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Staff Report
To: Board of Directors
From: Richard Sweet, PE, District Manager
Date: May 20, 2015

Subject: REDUNDANCY PROJECT; STATUS REPORT

RECOMMENDATION:

That the Board receives this report and provide direction.

BACKGROUND

On February 18, 2015 the Board received a report from Kennedy/Jenks Consultants
that described the Redundancy Project, Attachment “A”. The report detailed that the
plant that would provide plant redundancy in compliance with Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) requirements to provide redundant plant operations. The plant upgrades
also anticipate stricter discharge requirement being issued by the Regional Water
Quality Control Board in an upcoming new permit. The proposal underwent a peer
review by John Carollo Engineers in 2010.

The report concluded that the best alternative for the District would be to construct a
new aeration tank and a new secondary clarifier. The new aeration tank would
introduce a new treatment process to the plant referred to as activated sludge. The
construction of the aeration tank in conjunction with a new secondary clarifier would
meet both redundancy requirements and reduce the plant discharge from 40 mg/l
Biological Oxygen Demand (BOD) and 40 mg/l Suspended Solids (SS) to 30 mg/l BOD
and 30 mg/l SS.

DISCUSSION:

On Friday, March 27, 2015 Board staff met with Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) staff to discuss conditions of a new discharge permit for the District’s plant.
RWQCB staff confirmed that they would be crafting the District's new discharge permit
to lower our requirements to 30 mg/l for both SS and BOD. The RWQCB staff agreed
to place timing in the permit to allow the District to construct the plant improvement in a
timely manner. To aid in the preparation of the permit the RWQCB staff requested an



implementation timeline from the District. The District has requested such a timeline
from Kennedy/Jenks Consultants.

The projected project costs provided by Kennedy/Jenks Consultants were $12,061,000
with an annual projected increase in operating costs $363,000. The report failed to
identify costs of design, permitting and construction management. The District is
seeking estimates for those items from Kennedy/Jenks Consultants.

To fund the redundancy project the District will require financing. The best opportunity
for financing is the State Revolving Fund (SRF). The SRF provides financing for water
related projects at approximately one-half the standard financing rates.

To retire the debt the District will need to seek a rate increase. The District last took
action to increase rates in 2006 resulting in the last rate increase occurring in 2010. A
rate increase will be subject to the provisions of Proposition 218. This requires
notification of all customers and a protest vote. [If a majority of ratepayers file a protest
to the rate increase implementation of the rate increase will be prohibited. The District
has the lowest rates of any jurisdiction in San Luis Obispo and Santa Barbara Counties.

Bartles Wells has been engaged to define financing options and potential rate increases
in support of the Redundancy Project and increased operating costs. Final preparation
of the results of the Bartles Wells study awaits the final estimates from Kennedy/Jenks
Consultants. It is believed that this information will be available near the beginning of
the fiscal year.

Richard G. Sweet, PE
District Manager

Attachments:



Kennedy/Jenks Consultants
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Executive Summary

Review of Prior Documents

The primary purpose of the information and studies presented hereinafter is for supporting the
conclusions and recommendations for a major District construction project. This project,
consisting of additional wastewater treatment plant improvements, will be for the basic purpose
of extending the excellent history of meeting State and Federal wastewater discharge
requirements since formation of the South San Luis Obispo County Sanitation District during the
year 1963.

During the 51 years since formation of the District and construction of the original wastewater
treatment and disposal facilities during 1965, there have been a series of documents and
engineering studies which served as the basis for constructing a series of wastewater treatment
plant improvements in the past and to the present. Each of the past improvement projects have
been in response to changing conditions related to increased population served as well as
changed conditions including more stringent waste discharge requirements.

The most recent and comprehensive engineering study directed towards defining the currently
needed wastewater treatment plant improvements is the, “Long-Range Plan for Wastewater
Treatment Plant Improvements” provided by Kennedy/Jenks Consultants and under the date of
July 7, 2005.

The 2005 Kennedy/Jenks Consultants report was followed by a Peer Review Report undertaken
by Carollo Engineers and submitted to the District under the date of January 9, 2010. The
purpose of the Carollo Review was independently to study and to verify the Kennedy/Jenks
Consultants report and recommendations. Also the Peer Review was to consider additional
alternatives on the basis of which the District could move ahead with confidence to
implementation of the recommended improvements project, including financing of the
recommended project.

Review of District’s History

It is observed that prior to the District's formation and then construction of the wastewater
collection, treatment and disposal facilities, wastewater disposal within the service area was
primarily accomplished through use of individual septic tanks. The exception to this practice was
a sewerage system constructed by the City of Arroyo Grande in 1925.

District formation by the County of San Luis Obispo Board of Supervisors was on September 3,
1963. The District embraced the areas of Arroyo Grande, Grover City, Oceano and contiguous
county area.

Since construction of the District's original wastewater collection, treatment and disposal
facilities during 1965, a series of treatment plant improvements were constructed. These
wastewater facilities improvements have been financed on a “pay-as-you-go” basis which has
proved to be highly successful financially to the benefit of the District’ constituency.
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The latest improvement project, the subject of the studies reviewed hereinafter, is anticipated to
provide means of meeting District service area needs to the time of District build-out.

Review of Changes in Service Area Population Projections

County and local planning agencies developed the first projections of population increases
within the District’s service area. These projections, which served as the basis on which to
estimate wastewater collection, treatment and disposal needs of the earliest District's projects,
an ultimate, build-out population of 115,000 within the District’s service area. At the time, 1965,
actual population was assumed to have been a total of some 15,000.

Rather than designing the initial wastewater treatment plant to accommodate wastewater from
the 115,000 then projected population, it was decided to design for an initial population capacity
of 30,000.

The most recent population projections by county and local agency planners for the District’s
service area resulted in an estimated build-out population of 51,300. This more current, 2005
estimate is seen as further validation of the earlier decision to limit construction of wastewater
treatment plant expansions to meet short-range needs rather than projected long-range needs.

Review of Changes in Waste Discharge Requirements

Waste discharge requirements applicable to the South San Luis Obispo County Sanitation
District are and have been initiated by the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
on behalf of both the State and Federal Environmental Protection Agency.

It is shown that during the years of the District's existence and construction of a series of
wastewater treatment plant improvements, there have been multiple changes in waste
discharge requirements. Changes in disinfection requirements resulted in the necessity of
constructing new chlorination facilities. Changes in enforcement procedures has now
necessitated providing added plant to meet redundancy of process units requirements. Lastly,
anticipated changes in waste discharge requirements to full, “secondary” ahead of discharge
later during 2014 has added to the list of needs for the now proposed treatment plant
improvements.

Reclamation Potential Reviewed

Three prior studies for the District, including part of the K/J 2005 study, were directed towards
the potential needs and possibilities for utilizing highly treated wastewater from the District’s
treatment plant for beneficial use. These studies and to the present have all concluded for now
there is no sufficient market for reclaimed wastewater which would justify the added treatment
facilities above that now being proposed, that added costs to result in a treated wastewater
which would meet reclamation requirements. It is anticipated that at such time there is a
demonstrated need and cost-effective means of providing for reclaimed water use, that use can
be accomplished simply by an appropriate, “add-on” to existing plant.
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Review of Changes in Wastewater Characteristics

As part of the normal growth pattern within the District's service area, there has been significant
changes in wastewater characteristics. These changes are seen primarily as a consequence of
a reduction of water use due to water saving devices, higher solids and associated dissoived
organics resulting form widespread use of home garbage disposal units and reduced flows. As
part of the K/J 2005 studies, these changed wastewater characteristics have been accounted
for with strategic, full use of existing plant while adding facilities to meet the specific changed
needs.

Review of Changes of Regulatory Enforcement Policies

During the intervening time since constructing the original wastewater treatment and disposal
facilities, not only has there been several changes in disposal requirements, but also changes in
enforcement of requirements. Part of these changes have resulted from imposition of Federal
requirements through the Environmental Protection Agency in 1972 and changes, including
changes in the law by the State legislature calling for strict enforcement along with monetary
fines for failure to meet requirements. This State initiated change significantly has reduced the
degree of discretion as to consequences of not strictly meeting all requirements.

Review of Peer Review Report

It is shown that upon submission of the Kennedy/Jenks Consultants 2005 report recommending
a next needed treatment improvement project, the District, in their wisdom, authorized a Peer
Review by an independent engineering firm. The basic purpose of was to study alternatives to
the K/J recommended project and to make recommendations. The basic result of the Peer
Review Study was to offer eight alternative projects, but concluding by supporting the
Kennedy/Jenks Consultants recommended project with one modification, to include abandoning
the existing fixed film reactor and constructing an additional activated sludge aeration tank, as
part of a two-stage program of improvements.

After further study of the Peer Review report by K/J and District staff, it was determined that the
K/J recommended project without modification is still in the best interests of the District.

Review of Recommended Project

The recommended wastewater treatment plant improvement project consists essentially of a
New Aeration tank along with 2 New Secondary Clarifier and New Biosolids Thickening
facilities. These new, added process units along with needed mechanical, electrical and
pipework will be fully integrated into the existing plant, making strategic use of combined
facilities needed to meet identified needs.

