 
(1)

Payment

City of Santa Maria 278,115             1,305,781$                     

Santa Maria Elementary Schools 107,115             500,452                         

Casa Grande Mobile Homes 59,677              194,147                         

SP Village Green LLC 58,515               256,868                        

Alan Hancock College 49,186              228,845                         

Marian Hospital & Facilities 37,650              198,956                         

S.B. County Housing Authority 36,656              178,329                         

Mission Linen Supply 24,568              108,564                         

Casa Del Rio Mobile Estates 23,121               78,347                           

Pictsweet Frozen Foods 22,871               105,809                         

Total 697,474           3,156,098$                    

(1)  In hundred cubic feet.

State Water Payment Coverage Calculations

Rate

Fiscal Year Total Operating Coverage Net State Water

Ending June 30 Revenues 
(1)

Expenses Fund Revenues Payments Coverage

2002 22,508,856$           5,395,197$        3,656,826$      20,770,485$                  10,081,569$    2.06         

2003 25,344,832              7,952,493          3,666,401        21,058,740                     13,749,295      1.53          

2004 26,977,067             7,118,174           4,002,906        23,861,799                     13,858,267      1.72          

2005 29,016,811              7,651,981          4,002,906        25,367,736                     13,962,911       1.82          

2006 28,810,320              6,264,092         4,034,968        26,581,196                     15,658,361      1.70          

2007 33,218,519               8,428,868         3,752,454         28,542,105                     15,009,816      1.90          

2008 33,047,470             8,975,078         4,169,232         28,241,624                     15,138,443      1.87          

2009 33,521,237               11,232,624         4,242,530         26,531,143                      15,438,235      1.72          

2010 32,956,256              9,282,313          4,258,071         27,932,014                     17,103,082      1.63          

2011 34,634,358             10,389,795        4,281,382         28,525,945                     17,150,434      1.66          

(1)  Includes wastewater fees and charges.

Source:  City of Santa Maria
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City of Buellton 

Historic Water Connections and Sales Revenues

Water

Fiscal Year Sales Deliveries

Ending June 30 Connections Revenues (acre‐feet per year)

2002 1,314                  1,144,605               1,068                             

2003 1,424                 1,233,563               1,111                               

2004 1,491                  1,365,416               1,257                              

2005 1,472                  1,300,677               1,115                               

2006 1,498                 1,334,328               1,205                              

2007 1,540                 1,462,049              1,343                              

2008 1,549                 1,474,151                1,295                              

2009 1,548                 1,467,933               1,284                             

2010 1,558                  1,467,931               1,300                             

2011 1,557                  1,387,651               1,184                              

Largest Customers as of June 30, 2011

Water Annual

Usage 
(1)

Payment

Professional Investment Planning 21,614                    63,305$                         

Buellton Union School District 17,344                    36,090                          

FPA Flying Flags Assoc. L.P. 13,036                    26,948                          

Santa Ynez Valley Marriott 14,082                    29,009                          

Rivergrove Mobile Home Park 10,089                   27,522                            

Terravant Wine Company 8,036                     16,909                           

The Inn Group 7,249                      15,664                           

Rancho De Maria 5,866                     13,551                            

Thin Film 4,380                     9,270                             

The Laurel Company 3,898                     9,784                             

Total 105,594                  248,052$                       

(1)  In hundred cubic feet.

State Water Payment Coverage Calculations

Fiscal Year Total Operating Rate Coverage Net State Water

Ending June 30 Revenues Expenses Fund Deposit Revenues Payments Coverage

2002 1,648,494$             386,855$           227,940$               1,489,579$                     792,378$         1.88          

2003 1,636,470                383,962             239,150                  1,491,658                       909,639          1.64          

2004 1,821,513                 418,725             238,324                  1,641,112                        895,101           1.83          

2005 1,418,037                390,028            238,324                  1,266,333                       940,465          1.35          

2006 1,540,833                521,597              241,639                  1,260,875                       932,461           1.35          

2007 1,876,713                 521,113               219,910                  1,575,510                        879,640          1.79          

2008 2,041,664               455,528             242,535                  1,828,671                       933,400          1.96          

2009 1,659,083                497,597             255,558                  1,417,044                       896,715           1.58          

2010 1,579,341                 542,240             256,494                 1,293,595                       943,326           1.37          

2011 1,494,307                486,807            257,898                 1,265,398                       938,136           1.35          

Source:  City of Buellton
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Santa Ynez River Water Conservation District, ID#1 (City of Solvang only) 

Historic Water Connections and Sales Revenues

Water

Fiscal Year Sales Deliveries

Ending June 30 Connections Revenues (acre‐feet per year)

2002 1,893                 3,108,477$           1,594                             

2003 1,901                  2,929,186            1,518                              

2004 1,903                 3,286,624            1,506                             

2005 1,907                 3,229,500            1,589                             

2006 1,903                 3,543,426            1,321                              

2007 1,939                 4,023,837            1,512                              

2008 1,964                 4,180,995            1,512                              

2009 2,017                  4,085,678            1,483                             

2010 1,981                  3,957,709            1,315                              

2011 2,019                 3,927,817             1,322                              

Largest Customers as of June 30, 2011

Water Annual

Usage 
(1)

Payment

Rancho Santa Ynez Mobile Estate 29,997                 90,430$                        

Alisal Guest Ranch 12,761                   38,921                           

Solvang Lutheran Home 6,872                    20,960                          

Mission Oaks 7,025                    21,426                           

City of Solvang 12,628                  44,866                          

Chumash Resort 7,481                    22,817                            

Worldmark Solvang 7,435                    22,677                           

Wine Valley inn 4,676                   14,262                           

Solvang LLM 6,060                   18,483                           

Solvang School 6,564                   20,020                           

Total 101,499                314,862$                       

(1)  In hundred cubic feet.

State Water Payment Coverage Calculations

Fiscal Year Total Operating Rate Coverage Net State Water

Ending June 30 Revenues Expenses Fund Deposit Revenues Payments Coverage

2002 3,199,145$              992,031$           511,478$              2,718,592$                     1,844,616$      1.47          

2003 2,976,966               778,728             536,633                2,734,871                       2,040,658       1.34          

2004 3,293,660               854,671             534,808               2,973,797                       2,064,965       1.44          

2005 3,288,331                795,547             534,808               3,027,592                       2,002,319        1.51           

2006 3,628,170                1,191,775           547,407               2,983,802                      2,189,627        1.36          

2007 4,146,380               1,051,531           540,980               3,635,829                       2,355,170         1.54          

2008 4,340,564               1,247,155           569,041               3,662,450                      2,446,021        1.50          

2009 4,199,436               1,537,148           599,048               3,261,336                       2,448,490       1.33          

2010 4,043,117                1,321,839           603,156                3,324,434                       2,637,865        1.26          

2011 3,995,627                1,214,624          604,939               3,385,942                       2,647,201        1.28          

Source:  City of Solvang
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Santa Ynez River Water Conservation District, ID#1 

Historic Water Connections and Sales Revenues

Water

Fiscal Year Sales Deliveries

Ending June 30 Connections Revenues (acre‐feet per year)

2002 2,260                 3,505,160$            5,859                             

2003 2,351                  3,373,470              4,968                            

2004 2,363                 3,816,702              6,012                             

2005 2,422                 3,518,032              4,637                             

2006 2,442                 3,848,782             4,800                            

2007 2,444                 4,607,704             5,223                              

2008 2,567                 4,883,168             5,926                             

2009 2,583                 5,030,245             5,947                             

2010 2,579                 5,096,678             5,416                             

2011 2,519                  5,009,463             5,255                              

Largest Customers as of June 30, 2011

Water Annual

Usage (1) Payment

City of Solvang 27                          201,777$                        

Santa Barbara County at Lake Cachuma 81                          93,114                            

Private Education Facility 33                          42,404                          

Private Commercial 30                          39,502                           

Private Commercial Agriculture 199                        42,731                            

Prvate Commercial Agriculture 151                         29,350                           

Private Mutual Water Company 21                           27,992                           

Private Agriculture 36                          16,310                            

Private Agriculture 69                          13,342                            

Private Agriculture 57                          11,573                            

Total 704                        518,095$                       

(1)  In acre‐feet per year.

(2)  Exclusive of Solvang's payments for State Water Project.