The current engineer’s opinion of the probable cost for the recommended project is
$12,061,000.
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Section 1: Review of Prior Documents

Under the date of July 7, 2005, Kennedy/Jenks Consultants (K/J) submitted their report
summarizing studies to provide a, “Long Range Plan, Wastewater Treatment Plant
Improvements for South San Luis Obispo County Sanitation District.” This 2005 K/J study and
Plan was initiated by the South San Luis Obispo County Sanitation District, District, in
anticipation of additional wastewater treatment plant improvements needed to account for
several changed conditions, including more stringent waste discharge requirements. The
recommended wastewater treatment plant improvements project identified in the report was to
accommodate anticipated needs during the coming years. These needs include increased
wastewater flows consistent with build-out as projected by local and country planning agencies
fo occur in the year 2020. The K/J 2005 study was intended to address not only increasing
development and associated increases in wastewater flow, but also relevant past and
anticipated changes including more restrictive waste discharge requirements which would
dictate design of the now recommended wastewater treatment plant improvements project.

Following submission of the K/J 2005 studies and report, the District undertook to have a “Peer
Review” of the report and to further evaluate the recommended improvements, their estimated

costs and to study other potential engineering alternatives. The independent Peer Review was

undertaken by Carollo Engineers and their findings and recommendations were submitted in a

report to the District under the date of January 9, 2010.

Since submission to the District of the two aforementioned engineering studies and reports, the
District staff and District Board have determined to proceed with preparation of specific plans to
finance and construct the recommended project. To assist in a final determination of the best
specific treatment plant improvements project, the District Board authorized K/J to review, with
District staff, the K/J 2005 report, along with the relevant studies since 2005 including the Peer
Review. Results of these prior studies along with changes relevant to the proposed
improvement project are presented hereinafter.

1.1 Review of District’s History

The District since formation in 1963 has evidenced an exceptional record of meeting water
pollution control needs of the District’s service area and at minimum costs to the District’s rate
payers. The first action of the District was construction in 1965 of the original water poliution
control collection, tfreatment and disposal facilities, followed by a series of plant improvements
necessary in response to changing needs resulting from, 1) major changes in projections by
county and local planning agencies of future service area development and population
increases, 2) changes in waste discharge requirements, 3) changes in both volume and other
characteristics of wastewater to be treated, 4) changes in regulatory enforcement policies and,
5) challenges associated with needed financing of multiple project improvements. The District
has responded to these changes since 1963 and to the present (2015) with a series of
successful treatment plant improvement projects in response to and in anticipation of needs as
they have occurred and now projected to occur within the future to the time of anticipated
District service area build-out in the year 2020.

Upgrading Existing Wastewater Treaiment Plant Documentation Review and Update Probable Cost Page 1-1
p:11311368035.00_soslocosdireportiupdated documentsitechnicalreportexpanded.doc



Historically, the communities of Arroyo Grande, (then) Grover City, Oceano met their
wastewater disposal needs through use of individual septic tanks. The exception to this practice
was the City of Arroyo Grande which was largely sewered with conveyance of wastewater to a
site in the Grover City area where in 1925 there was constructed an Imhoff (“primary treatment”)
tank. Also provided were adjacent areas for disposal of the partially treated wastewater through
ground infiltration and evaporation. This Arroyo Grande wastewater treatment and disposal
facility was referred to as, “the sewer farm.” Resident population in the area in1963 showed a
total of some 15,000 with about 6,500 in Arroyo Grande, 6,500 in (then) Grover City and 2,000
in the Oceano and other contiguous County of San Luis Obispo areas.

With the passage of time along with increasing development of the area, it became evident that
there were increasing public health concerns related to both increasing use of individual septic
tanks and also the “sewer farm” impacting the underlying ground water. These concerns were
made official in 1962 by the County Department of Public Health as this agency became aware
of increasing concentration of nitrates Ground water nitrates are known to be a public health
concern, and assumed to be primarily the result of wastewater intrusion into the local ground
water which was the primary source of potable water supply for the area.

Responding to this condition of increasingly unacceptable high concentrations of ground water
nitrate, the then Grover City County Water District applied for a government ioan to finance an
engineering study to recommend a course of action to alleviate and forestall a water supply
public health crises. Accordingly the Water District hired the services of then Jenks and
Adamson Engineers (forerunner of Kennedy/Jenks Consultants) to perform the needed study.
Results of the study included a recommendation to form a County Sanitation District to address
the combined wastewater treatment and disposal needs of the local area. This recommendation
was acted upon and the San Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors who formed the San
Luis Obispo County Sanitation District (SSLOCSD) on September 3, 1963. It was intended that
the areas of Arroyo Grande, Oceano and Grover City, along with some contiguous area within
the County, would be encompassed by the District. However, Grover City chose not to become
a member of the District, but did agree independently to provide local sewers within their area
and to contract with SSLOCSD for treating and disposing of wastewater generated within
Grover City. Subsequently Grover City, now the City of Grover City, became a full member of
the SSLOCSD.

The original District members as weli as Grover City undertook construction of local sewer
systems as needed with SSLOCSD providing, the joint-use treatment plant and ocean outfall
line to convey treated wastewater to offshore waters of the ocean as well as trunk sewers
entering the wastewater treatment plant.

Since building of the original wastewater treatment and disposal facilities in 1965, five major
improvement projects have been constructed by the District in response to the changing needs
as they became apparent.

The District’s exceptional history is centered on a series of successful wastewater
treatment plant improvements projects to meet changing conditions. The proposed
improvement project is consistent with this history.
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1.2 Review of Changes in Service Area Population Projections

Original wastewater treatment and disposal facilities to serve the District were based on
population projections as defined through County of San Luis Obispo and local planning
agencies. The local planning agencies population projections made in 1963 projected an
ultimate, build-out service area population of 115,000. It was estimated that this ultimate
population to be served would occur by the year 2020. These relevant planning agencies
estimates in 1965 were accepted as the basis for design of the needed wastewater treatment
and disposal facilities. However, at that time it was agreed to design the initial treatment
facilities to serve the then 1965 service area population of 15,000 plus additional capacity to
serve a then projected 1975 population of 30,000. At the same time, those facilities which could
not conveniently be enlarged in the future, (trunk sewers, incoming pumping plant structure and
ocean outfall), were designed to accommodate wastewater from the then predicted ultimate
service area population of 115,000. This early decision to limit initial construction and
corresponding costs for wastewater treatment facilities for a limited time into the future included
the anticipation of a future series of expansions and improvements as needs actually occurred.
This decision was fundamental to allowing a “pay-as-you-go” financing program which the
District has followed for the nearly 50 years of District existence.

This original decision to limit construction of most of the needed wastewater treatment facilities
to an initial 20-year planning period has been successfully followed, meeting changing needs for
a relatively short time range. As suggested above, the appropriateness of this policy decision is
demonstrated when viewing the 2005 county and local planning agencies projections for year
2020, still seen as the service area “build-out” time period, but now the projected population to
be served is 51,300 instead of the 1965 build-out population projection for the same time period
of 115,000. Conventional wisdom may have suggested in 1965 to design all needed facilities to
serve the then projected population of 115,000 with corresponding very high costs for facilities
much of which would never be needed. The historic policy of limiting construction of needed
wastewater treatment facilities allowed for a, “pay as you go” financing program. In turn this
program has served to limit borrowing of monies and consequent interest costs for larger
projects than needed. This policy in has resuited in one of the lowest sewer user rates for
similar services in the State of California.

In summary, the changing projections of ultimate service area wastewater treatment and
disposal facility needs are seen as being significant to the design of past and now currently
proposed facility needs. This significance, as noted above, is clearly reflected by the original,
1965 planning area “build-out” population projection of 115,000 by the year 2020 compared to
the more recent 2005 “build-out” projections of 51,300 in the same year of 2020.

After further review, the current service area projected population figure is considered
appropriate for design of the proposed wastewater treatment plant improvements
defined in the K/J 2005 report.

1.3 Review of Changes in Waste Discharge Requirements

Requirements for treated wastewater disposal historically, since 1949, in the State of California
have been established for individual dischargers by the State Water Resources Control Board
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and administered through nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards. In the case of the
District, discharge requirements for treated wastewater discharge into the offshore waters of the
Pacific Ocean are established by the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board with
offices in San Luis Obispo. While waste discharge requirements were established for the
District's treated wastewater discharge in 1965, it is to be noted that the Congress of the United
States established the National Clean Water Elimination Act (NPDES) to be administrated by
the Federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and to be applicable to all treat wastewater
discharged to surface waters of the entire nation including dischargers to ocean waters as being
done by the District. Subsequently, the EPA delegated to some States, including California,
responsibilities for establishing and enforcing waste discharge requirements jointly with the
EPA. Thus waste discharge requirements in the State of California are established and enforced
with the authority of both the State of California and the Federal EPA. The Federal waste
discharge permits also establish a minimum level of wastewater treatment ahead of discharge
to be met, regardless of other conditions. This minimum standard is defined by the EPA as,
“secondary” treatment as further defined by achieving an effluent quality with not more than 30
mg/l residual of both Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD) and Suspended Solids (SS).

The original waste discharge requirements applicable to the District’'s treated wastewater
discharge to the waters of the nearby Pacific Ocean in 1965 called for a list of limitations. The
most notable of these early requirements in respect to the District's treatment plant design was
seen as a limiting biochemical oxygen demand (BOD) of 40 mg/I for effluent discharged to the
nearby ocean waters, along with a volume limitation of 2.5 million gallons per day (mgd)
average dry-weather flow. These two limitations served as the primary basis of 1965 treatment
plant design. The BOD specific requirement was met with provision of so called “intermediate
secondary treatment” provided by activated sludge treatment. While the original treatment plant
proved to be more than capable of meeting this 1965 requirement, the activated sludge process
itself proved to be somewhat complex and difficult to operate. These difficulties resulted in an
occasional violation of the 40 mg/l BOD limitation, but the then leniency of enforcement along
with allowable deviations from established constituent limits, including BOD, resulted in a
generally satisfactory record of meeting requirements for the District discharge. However as a
result of a change in State law in 2001, enforcement discretion as to serious impacts from even
minor failure to meet waste discharge requirement was set aside with the new law making
mandatory monetary fines for all violation of waste discharge requirements. This change in
enforcement of the meeting of waste discharge requirements has dictated a number of
responses by the District in respect to needed treatment plant improvements aside from
improvements to accommodate increasing wastewater volume from added service area
development.

During the period of from the 1978 to 1986 several individual improvement projects were
constructed as a means of increasing efficiency of treatment as well as meeting changes in
discharge requirements. A most notable change in requirements occurred as a result of
constructing an entirely new ocean outfall line gaining access to the deeper waters of the ocean
some 4,000 feet into 60 feet of water depth. Studies had shown that this distance offshore
rather than the shorter 1,000 foot original outfall provided the basis for the RWQCB allowing the
elimination of the use of chlorine for disinfection ahead of discharge. It was agreed at the time,
based on ocean studies, that initial dilution provided by discharge nearly one mile offshore along
with natural die-off of harmful bacteria, would provide sufficient dilution and distance ahead of
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arriving at locations of recreation activities to ensure adequate protection of public health in the
Pismo Beach recreation area. In addition, it was agreed that eliminating use of chlorine and
associated undesirable toxic compounds would serve as added protection to nearby ocean
aquatic life. Also, eliminating the use of chlorine for disinfection of the treated wastewater prior
to discharge saved significant expense for chlorine and so lowering overall costs of treatment
plant operation. Subsequently however, as part of the routine review of waste discharge
requirements by the RWQCB and EPA, requirements were changed so as to again require
disinfection of the District's treated effluent ahead of discharge. For several years an expedient
of using the secondary clarifier as means of providing necessary detention time for chlorine
disinfection was successfully practiced and all disinfection requirements met. However, again as
a result of a routine review of waste discharge requirements, the RWQCB and EPA mandated
the building of a separate new chlorine contact tank. The District responded to this new change
in disinfection requirements through the design and construction of an entirely new and
separate chlorine contact tank which was completed and placed into operation in 2006.
Providing of adequate disinfection needs are seen in the context of the District’s responding to
at least three significant changes in waste discharge requirements during the period of from
1965 to 2009.

By the early 1980’s it was evident the District's wastewater treatment plant needed expansion in
order to meet the wastewater treatment needs associated with expanding service area
development along with associated increase in wastewater volume. During the early 1980’s,
anticipated population increases within the District's service area prompted a new study to
determine additional wastewater treatment plant capacity needs. Again, county and city
planning agencies became the source of projections. The combination of input from the
individual planning agencies within the District agreed that the best estimate for the build-out
population to be served by the District was a combined total of 51,200 by the year 2020. Again,
it is noted that this more recent population projection was considerably changed from the
projections of 1965 projecting a build-out population of 115,000. In addition to needs for
increased treatment flow capacity, as part of a mid-1980’s study, basic to these studies, was the
question of anticipated waste discharge requirements changes, the meeting of which would
dictate treatment plant expansion design. As noted above, the original treatment facilities were
designed on the basis of meeting an effluent limitation of 40 mg/l of BOD. As also noted,
Federal EPA requirements applicable to all treated wastewater dischargers to the surface
waters of the nation now called for a maximum limit of 30 mg/l residual BOD at the point of
discharge. Of special interest to the 1980’s studies was a still further change in the Federal law
which, under certain circumstances such as where discharge was to offshore waters with
adequate dilution, and secondary treatment was through the use of trickling filters, the local
administrative agencies could use a standard for discharge of 45 mg/! of both BOD and
suspended solids (SS) instead of the more restrictive 30 mg/l limitation. Discussions with
RWQCB staff during 1985 brought about an agreement that District could be assigned a less
restrictive, modified standard allowing for meeting of the 45 mg/l BOD and SS instead of the
national secondary treatment standard of 30 mg/l. This change in requirements served as the
basis for change in secondary treatment process of from the original activated sludge to now a
trickling filter (fixed film reactor or FFR). This allowed change in process from activated sludge
to trickling filter FFR, provided a much more stable process and reliable meeting of
requirements.
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The foregoing changes in waste discharge requirements allowed for a switch from use of the
original activated sludge process to use of a trickling filter (FFR). This change in process
resulted in the design of 1986 improvements to meet combined needs for capacity increase and
to meet changed, less restrictive waste discharge requirements. These changes resulted in the
design of a very unique expansion of the District's treatment plant. The unique feature was seen
in the use of the then combined aeration tanks (for activated sludge) and secondary clarifier
structure to be modified to provide the needed larger secondary clarifier within the same
structure along with a trickling filer, FFR as a separate new structure. This novel use of an
existing structure served to significantly to reduce construction costs than would otherwise be
necessary for construction of an entirely new, separate secondary clarifier. The 1986 treatment
plant expansion, designed to accommodate 3.3 mgd (up from the original 2.5 mgd capacity) and
a waste discharge requirement of 45 mg/l BOD/SS has proven to be highly successful in
meeting of project objectives. One significant additional cost-saving consequence of the change
of secondary treatment process was the saving of electrical energy. This savings was seen as
the overall use of electrical energy for treatment plant operation was cut in half. Also meeting of
the BOD and SS requirements was so successful that with the subsequent routine review and
modification of waste discharge requirements by the RWQCB and EPA, the requirements were
modified to require a more restrictive 40 mg/l BOD and SS instead of the 45 mg/| BOD/SS. The
RWQCB staff had argued that since the District's treated wastewater discharge consistently was
found to have residual BOD and SS, consistently lower than the then the 45 mg/i requirement,
then the requirement should be lowered. Somewhat ironically, the District's success in achieving
results better than designed for (BOD/SS less than 45 mg/l) was “rewarded” with a change to a
more restrictive discharge requirement (BOD/SS less than 40 mg/l).

Again, after 1986 as population increases within the District’s service area were evident, and in
anticipation of these increases with associated higher wastewater flows to be treated, a new
engineering study by Kennedy/Jenks Consultants was authorized and undertaken in 2005.

Fundamental to the 2005 study was the question of future standards to be incorporated in both
near and far future waste discharge requirements. The 2005 study provided a review of the then
applicable waste discharge requirements. Also this study review was in anticipation of the
expected reissuing of requirements in 2009. These then new requirements were subsequently
approved and seen in the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, Order No. R3-
209-0046 which corresponded to the Federal NPDES No. CA0048003. These requirements of
2009 were preceded by requirements of 2004. it is currently anticipated that the requirements of
2009 will be reviewed and reissued in October of 2014. This consideration led to discussions
with RWQCB staff earlier ahead of the K/J 2005 report and most recently in April of 2014, which
discussions resulted in the conclusion that the currently needed new treatment plant expansion
project should be designed on the basis of meeting the National minimum EPA governing
standard of 30 mg/l BOD/SS now anticipated to become applicable as both State and Federal
requirements. It is understood then that this basic national standard for secondary wastewater
treatment will be seen in the new requirements of October 2014. The 2005 report and
recommendations for the improvement project are based on the foregoing understandings of
waste discharge requirements to be of greater stringency than at present.
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The above review serves as the basis for demonstrating that the District has been totally
responsive to the need to provide wastewater treatment and disposal facilities with successive
improvements to meet changing waste discharge requirements.

It is seen that the District has a fine history of responding to changing waste discharge
requirements during the past some 50 years and that the currently recommended
wastewater treatment plant improvements are directed toward extending this fine history.

1.4 Potential for Wastewater Reclamation for Beneficial
Reuse Reviewed

An additional consideration which was reviewed as part of the K/J 2005 study and report has
been in respect to potential needs and opportunities related to wastewater reclamation for
beneficial reuse. It was observed that there have been two prior engineering studies provided to
the District on this subject. One of the studies was by K/J and the other by The Wallace Group.
Both of these studies and reports conciuded that neither currently nor in the foreseeable near
future is there an identified potential market for reclaimed water such as to make the cost of
additional treatment facilities to meet the reclamation standards justified at the present time.
Nevertheless, it was also concluded that design of current treatment plant improvements should
be such as to allow for accommodation of added plant improvements necessary to meet
reclaimed water use standards. Such additional added plant could be constructed in stages to
meet demands as reclaimed water markets are developed.

It also can be observed that with implementation of the currently recommended treatment plant
improvements, with a basic purpose of producing an end-product effluent of significantly higher
quality than at present, the gap between acceptable treated wastewater for reuse will be
significantly reduced. In any case the costs for future plant add-ons related to meeting still more
stringent reclaimed water reuse standards will have been significantly reduced.