State Water Payment Coverage Calculations

Fiscal Year Total Operating Rate Coverage Net State Water

Ending June 30 
(1)

Revenues Expenses Fund Deposit Revenues Payments Coverage

2001 7,021,956$              2,490,288$       826,350$              5,358,018$                     2,888,552$      1.85          

2002 6,845,936               2,339,610          880,195                5,386,521                       2,912,443        1.85          

2003 6,629,264               2,558,215           923,484                4,994,533                      3,148,476        1.59          

2004 7,004,003               3,000,250         920,343                4,924,096                      3,179,539        1.55          

2005 6,915,751                 2,786,325          920,343                5,049,769                      3,119,539         1.62          

2006 7,302,870                2,978,983         933,145                 5,257,032                       3,584,153        1.47          

2007 8,108,093               3,393,751           924,751                 5,639,093                      3,699,006       1.52          

2008 8,680,455               3,663,543          961,388                5,978,300                      3,869,047       1.55          

2009 8,797,488               3,683,262          1,012,862              6,127,088                       3,799,166        1.61          

2010 8,785,547                3,778,443          1,019,126              6,026,230                      3,956,531        1.52          

2011 8,759,268               3,597,194          1,022,142              6,184,216                       4,003,719        1.54          

(1)  Includes State water payments for the City of Solvang.

Source:  Santa Ynez Improvement District #1
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Goleta Water District 

Historic Water Connections and Sales Revenues

Water

Fiscal Year Sales Deliveries

Ending June 30 Connections Revenues (acre‐feet per year)

2002 15,717                15,173,245$           13,223                            

2003 15,999               14,941,700           12,786                           

2004 16,249               16,146,551            14,083                           

2005 16,039               14,922,566           12,619                            

2006 16,202               15,425,971            12,077                            

2007 16,459               18,582,563            14,406                           

2008 16,466               22,697,939           14,387                           

2009 16,373                17,891,752            14,198                           

2010 16,346               16,554,650           12,971                            

2011 16,401               15,721,915             12,161                            

Largest Customers as of June 30, 2011

Water Annual

Usage 
(1)

Payment

UCSB 805                        1,323,145$                     

Santa Barbara County 255                        488,419                        

Touchstone Golf 289                        309,376                         

City of Santa Barbara 83                          247,173                          

Santa Barbara United School District 115                         230,742                         

Goleta Union School District 106                        196,655                         

Cavaletto Ranches, LLC 390                        183,742                         

Bacara Resort Services 104                        182,591                          

Michael Towbes 83                          161,066                         

Sandpiper Golf Course 188                        140,228                         

Total 2,418                     3,463,137$                    

(1)  In acre‐feet per year.

State Water Payment Coverage Calculations

Fiscal Year Total Operating Rate Coverage Net State Water

Ending June 30 Revenues Expenses Fund Deposit Revenues Payments Coverage

2002 19,127,924$            9,076,023$       ‐$                       10,051,901$                   6,363,680$     1.58          

2003 20,942,599             9,757,739          ‐                         11,184,860                     7,159,868        1.56          

2004 22,648,173              11,824,796        ‐                         10,823,377                     7,355,604        1.47          

2005 20,566,002             10,831,320        ‐                         9,734,682                      6,677,042       1.46          

2006 23,328,943              11,632,904        ‐                         11,696,039                     6,724,499       1.74          

2007 25,425,947              11,734,133         ‐                         13,691,814                     6,791,250        2.02          

2008 29,703,651              14,095,042       ‐                         15,608,609                    6,711,214         2.33          

2009 31,044,059             14,448,077       ‐                         16,595,982                     7,317,439        2.27          

2010 24,129,754              16,268,616        ‐                         7,861,138                       6,561,134        1.20          

2011 25,378,145              11,788,948        ‐                         13,589,197                     7,251,071         1.87          

Source:  Goleta Water District
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La Cumbre Mutual Water Company 

Historic Water Connections and Sales Revenues

Water

Fiscal Year Sales Deliveries

Ending Dec. 31 Connections Revenues (acre‐feet per year)

2001 1,429                 1,461,097                1,399                             

2002 1,436                 2,081,946               1,891                              

2003 1,437                  1,918,454                1,724                              

2004 1,449                 2,146,100                1,923                              

2005 1,464                 1,869,863               1,692                             

2006 1,468                 1,902,450                1,698                             

2007 1,470                 2,267,771                 2,059                             

2008 1,468                 2,489,710                1,937                              

2009 1,468                 2,586,518                1,702                              

2010 1,467                 2,377,639                1,523                              

Largest Customers as of December 31, 2010

Water Annual

Usage 
(1)

Payment

La Cumbre Golf & County Club 61,100                     194,346$                       

Stanford Farms 10,177                      53,405                           

Timothy Pasquinelli 5,749                       36,019                           

Stephen Redding 6,156                       32,172                            

Carriage Hill Association 4,191                        24,659                           

William Foley 3,980                       20,697                           

Christopher & Ann Conway 3,722                        19,873                           

Laguna Blanca School 3,192                        18,517                            

Marsupial Properties 1,450                       16,849                           

Mark Steinman 2,128                        10,087                           

Total 101,845                   426,624$                      

(1)  In hundred cubic feet.