As part of current studies, discussion was entered into with Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB) staff who confirmed the foregoing. It was accepted that no economically
justified reclaimed water market exists today, but well could exist in the future. Also, RWQCB
staff did not foresee a possible need specifically to provide for nitrogen removal as part of future
requirements for reclaimed water reuse. Given the foregoing, it is concluded that the currently
recommended improvements should be designed so as conveniently to add-on freatment
facilities, even up fo improvements needed for to nitrification. The most likely added plant to
meet reclaimed water production meeting higher requirements would be either filtration, or use
of membrane technology, either of which could be appended to the proposed improvement
project at such time that a reclaimed water market is established.

In other respects, it is concluded that the understandings regarding potential for
wastewater reclamation for beneficial reuse, the K/J 2005 study review of this topic
remain appropriate to the design of the current recommended wastewater treatment
plant improvement project.
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1.5 Review of Changes in Wastewater Characteristics

The several studies during the years since design of the original wastewater treatment facilities
completed in 1965, provided opportunity for re-evaluation of changes in wastewater
characteristics. These changes are to be seen in respect both the wastewater volume and
strength characteristics, notably in respect to Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD) and
Suspended Solids (SS).

The changes in wastewater characteristics may be seen as a result of competing factors. On
the one-hand, through the use of water saving devices, wastewater volume per capita has
decreased over time. On the other-hand, increasing use of garbage disposal units along with
the decrease in flow has served to increase wastewater strength.

The K/J studies during 2005 resuiting in the currently recommended treatment plant
improvements were able to account for the time related changes in wastewater characteristics.
This review resulted in a determination that during the past ten years, since 2004 when the then
prior year's wastewater characteristics were analyzed, suspended solids concentration in
incoming wastewater has increased by an average of some 30 mg/l. This has suggested a
change in respect to loading of from 330 mg/l to 360 mg/l. In other respects, it is concluded that
design basis loadings shown in the K/J 2005 report are appropriate. It is then with reasonable
confidence that the design basis for the new plant improvements adequately will account for the
changes in wastewater characteristics. The design basis for the current project as defined in the
Kennedy/Jenks Consultants report of 2005 with the suspended solids modification are seen as
follows:

Population served (build-out) 51,200
Average wastewater volume, mgd 4.2
Peak daily flow (dry-weather), mgd 4.9
Peak daily flow (wet-weather), mgd 8.4
Peak instantaneous wastewater flow rate, mgd 10.0
Average incoming SS. mg/l 360
Average incoming SS, Ibs/day 12,600
Average incoming BODs mg/i 330
Average incoming BODs, Ibs/day 11,280

After review, we believe the foregoing, somewhat modified from the K/J 2005 study,
should be utilized as the basis for design of the proposed wastewater treatment plant
improvements which would be anticipate meeting projected service area needs to build-
out.

1.6 Review of Changes of Regulatory Enforcement Policies

Enforcement of waste discharge requirements in the State of California currently is through the
State Water Resources Control Board and in the case of the District, the Central Coast Regional
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Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). Enforcement policies of the State currently are
delegated by the Federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). This arrangement results in
enforcement authority resting with both the State Water Resources Control Board and Federal
EPA. The joint authority came about from passage by the Congress of the United States of the
Clean Water Act of 1972. As has been previously noted, one of the impacts of this joint authority
is seen in the EPA establishing minimum requirements for discharge into all surface waters of
the nation. Notably of these universal minimum standards is Biochemical Oxygen Demand
(BOD) and Suspended Solids (SS) shall not be more than 30 mg/l.

Also as noted earlier, during the years of successful operation of the District's wastewater
treatment plant, an occasional failure to meet a specific waste discharge requirements was
viewed by the RWQCB on a discretionary basis which could result in Orders to Cease and
Desist with a time schedule for correction, or merely dismissed on the basis of being a minor
infraction with no significant impact on the receiving water environment.

Since initial operation of the District’'s wastewater treatment plant in 1965 and until January of
2001 there have been a number of minor deviations from meeting of waste discharge
requirements which were viewed by the RWQCB as being minor and correctable in the absence
of formal enforcement actions.

However, the State of California legislature in January of 2001addopted a new law imposing
mandatory monetary fines for any violation of waste discharge requirements with very little
discretion as to the real significance to water quality impairment of the receiving waters or other
mitigating factors. The discretion applicable to enforcement is now being primarily seen in
respect to amount of monetary fines to be given to the offending discharger by the State Water
Resources Control Board.

The foregoing speaks to the issue of redundancy, the added significance to having wastewater
treatment plant facilities with sufficient redundancy and flexibility to meet discharge
requirements even during periods of normally anticipated individual process unit shut-down
needed for repairs or replacement. This redundancy need has added weight from Federal EPA
standards as well. It is seen that, in a literal sense this redundancy need could only be met by
having two, identical wastewater treatment plants alongside of each other. However, in a
practical view there are other less costly expedients that can be included to limit costs for
complete facility duplication. Among those expedients, for instance would be the availability and
use of chemical flocculants to enhance settling of solids and associated BOD through a primary
clarifier when one clarifier is taken out of operation and another is otherwise overloaded beyond
normal ability adequately remove solids. During the early history of the District’s treatment plant,
redundancy has been seen as having available both a centrifuge and sludge drying beds, either
one or the other being capable of meeting sludge drying needs at least in the short-term. During
the time of the several District treatment plant improvements, these improvements have
included designing availability of two primary clarifiers and two sludge digesters, either process
units being able to meet needs for short periods of time independently.

As a result of the referenced K/J 2005 study and report, the now more critical needs for process
unit redundancy are to be seen and were recognized and alternatives studied. This subject
matter is seen in further detail in the K/J 2005 report which reveals the essential lack of
redundancy specifically now existing in respect to having available only a single fixed film
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reactor (FFR) and a single secondary clarifier. Either of these two major and necessary process
units out of operation, could prejudice uninterrupted meeting of waste discharge requirements.
Recognizing that these two major process units lack redundancy in case of any extended need
to take one process unit operation was a primary focus as seen in the K/J 2005 engineering
study. As revealed, the study of alternatives and possible expedients to meet redundancy
requirements was an important part of the recommended improvement project. The
recommended project includes construction of a new activated sludge aeration system along
with a new secondary clarifier, both of which process units are concurrently needed to meet
more recently added demands of the more restrictive waste discharge requirements and also in
respect to redundancy.

It is concluded that the understandings regarding Changed Regulatory Agency
Enforcement Policies as discussed in the K/J 2005 study are appropriate to the design of
the proposed wastewater treatment plant improvement project.

1.7 Review of Changes Affecting Financing

Review of needed financing of the recommended wastewater treatment plant improvements
project are to be seen in detail in separate document prepared by others. The proposed plan for
financing is based on the summary of revised estimate of total project costs also provided in an
additional separate document.

It is to be observed, as previously mentioned, that the historic policy of the District Board of
providing needed wastewater treatment plant improvements on an anticipated relatively short
range time frame has allowed a “pay-as-you-go,” program of financing. It can be seen this
financing has resulted in significant savings in charges to the constituents served during the
past nearly 50 years since the South San Luis Obispo County Sanitation District was formed. Of
probably even more significance however can be demonstrated by contemplating the most
extreme example of asking the District’'s sewer users in 1965 to finance the wastewater
treatment and disposal facilities associated with the then local and county planning agencies
projected year 2020 service area population to be 115,000. instead, a series of District
wastewater treatment improvement projects were performed to meet not only substantially lower
current population needs, but also needs associated with then unpredictable changes in waste
discharge requirements along with changes in the District's wastewater characteristics. These
sequenced projects have resulted in ability to accommodate and build facilities expeditiously as
changed needs have occurred and have resulted in lower costs. These factors are all to be
seen in the design of the currently recommended wastewater treatment plant improvements
which will also resulit in project financing on a relatively iess cost basis to the benefit of District
constituency.

While the “pay-as-you-go” financing has been appropriate and beneficial in the past, it is noted
that the size, scope and costs of the now proposed project has required a thorough assessment
of alternatives for financing. This assessment along with recommendations has been done by
independent counsel with the same objective of minimizing necessary costs to the District’s rate
payers.
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It is observed that in respect to financing the series of wastewater treatment plant
improvements in the past on a “pay-as-you-go” basis has been highly beneficial from the
standpoint of the rate payers. The now proposed financing of the current project has
been studied and is recommended by independent financing experts to accomplish the
same lest cost goals in the interests of District rate payers.

1.8 Review of Peer Review Report

As noted it was in 2005, Kennedy/Jenks Consultants submitted to the District their report
recommending the next needed wastewater treatment plant improvement project. In view of the
significant scope and estimated costs of the recommended project, it was felt wise to have a
‘Peer Review" of the K/J 2005 report and recommendations. Accordingly, the District Engineer
was authorized to hire the firm of Carollo Engineers to conduct the review. Carollo Engineers
then provided the District with their Peer Review report which was submitted to the District
under the date of February 8, 2010.

In summary of the Peer Review Report and recommendations, it is seen that study was made of
eight (8) alternatives for making treatment plant improvements to meet the agreed-upon
objectives. These alternatives were estimated to cost from $9,826,000 to $21,523,000 against
their estimated costs (2009) of the K/J recommended alternative of $10,320,000. After further
review, it was evident there were no clear advantage(s) which would offset the higher costs of
the alternatives to the K/J recommended improvements. This conclusion was supported by the
final recommendation of the Carollo Engineers Peer Review studies to proceed with the K/J
recommended improvements with a suggestion to consider immediate abandoning of the
existing fixed film reactor (FFR) process unit. Also, the Peer study suggested the construction of
an additional (3rd) activated sludge aeration tankage to take the place of the to be abandoned
fixed film reactor. K/J Consultants was then asked to review the Peer study recommendations
and study. This additional K/J study is summarized in a letter report to the interim District
Engineer over the date of January/14 a copy of which is appended.

As may be seen from the Kennedy/Jenks Consultants final review of the Carollo Engineers Peer
Review of the K/J 2005 study and recommendation, the project now agreed-upon is to move
ahead with the improvements as proposed and as being the best and most economical of the
series of alternatives considered.

It is concluded that the K/J review of the Carollo Engineering Peer Study dated Jan/14
confirms the appropriate basis for design of the current recommended wastewater
treatment plant improvement project as set forth in the K/J 2005 study.

1.9 Summary

The information provided above, summarizes a further, more detailed review of the several
background factors constituting the basis for conclusions set forth in the Kennedy/Jenks
Consultants, Long Range Plan, Wastewater Treatment Plant Improvements for South San Luis
Obispo County Sanitation District.”
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The separate reviews of all relevant prior studies and documents summarized above are
offered as the basis for concluding the appropriateness of going forward with final

design of the recommended wastewater treatment plant final design as set forth in the
K/J 2005 study.
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Section 2: Recommended Improvement Project

Reference is again made to the K/J studies summarized in their 2005 report. This study outlined
the various alternatives considered for achieving the stated goals and objectives. Also to be
seen in the referenced report, the recommended improvement project includes basically two
structures, new aeration tank and new secondary clarifier along with supporting mechanical,
electrical and pipework. The basic function to be provided by the recommended improvement
project, is seen from the perspective of meeting stated necessary goals centered on current and
anticipated waste discharge requirements. The time span of the recommended project is stated
as being for 20 years, or until expected build-out of the District's service area.

The relationship of the recommended improvements project to goals may be seen in the
following summary:

2.1 New Aeration Tank

The new aeration tank will be designed for the normal sequence of operation to receive the
effluent from the existing fixed film reactor (FFR).

At design loadings, the existing FFR is expected to reduce biochemical oxygen demand (BOD)
residual from the primary clarifiers, from an average expected concentration of 198 mg/l to an
expected 51 mg/l, or about 75% reduction. The new aeration tank is fundamentally for the
purpose of further reducing the FFR residual BOD of 51 mg/l to the waste discharge required
maximum of 30 mg/l or an additional 42% reduction. In actual operation, it will be expected that
final effluent residual BOD will be in the range of 20 mg/l. This further reduction of BOD beyond
that required is as a result of needing to design the aeration tank on the basis of concurrently
meeting the process unit redundancy requirement. That is, in the event that the FFR is taken out
of operation for maintenance or other needed repairs, the entire wastewater flow from the
primary clarifiers will need to go directly to the aeration tanks. As discussed in the 2005 K/J
report under these conditions, through operating expedients along with somewhat oversized
aeration tanks, it is expected that monthly discharge requirements will be met. Regarding the
issue of redundancy, it is anticipated that there might be a rare occasion when the aeration tank
is out of operation and all secondary treatment must be accomplished by the FFR. As noted
above, the FFR operating alone under design loadings is expected to produce an effluent with
still a BOD residual of some 51 mg/l when 30 mg/l is necessary to meet waste discharge
requirements. One of the reasons for dividing the aeration tank into two compartments is to
account for the redundancy needs associated with FFR limitations when operating alone. The
need for taking both, separate, aeration compartments out of operation concurrently is highly
unlikely. In addition, the expedient of adding chemicals for flocculation ahead of the primary
clarifiers to reduce both solids and BOD loading on the FFR is entirely practical and has been
done successfully in the past.

It is of special interest to note the unique and less costly means of concurrently meeting the dual
objectives relating to, 1) more stringent waste discharge requirements and, 2) process unit
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redundancy. The needed improvements to meet the more stringent requirements calling for a
maximum residual BOD/SS = 30 mg/l in plant effluent could easily be met with activated sludge
aeration tanks providing a detention time of about 1 hour. However, to meet redundancy needs
in the event that the up-stream fixed film reactor is out of service and with all partially treated
wastewater flows going from the primary clarifiers directly to the aeration tanks, at normal
loadings, aeration tank detention time would need to be in the range of 4 hours. Taking
advantage of the inherent function of activated sludge it is seen that within limits activated
sludge treatment results can be achieved by substituting solids under aeration (MLSS) for
detention time. As shown in more detail in the K/J 2005 report, this inherent function is taken
advantage of by assuming and providing aeration sufficient to support a significantly higher
amount of solids under aeration for assumed limited time periods, than typical, but in this case,
an aeration tank providing a detention time of 2.4 hours, rather than the more typical 4 hours.
This compromise strategy allowing for a smaller size and cost aeration tank, while meeting
redundancy requirements, will more than meet BOD/SS requirements during by far the normal,
majority of time when both FFR and aeration tank operation is in progress. By more than
meeting waste discharge requirements most of the time, this available higher level of treatment
also could serve to reduce costs for possible future reclamation and reuse as well guard against
an upstream process upset or unexpected incoming wastewater loadings.

It is concluded after further review of the numerous factors surrounding design and
construction of the proposed new aeration tank, as discussed above and further set forth
in the K/J 2005 study and report, the new aeration tank as proposed will be adequate to
meet the design objectives.

2.2 New Secondary Clarifier

The new secondary clarifier will be designed to operate in parallel with the existing secondary
clarifier, both secondary clarifiers being downstream from the aeration tank. There will need to
be some pumping to, or from the secondary clarifiers to account for the added head ioss
incurred by reason of interposing the new aeration tank between the fixed film reactor and
secondary clarifiers.

The design criteria revealed in the K/J 2005 report continue to be appropriate for the new
secondary clarifier and in particular under normal loading conditions. However, it must be noted
that potential hydraulic loading on the new secondary clarifier under the most extreme possible
loading conditions, when the existing secondary clarifier is out of operation at a time of peak
winter time storm water flow conditions, the overflow rate and detention time would not meet
standards when operating over a sustained period of time. While this most extreme condition
seems highly unlikely to occur, expedients which could be practiced as the alternative to
building a much larger secondary clarifier with much higher costs, could be anticipated. These
expedients could be 1) use of chemical flocculants ahead of the primary clarifiers for higher
solids and associated BOD removals ahead of both the fixed film reactor and new secondary
clarifier, 2) anticipating the most likely need for existing secondary clarifier shut-down being
replacement or repairs needed, one of the two existing primary clarifiers has existing pipework
to act as a back-up secondary clarifier and could be operated in parallel with the new secondary
clarifier for short periods of time, and 3) utilizing the way in which the waste discharge
requirements are written in respect to monthly, seven-day and one-day maximum allowable
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concentrations. For instance, the waste discharge requirements in respect to BOD and
suspended solids call for a maxim allowable limit on a 30-day basis of 30 mg/l. The allowable
limit for a 7-day period is 60 mg/l. If it is assumed that the improved treatment plant capabilities
on sustained dry-weather flow basis will be to produce a plant effluent of 20 mg/|, the average
for the month with the seven day window, would be 24 mg/l, well below the 30-day requirement.

The most likely scenario which might involve taking out of operation the existing secondary
clarifier would be need for replacement of the existing mechanism. The work of replacement
might then be scheduled to occur during times of the year other than when storm flow might be
occurring.

The possibilities of some mechanical failure of the existing secondary clarifier occurring during a
prolonged period of winter time maximum flow conditions seems most unlikely to occur. Circular
clarifier mechanisms such as in this case, have an exceptional history of reliability which
suggests looking to expedients as noted above as the method of handling the most unlikely
combinations of extreme conditions.

It is concluded that the further review summarized above and the K/J 2005 study and
report confirms the appropriate basis for design of the recommended aeration tank and
secondary clarifier of the wastewater treatment plant improvements project.
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Section 3: Engineer’s Opinion of the Probable Cost of
Construction and Operation and Maintenance of
Recommended Project

As part of this effort to review the prior documents, we have prepared updated estimates of the
engineer’s opinion of the probable cost of construction of the recommended project and the
operations and maintenance costs. The recommended project includes new aeration tanks,
associated yard piping, FFR effluent pump station, Aeration Blowers, new secondary clarifier,
WAS thickening and sludge dewatering. The updated opinion of the probable cost of the project
is $12,061,000 and the estimated annual operations and maintenance costs are $363,000 per
year. Spreadsheets with a breakdown of the estimated quantities and costs for these opinions
are included with this report.
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Appendix A: Comments on K/J Recommended Improvement
Project vs Carolio

South San Louis Obispo County Sanitation District Studies
Introduction

Under the date of July 2005, Kennedy/Jenks Consultants (K/J) presented a report, “Long-Range
Plan — Wastewater Treatment Plant Improvements” to South San Luis Obispo County Sanitation
District. The recommendations set forth in this report centered on the need to improve existing
secondary treatment works for the purpose of, 1) insuring meeting of more restrictive waste
discharge requirements and 2) redundancy in the event of possible shutdown of major
secondary treatment process units.