State Water Payment Coverage Calculations

Fiscal Year Total Operating Rate Coverage Net State Water

Ending Dec. 31 Revenues Expenses Fund Deposit Revenues Payments Coverage

2001 2,276,469$             671,417$            343,866$                1,948,918$                     1,417,985$      1.37          

2002 2,879,539                909,109            346,327                   2,316,757                        1,370,014        1.69          

2003 2,668,781                862,951             345,084                  2,150,914                       1,485,915        1.45          

2004 2,904,071                985,101             345,084                  2,264,054                      1,571,521          1.44          

2005 2,662,982               1,086,734          353,407                   1,929,655                       1,430,960       1.35          

2006 2,854,771                1,201,326           353,407                   2,006,852                      1,558,596        1.29          

2007 3,320,207                1,342,427          358,263                   2,336,043                       1,574,079        1.48          

2008 3,451,050                1,408,802         376,576                   2,418,824                       1,540,843        1.57          

2009 3,510,409                1,670,353          392,003                   2,232,059                       1,684,349       1.33          

2010 3,261,377                 1,649,171           389,217                   2,001,423                       1,870,892        1.07          

Source:  La Cumbre Mutual Water Co.
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City of Santa Barbara 

Historic Water Connections and Sales Revenues

Water

Fiscal Year Water Sales Deliveries

Ending June 30 Connections Revenues (acre‐feet per year)

2002 25,388               21,121,848$      14,575                            

2003 25,527                20,822,544      12,779                            

2004 25,653               23,127,138        13,568                           

2005 25,809               24,447,594      12,724                            

2006 25,821                24,765,305       13,290                           

2007 25,918               27,588,409      14,753                            

2008 26,009              29,448,078      14,926                           

2009 26,153                28,669,429      13,819                            

2010 26,504               28,163,162       13,428                           

2011 26,761               27,181,923        13,314                            

Largest Customers as of June 30, 2011

Water Annual

Usage 
(1)

Payment

City of Santa Barbara 154,027            479,644$                      

Montecito Country Club 75,372               240,949                        

Monte B. Semler 26,777              134,144                         

S.B. United School District 39,554              99,791                           

Franciscan Villas Association 12,852               69,430                          

Mercy Housing California 11,838               64,956                          

Sandra Nicholson 9,040               55,088                           

Elmer W. Koonce 2,902                51,661                            

Twobes Group, Inc. 9,452                45,473                           

Hope School 12,267               43,744                           

Total 354,081            1,284,880$                   

(1)  In hundred cubic feet.

Fiscal Year Total Operating Net State Water Parity Debt

Ending June 30 Revenues Expenses Revenues Payments Service Coverage

2002 25,125,762$             14,167,864$      10,957,898$    3,965,732$                     1,366,367$      2.06         

2003 24,217,862              13,833,176         10,384,686      4,439,646                      1,783,100        1.67          

2004 25,431,147               13,822,119         11,609,028       4,481,194                       1,870,214        1.83          

2005 27,074,924             14,553,073        12,521,851        4,315,818                       1,853,342        2.03          

2006 28,255,283              15,993,253        12,262,030       4,524,129                       1,861,889        1.92          

2007 32,081,577              16,362,453        15,719,124        4,148,802                      1,854,987        2.62          

2008 34,798,063             17,454,896       17,343,167        4,089,554                      1,859,603        2.92          

2009 33,914,071              18,885,951        15,028,120       4,314,561                       1,857,100        2.44         

2010 33,763,232              18,546,457        15,216,775        4,466,645                      1,697,698       2.47          

2011 32,082,335              17,793,001        14,289,334       4,619,893                      1,847,271         2.21          

Source:  City of Santa Barbara

State Water Payment Coverage Calculations
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Montecito Water District 

Historic Water Connections and Sales Revenues

Water

Fiscal Year Sales Deliveries

Ending June 30 Connections Revenues (acre‐feet per year)

2002 4,453                 6,338,736           5,535                              

2003 4,505                 6,406,516           5,494                             

2004 4,554                 7,579,730           6,055                             

2005 4,406                7,168,706           5,447                             

2006 4,588                 6,974,106           5,067                             

2007 4,612                 9,168,272           6,333                             

2008 4,630                 9,893,221           6,518                             

2009 4,583                 10,015,310          5,963                             

2010 4,558                 9,429,322           5,274                             

2011 4,575                 8,401,945           4,715                              

Largest Customers as of June 30, 2011

Water Annual

Usage 
(1)