To meet these two needs, K/J compared two alternatives, 1) addition of a second fixed film
reactor to the existing FFR and, 2) continued use of existing FFR along with addition of an
activated sludge (AS) unit providing a dual process. The comparison shown in the K/J report
indicated a combination of factors favoring the dual process alternative, both economic as well
as operating reliability.

A “Peer Review” of the K/J report was undertaken by Carollo Engineers and presented to the
SSLOCSD in a document under the date of February 9, 2010.

The Carollo Peer Review study evaluated additional alternatives to be considered, concluding
with a recommendation to extend the dual process as shown in the K/J report, but to plan on for
a two-phase improvement project instead of one project now. The recommended first phase
project would basically provide the same elements recommended as the K/J, two new AS
aeration tanks and a new secondary clarifier, to be followed with a second phase resulting in
abandonment of the existing FFR process unit and adding a third AS aeration basin. This
recommendation was based on an assumption that if the FFR was to be kept in operation as the
first stage of the dual process alternative, the FFR media would need to be replaced at an early
date, suggested to be 2016. In addition, it was suggested that there would need to be a costly
system of snail removal. Finally, the two phase Carollo recommended alternative was assumed
would meet the same level of secondary treatment as would the K/J recommended single stage
project with continued use of the existing FFR.

The two-phase Carollo recommended two-stage rogram of improvements was shown to be
somewhat less costly than the recommended K/J program, with cost factors based on an
assumed early (2016) costly replacement of the existing FFR media and attendant costly snail
removal facilities. The Carollo recommended project did not include an evaluation of alternative
project comparisons in respect to meeting of requirements as well as process stability and
operating costs including energy.
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Given the foregoing, it is evident that accepting the basic assumptions supporting the Carollo
recommended two-phase project, and the time lapse since both the K/J and Carollo reports to
the present, from a financing and construction standpoint, our opinion is that it would be more
appropriate to move forward at this time to construct a single project not a two phase project
now followed by a second project soon thereafter. On the other hand, if it is agreed that the
recommended K//J project should be implemented, then there would need to be a decision
whether to include abandoning the existing FFR, or accept the possibility that the media would
need to be replaced at possibly some early future date.

In view of the relatively close project cost estimated by Carollo between the two alternatives. itis
considered advisable to give further consideration as to the assumptions surrounding both the
recommended K/J and Carollo alternative projects.

Basic Assumptions Reviewed

The proposed K/J alternative for meeting the combined needs of 1) assuring a continuous
meeting of an effluent minimum requirement = 30 mg/day and 2) provide redundancy in the
event that the FFR is out of operation for short period of repair, calls for two AS aeration tanks,
with total volume of 0.52 mg = 69,333 cf. Design basis is for 4.2 mgd average design flow, and
BOD of 330 mg/l with removal through the primary clarifiers leaving 174 mg/l or, 6,094/day Ibs
of BOD to the FFR. It is shown that BOD removed through the FFR results in 1,776 Ibs/day of
BOD going to the proposed two activated sludge aeration tanks with total of 0.52 mgd volume =
69,000 cf.

This results in a BOD loading of the aeration tanks of 1,776/69 = 26 Ibs BOD/1,000 cf/day.

The proposed Carollo alternative for meeting the same defined needs as defined above,
assumes the FFR is abandoned so that the entire 4.2 mgd from the primary clarifiers goes
directly to three AS aeration tanks with a total volume of 0.89 mg = 119,000 cf. On the same
basic design basis, the total BOD loading to the aeration tanks under the Carollo alternative in
the absence of the FFR, then would be:

6,094/119 = 51 ibs BOD/1,000 cf/day

Thus, under the assumed continuous loading of the projected 4.2 mgd with incoming BOD of
330 mg/l, the recommended Carollo alternative AS aeration tank(s) loading would be 51/26, or
twice the BOD AS aeration tank loading than under the K/J alternative with the FFR and two AS
aeration tanks operating.

To operate on a continuous loading to the AS aeration tanks resulting in the BOD loading of 51
Ibs/1,000 cf/day in the absence of the FFR as recommended by Carollo, and on the same
loading basis of the proposed K/J improvements with FFR and AS aeration tanks and meeting
the same defined needs for BOD reduction, the proposed Carollo alternative, the total volume of
aeration tanks would need to be:

6,094/26 = 234,000 cf Each of the three aeration tanks proposed by Carollo for treating the
entire 4.2 mgd design flows contain a total of 234,000/3 = 39,600 cf each; whence, number of
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the same size tanks under the same loading proposed for the dual process alternative proposed
by K/J would need to be:

234,000/39,600 = 6 aeration tanks, not the 3 proposed.

The different final, end results in terms of effluent discharged to the ocean under the proposed
K/J dual process AS aeration tank versus the proposed Carollo BOD loading two times as high
would be difficult to speculate. What is clear is that using conventional activated sludge, the K/J
recommended project utilizing the FFR to remove 50% of the BOD loading ahead of the
aeration tanks, resuits in AS loading to be one-haif the proposed Carolio AS aeration tank
loading. Or another comparison would be to achieve the same total secondary treatment
results, it would require six aeration tanks with the Carollo alternative, two aeration tanks with
the K/J alternative. The cost comparison would then significantly favor the K/J alternative.

The Carollo alternative for conventional activated sludge secondary wastewater treatment is
identified in their report as Alternative No. 4B to be constructed in two phases. The total
estimated cost of this alternative is $ 9.826,000.

The K/J alternative for combined fixed film reactor and conventional activated sludge as
interpreted in the Carolio report is shown as Alternative 4A o be constructed in two phases. The
total Carollo estimate of this K/J alternative is $ 10,607,000.

However, the analysis set forth above, in order to achieve the same results in terms of BOD
removal, the Carollo recommended Alternative 4B would require three more, aeration tanks,
than recommended by Carollo, or a total of six aeration tanks, not three. Using the same cost
figures for aeration tanks as shown in the Carollo Alternative 4A and 4B reports, the total
Carollo alternative then would be in the range of $ 13,000,000.

Not the $ 9,826,000 Carollo alternative estimate against the proposed K/J alternative estimated
by Carollo, of $ 10,607,000.

It should be noted also that this now estimated cost difference between the Carollo and K/J
recommended alternative does not include added considerations of:

e Significantly higher operating costs of the alternative using AS process only.

e Significantly higher energy costs of the alternative using AS process only.

e Higher potential for process operation upset with AS alternative using AS process only.

e More stable operation with FFR first stage, especially when encountering unexpected
loadings; both volume and biologic which buffers loading variation on the following more
sensitive AS.

e Questionable assumptions under the Carollo defined costs associated with the K/J

recommended continuing use of dual process with FFR. This is in respect to both longevity
(Carollo estimate 2 years hence)), and costs associated with, “snail removal.”
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The question as to continued use of FFR could be seen as mute at this time since Carollo and
K/J agree that FFR shouid be in continued use until needing media replacement; at which time
the subject could be re-visited. Every year the FFR continues as the first-stage of existing dual
process, 1) cost savings of both money interest and energy are realized and 2) better effluent
guality and process reliability assured (unless four aeration tanks constructed which would
reverse the alternative project costs.

A remaining question might be in respect to possible future needs for nutrient removals in which
case, the aeration tank site location shown in both studies could be altered in anticipation of
future adding tankage for a future anoxic stage.

Additional Observations

It might be noted that the original SSLOCSD wastewater treatment plant, constructed in 1963,
provided secondary treatment through the use of a conventional activated sludge process only.
The major 1986 expansion abandoned the use of AS and provided secondary treatment with
FFR only as a result of then continuing probiems of maintaining consistent operation with AS,
changed waste discharge requirements as well as less costs for FFR. The 1986 expansion
resulted in an overall cost saving on energy of one-half of that required for the original AS. The
FFR alternative also resulted in significantly more reliable process operation.

Conclusion

Based on the various considerations summarized above, it appears appropriate to conclude the
basic project to meet defined wastewater treatment needs as defined in the 2005
Kennedy/Jenks Consultants report be followed. To proceed at this time it will be necessary to
revisit the K/J 2005 report as part of a process to re-define the project in some detail and
prepare revised estimates of project costs.

It would be understood that at some time in the future the FFR media may need to be replaced,
but probably much longer into the future beyond the suggested year 2016.