Payment

Resort Hotel 35,864                178,768$                       

Golf Club 58,863                163,829                         

Private College 26,270                131,714                          

Single Family Residence 20,882                123,791                          

Retirement Community 18,345                 101,105                          

Single Family Residence 13,981                 90,233                           

Resort Hotel 15,231                  85,879                           

Cemetery 15,661                 65,378                           

Agricultural 31,045                 62,483                           

Golf Club 12,935                 61,719                            

Total 249,077              1,064,899$                   

(1)  In hundred cubic feet.

State Water Payment Coverage Calculations

Fiscal Year Total Operating Rate Coverage Net State Water

Ending June 30 Revenues Expenses Fund Deposit Revenues Payments Coverage

2002 9,540,728$             3,752,696$        956,320$            6,744,352$                     3,433,729$      1.96          

2003 9,244,612                4,002,960         963,170              6,204,822                      4,419,336        1.40          

2004 10,839,346             4,809,464        959,705              6,989,587                      4,550,214        1.54          

2005 10,502,210              4,533,557          959,705              6,928,358                      4,475,119        1.55          

2006 10,509,053              4,855,534          973,053              6,626,572                       4,723,577        1.40          

2007 13,014,537               5,353,583          970,780              8,631,734                       4,658,858       1.85          

2008 13,967,947              6,049,992         1,021,131             8,939,086                      4,645,281        1.92          

2009 13,873,852              6,528,920         1,075,696           8,420,628                      5,144,227        1.64          

2010 14,555,964              5,931,617           1,079,637           9,703,984                      5,123,778         1.89          

2011 12,277,049              5,588,083         1,085,554           7,774,520                       5,334,729        1.46          

Source:  Montecito Water District
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Carpinteria Valley Water District 

Historic Water Connections and Sales Revenues

Water

Fiscal Year Sales Deliveries

Ending June 30 Connections Revenues (acre‐feet per year)

2002 4,155                  5,888,252$           4,338                             

2003 4,160                 6,061,867             4,185                             

2004 4,168                 7,010,594             4,572                             

2005 4,171                  7,341,470              3,647                             

2006 4,168                 9,029,076             3,983                             

2007 4,230                 9,996,151              4,474                             

2008 4,272                 10,529,618            4,506                             

2009 4,288                 10,393,601            4,099                            

2010 4,326                 10,089,936           3,825                             

2011 4,322                 10,101,197             3,599                             

Largest Customers as of June 30, 2011

Water Annual

Usage 
(1)

Payment

Casitas Village (Home Owners' Assn) 22,453                   231,373$                        

Villa Del Mar (Home Owners' Assn) 24,870                  224,352                         

Sandpiper  20,966                  217,315                          

City of Carpinteria 16,370                   158,872                         

Cate School 31,806                   140,786                         

Kilovac Corp 19,901                   65,578                           

Circle G 22,515                    48,018                           

Cervini Farm CA, Inc. 25,510                   45,932                           

B&H Flowers 19,321                    35,411                            

Van Wingerden Ranch FH 17,163                    33,741                            

Total 220,875                 1,201,378$                     

(1)  In hundred cubic feet.

State Water Payment Coverage Calculations

Fiscal Year Total Operating Rate Coverage Net State Water

Ending June 30 Revenues Expenses Fund Deposit Revenues Payments Coverage

2002 6,511,543$               3,076,394$       750,000$              4,185,149$                     2,329,012$      1.80          

2003 6,416,969               3,108,514          755,372                 4,063,827                      2,859,212        1.42          

2004 7,212,653                 3,547,673          752,655                 4,417,635                       2,968,996       1.49          

2005 8,433,644               3,722,069          752,655                 5,464,230                      2,991,544        1.83          

2006 9,537,158                4,108,439         763,122                 6,191,841                       2,995,352        2.07          

2007 10,598,119              4,153,923          663,427                7,107,623                       2,653,710        2.68         

2008 11,683,095              4,713,897          765,941                 7,735,139                        2,741,075        2.82          

2009 11,005,014              5,395,430          807,038                6,416,622                       2,923,214        2.20          

2010 10,499,950             4,639,111           809,995                6,670,834                      3,006,719        2.22          

2011 10,350,057              4,791,179          814,431                 6,373,309                       3,107,837        2.05          

Source:  Carpinteria Valley Water District
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