JHJJan./14
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Appendix B: Opinion of Probable Construction Cost
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QPINION OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COST

KENNEDY/JENKS CONSULTANTS

Projoct: for Upgrading the Existing W: ter Troatment Flant Propared By: ____ TTEWNL
Data Prepare T4 -bay-14
Building, Area: South San Luis Osispo County Sanitat on District KI4 Proj. No. —_1265035°00
Currgnt at ENR 10,736 {Jan 2014-Los Angeles)
Estimate Type: [ ] Canceptual [ Iconstruction Escalated to ENR
[Z] Preliminary (wio plans) [ Jchange Order Months to Midpoint of Ganstruct
[ Design Development @ % Complete
Spec. Materials Installation Sub-contractor Source
Saction Description Qty Units. SiUnit Tatal S/Unit Total $Unit Total Total Assumptions
1 |New Activated Studga Auration Tank (122" 36'x 16 ~
arthwok (Escavation] T500]_CY 618 121,385 121,365 | 2014 RS Means G 1030 120 2200 Top of Tank @ ~19.00 (Water Bl 1 ~17.00 and €xsting Ground @ E1 10.00} Ovarexcavata to B -2.0 (assur
rtwork - Bagkt {Stiuctoral Natersl) & C - 3600] LGV 20,85 75071 655 25,030 180,300 12013 S Means 3123 23,14 3200 & 31 23 73,15 5000 & G1030 210 1000 | Structurat backfill (select granu'er {11 matenel) and Sgreading
atrwork: Dewstenng 3 ay 927,985 27,838 7,830 [2014 jeans 3123 1920 0600 § 0820 42 pumps for & hours a day { Excavaton Rate of 150 CYihr from above)
eintorced Concrets-Foundation st 370] _CY 1,100 07407 407,407 {Typical Histone Casls Founcation mal {reoar, forms, finishing incluzed) wtiszing 5000 psi, Heavy Weight, Ready Mix, Slructural Co
Renforced Conerete Wals 316 _CY 1,500 474,000 474,000 | Typical Histonic Gasls 16" high walls 15" (hick (actaully 16' nigh 15° thick assumption for volumas) wim 5,000psi Concrets
FER Etfuent Fums Statan if s 230,000 80,000 360,000 [Estmate
Infiuent Yard pipa (24* HDPE from FFR) 3501 F 4320 15118 5301 18,554 33672 2014 RS Means G3020 3050 24" HDPE Type S wilh welertighi gaskets- § deep Trenching backil included)
Influent RAS Yard pipe (24" HOPE from Exlsting Secondary Clarfier) 270 LF 4320 11663 | s30i 14,313 25575 [2014 RS Means 53020 112 3050 24" HDPE Typa S with walertignt gaskets-6' deep Tranching backfil inciuded)
Eifuent Yard Ppe (30" HOPE tc New Seconday Clarifier) &) LF 6405 J23| 7700 £,160 284 [2012 RS Wiaans G3020 112 4000 20" HDPE Type § with walerlight gaskels-&' deep Tranching backfil included)
Effuent Yord Pige (30" HDFE (g Vohees/Ex Secondary Clarifier ww_m{ 3 6405 18572 | Fi00 22,331 £05 |2014 RS Maans (3020 112 4000 20" HOPE Type S with watertighi gaskets-8' ceep Trenching backill nciuded)
Demo and relnstal AC over Trenching for 24 Piping z 1510 161 | 3T 14,798 959 [20124 RS Means 3712 15.13 10502nd G1020 210 1000 Deima znd repiaca 4° thick pavement over trench (Assumes 4" wide trench over length)
Demo and reinstall AT cver Trenching for 30" Piging 1518 794 | 8370 9,635 728 [2014 RS Means 3212 16 13 1050 and G1020 210 1000 Dermo 2d replace 4 thick pavemsnt over trsnch {Assumes 4 5' widl érch aver langin)
2__|Blowers & Diftusers for Aeration Tanks
Hioh Eficenty-Single Sage blawers whVFDs 3 EA_|'250 000,00 750.000 | 160,060.00 | 300,000 1,050,000 |Verbal Quotation from S.emeny. (1000 CFM units with control panel)
Diffusers - Alr Piping, vaives, and_fittings instalation nchusisd 1 LS| 150,000 00 150,000 | 74,095.20 | 74555 224,885 |Vertal Quole From Evoguas & Estimate of incailabon costs 9" DualAlr Fina Bubble Diffusers
3 [Blowen 4CC Building (20x20% 12
Buiiding Pad 30 CY. 1.160 33.000 33,000 |Tygicat Histuiic Costs
StorageWarghouse B Unit Costa) 400 SF 40.00 18000 | 23.00 ,200 25,200 2014 RS Means €0 17 00 1010 (SF Unit costs for e1orace buidinga) includes sits work, masonry, equlpment, plambing, HYAC, and mechislscineal buiiding matericls, GYAC
4 New Secondary Clarifier (Diameter 87" X Denth 127}
Earthwork - Excavation. 6,700 BCY 16.18 108.419 108419 {2014 RS Maans G 1030 12¢ 2200 Tep of Tenk @ 18.25 (Water I @ 15.00 Ewsling Ground £ €1 10.00) Overexcavate 10 Bl 6.0 {assume 16'¢
Eartriwork - Backfil (Stucianl baterial) & Compacton 4,300 LCY 2085 B3A1Z| 685 27311 111,223 12012 RS Means 3123 23.14 3200 & 31 23 2315 5000 & (1050 210 1000 __|assuma 1.3 LY 1o 1 CLY (backill and evaraga of 'dasp) & Granular Structurla material being broughtin)
Exnritwork- Dewatering 30 Day 927.55 27,839 27,839 {2014 RS Means 31 23 19.20 0B00 & 0020 42 pumps for 8 hours a day ( Excavation Rate of 150 CYrr from &oove)
Reinforced Concreta-Foundalion Mat 500 CY 1,100 550.000 550,000 | Typical Histede Costs 5 ksi. Hoavy Weight, Ready Mix, Siructural Concréterassuming 18° high
Rentoiced Concrate-wials 250 cY 1,500 375,000 375000 |Typical Histodc Costs. 18" high walls 15" thick (actoully 16" high 18" thick ion for velumes) 5000081 Concrete
Cladifigr Diive/Rake Machais &7 DIA-FT| 1 50060 50060 43550 174,000 |Rula of thumb
{5) RAS Pumps {5 HP-2.5mad) £.00 EA_| 28.000.00 10,000.00 60,000 228000 JActuat 2013 Cest for similar pumps anc installabon at LVMWD. Used Similar SHP Centrifugal studge recicculation pumps from Las Virgenes (escalated 25%)
{43 WA Pumps (130 opm} 400 EA | 2000000 10,000.00 | 40,000 120,000 k3 Worss nen-£15, Sry-pil solis handiing pump (wating for moraiafo)
Piclng, valves, fiings. and ttor gry.pit alse). 100 LS| 350,000.00 50 C00 | 12000000 | 120,000 470,000 |Estimale
nfluent 31 from eeration tank Piging [Accourted for in Section Aove)
¥ 405 TT00__ | 30591 35,084 |2014 RS Means 63020 112 4000 30" HDPE Type S with walertight gaskatz-3' deep Trenching backii included)
LF 05 7700 32.727 59,6547 [2014 RS Means G302 30" HDPE Type S with walsriight gaskets-8' deep Trerching backil included)
RAS Yard Pipe (24" HOPE 1 vales heaing hack 1o serabon) LF 53.0 A22 15, 2014 RS Means 63020 112 24" HDPE Typo 5 with walaright gaskels-6" deep Tranching backil Included)
VUAS Yord Fipe (FHOPE to Sludge Thickening Centifuge) LF. 4.7 506 11,859 12034 RS Means 63020 i 6" HDPE Typa S with vatertioht gaskets-3' deep Trenching backill incuced)
Demo and reinstall AG over. . 30" Piping sl SY 5247 3.7 12,661 23,506 {2014 RS Means 32 12 16.13 1050and 61020 210 1000 Deno and replace 4° thick pavement over { 4" wi length)
Demg and reinstall AG over 24° Piging. wf  SY 1074 3.7 818 4, 2014 RS Means 32 12 16.13 1050 and G1020 210 7 = emo and replace 47 thick pavement ovar trench (Assumes 4.5" wide irench over lengtn)
Demo and reinslill AC Gvir 0* Biping s8] SY 1476 3.7 251 6,727 12013 RS Means 32 12 16.13 1050 and G1020 210 Dama and repiace 4™ hick pavement owar rench (Assumas 4.5' wide trench over langth)
5| WAS Siudga Centrifuge Thickening/digestod sludge dewstering
Alfa Lavaf Equipment= ALDEC G275 i _Ea 280.000.00] 280000 | 140,000.00] 140,000 420,000 |Verbal Quete from Vendar
63 Siudga Handiing- d Platform
Demoltion of Existing Pistiorm (252575 3333] 17,160 2014 RS Means 02 41 12,18 1050 Concraie Elevated Slab demoition
Hew Concrets 12° theck {30'630) " 2500000 65325 £3.325 |Typical Hisloric Costs
96300 2E79 | 65832 | 2578 5,557 {2012 RS Moans
Sructursl Steel Beams/ Columns ﬁ 50.000.00] 0,600 50,000
weas 15060601 15,000
€1 Sludga Handling- Shafiless G I
Detign of Conveyor __E_m 25,000.00] 25000
Shaftiess Convayer 8.000.00) 8000 2873.70, 2874 48,000, 45,000 58,874 [Buote from KWS Desigr, E i 2
Ala Laval Diversion Gals 1 14500001 14,500 14,500 JQuata from KWS Design, Eng neering, Manufecturin
Addtonal Mechanicat Electical 10.600.00 10000 | 16.00000] 10,000 20,000
7 and Conlrols & Electrical C _ 900,320 801 600,321 200,321
[] ingyCoating/Miscellaneoys C 450,160,401 450,160 459,160
Subtozals 1 2505570 1435036 [ 3aia7ia] 7352620
Copy of OznonBIProbabielonstucionCasts-Revi
By Area Page 1 of 1

Date Paniled: €17/2014



QPINION OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COST

KENNEDY/JENKS CONSULTANTS

Project: Recommendation for Upgrading the Existling Wastewater Treatment Plant Prepared By: TTBINL
Date Prepared: 14-May-14
Building, Area:  South San Luis Obispo Counly Sanitation District KHJ Proj. No.: 136803500
Estimate Type: [ ] conceptual L] construction
[x] Preliminary (wi/o plans) E] Change Order Current at ENR 10,736
[] Design Development @ % Complete Escalated to ENR
Months to Midpoint of Construct 24
SUMMARY BY AREA
[~ TTEN NO. ITEM DESCRIPTION MATERIALS TINSTALTATION | SUB-CONTRACTOR TOTAL
4 New Activated Sludge Aeration Tank (122 x 36' x 18") 412,504.34) 340,323.67, 681,407.41 1,634,235.42
2 Blowers and Diffusers for New Asration Tanks 900,000,00 374,995.20 1,274,995.20
3 Blower/ElectricallMCC Building 16,000.00 9,200.00 33,000.00 58,200.00
4 MNew Secondary Clarifier (Diameter 87° X Depth 12') 876.436.73' 523,805.47 925,000.00 2,325,292.20
& WAS Sludge Centrifuge Thickening/Dig 1 Sludge D ing Equi it
= 280,000.00 140,000.00 420,000.00]
fa Dewatered Sludge Handling-Raise/Extend Platform 2,979.00] 34,738.13 133,325.00] 171,042.13
6b
Dewatered Sludge Handling-Shaftless Conveyor Belt
7 Misc. Instrumentation and Controls & Electrical Construction 900,320.80 900,320.80
8 Painting/Ceating/Miscellangous Construction 450,160.40| 450,160.40|
Subtotals 2,487,970.07 1.423,062.47 3,323,213.60 7,234,246.15
Division 1 Costs @ 10% 248,797.01 142,306.25 332,321.36 723,424.62
Subtotals 2,736,767.08 1,565,368.72 655,534.97 7.957,670.77
Taxes - Materials @ 7.50%| 205,257.53} 205,257.53
Subtotals 1.565,368.72 8,162,928.30
Taxes - Labor @ i B
Sublotals 2,942,024.61 1.565,368.72, 3,655,534.97 8,162,928.30
Contractor MU for Sub @ 12%} i el 1— 438,664.20 438,664.20
Subtotals 2,942,024 61 1,565,368.72] 8,601,592.50
Contractor CH&P @ 15%)| 441,303.69 234,805.31f 676,109.00
Subtotals 3,363,328.30] 1,800,174 O}_I 9,277,701.50
Estimate Contingency @ 25%, 2,319,425.37
Sublotal 11,597,126.87
Escalate to Midpt of Const. @ 2% 463.885.07
Estimated Bid Price 12,061,011.94
ETotaL Estimate of Project Cost 12,061,020.00!
|

| Eslimate Accuracy |
| +50% I -30% |
Estimated Range of Probable Cost
+50% | Total Est | -30%
$18,091,530 i $12,061,020 % $8,442,714

Copy of OpinionOfProbableConstructionCosls-Rev1

Area Sum Page 10f1

Date Printed: 6/17/2014



OPINION OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COST (Operations and Maintenance) KENNEDYLENKS CONSULTANTS

Project: Recommendation for Upgrading the Exisling Wastewater Trestment Plant Preparod By: T
Date Prepared: 4
Building, Area: South $an Lus Obispo County Sanittion District K1 Proj. No. 03500
Current at ENR 10,736 _(Jan 2014-Los Angeles)
Estimate Type: [ ] Conceplual [construction Escalated to ENR
(&) Preliminary (wio plans) {__Jchange Order Months 1o Midpaint of Construct
] Design Development @ % Comolata
Spec. Tterm MaterialsiConsumables Labar Sub-contractor Source
Section No. Description Qty Units $/Unit Total $/Unit Total $/Unit Total Total Assumptions.
1__|Activated Siugge Aeration Tank
High Efficiency-Si wiVFD3 Power Cost 1 Year | 155406.85 185407 E 185,307 |2 WOHP blowers in operatin 2477 (1 unit on Standby). Electricity @ $0.15mW-hr
FER 1l Fumg Siaton 1 Year | 50.58134 50.551 £0.581 |Assume 2 pumps in operation 24/7 (1 unit on standay)
2 |BlowsriElactricalMCC Builiding (2022017}
c T ) Year | 1.000.00 1,000 7,660
e T Year 500 00 £00 560
3 |Hew Secondary Clarifier &
Clarfier Drive/Raks S Maotor) 1 Year 35844 358 358
{61 RAS Pumps (5 HP-2.5mgd)_ Power Cosly 1 Year | 1949875 19459 19,459 |Assumed pumps | Gperaton 2477 12 pURDS SWandby). Eleciieily G 30.15/W-hr
a = 5 |Assume 2 WAS pumps operaling 5 hours per day, 6 days per week (TO%
2 (4)WAS Pureps (130 gor- 1HP max) Power Costs 1 Yags s i e ._Electricity @ $0.153W-hr
4 Centrituge Thickening'di i
Alfa Laval Equipmant: ALDEC G2 75 -Energy Consumption 1 Year 3515 [Asstiming % hours of operation per day (6 deys a week)
C i 1 Year
52 |Dowatered Slud
Tucking to Oewstering Beds - Digsel Fuel 20 Galiwk 4,180 |2014 RS Means 02 41 19.16 1050 Reintorced Concrete Elevated Stab demglition
O [ ed ing: Shafiless Conveyor
‘Shaffess Conveyor -Energy Consumation Year 3510 |15HP shalt conveyor from KWS Des a0, Manutactuning
Year 500 500
§__|Misc. Instrumantation and Contrels & Electrical Repalrs Year 1000 2.600.00] 2500 3560 | Aigwanca per yepr 1o have an
7 |Paintnn/Coating/Mi “Repalrs Year 5,000 5000
& |Acaivonst piamt i 2060 hr 3500|7480 74,880 [Includes Fringe
Subtotals 285,672 [ 74880 2500 362.752
O8M Estimata Accura
0% | ~30%
Estimated Range of Probablo O&M Cost
Copy of OpinionOiPIcbableConstnuclionCosts-Revl
O8M Costs Fagetart

Date Primed. 6172014



SOUTH SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY

SANITATION DISTRICT
Post Office Box 339 Oceano, California 93475-0339
1600 Aloha Oceano, California 93445-9735
Telephone (805) 489-6666 FAX (805) 489-2765
www.sslocsd.org

Staff Report
To: Board of Directors
From: Richard Sweet, PE, District Manager
Date: May 20, 2015

Subject: RECYCLED WATER PLANNING STUDY; STATUS REPORT

RECOMMENDATION:

That the Board receive the report, discuss issues and provide direction.

BACKGROUND

At the Board meeting of October 1, 2014 a Recycled Water Project was discussed.
There were comments of support from the Surf Rider representative and other members
of the public.

At the November 5, 2014 Board meeting, the Board approved an agreement with Water
System Consulting (WSC), the Northern Cities Management Area Engineer, for
preparation of a Planning Study for a Recycled Water Project to provide supplemental
water to the Northern Cities Management Area (NCMA).

The concept being evaluated is a satellite treatment facility on the sewer trunk line that
serves most of Arroyo Grande. The advantages of this concept are:

1. The proposed location is outside the Coastal Zone and the jurisdiction of the
Coastal Commission. Expansion of the SSLOCSD plant in the Coastal Zone could
face significant opposition.

2. The proposed location would provide opportunities for groundwater recharge,
landscape irrigation and agriculture irrigation water with very little distribution
piping. This is a significant cost savings over many other alternatives.

3. The proposed location is in an area where the groundwater would benefit from
percolation of the effluent.

4. Brine generated through the satellite treatment plant can be discharged through



the existing trunk sewer line for eventual discharge at the SSLOCSD ocean
discharge line.

5. Project may satisfy redundancy requirement for SSLOCSD.
6. The project is eligible for a planning grant: 50% local match

7.  With the water bond approved last November and with significant grant
opportunities for recycled water projects in the water bond, timing is excellent to
take advantage of this funding opportunity.

The cost of the services within the proposal are $6,700 for the grant preparation and
$150,000 for preparation of the planning study. Seventy five thousand dollars (fifty
percent) for preparation of the planning study will be derived from the planning grant.
The planning grant requires a fifty percent match. Therefore $6,700 for preparation of
the grant and a fifty percent local match comes from local revenue sources. The total
local revenue sources required would be $81,700 (1/2X$150,000 + $6,700). The City of
Arroyo Grande has agreed to contribute fifty percent of the local match ($40,850) and,
the Board approved the District’s contribution of the remaining fifty percent. The initial
work within the study will consist of the development of an economic feasibility study. If
the District determines that the project is not economically feasible the study will be
terminated and no further expenses will be incurred.

At the Board Meeting of February 4, 2015, the Board reviewed and approved the
submittal of a grant application for preparation of a planning study. The grant
application, Attachment “A”, details the scope of the work and project timeline.

The State Water Board (SWB) is presently reviewing the District's application. The
District has responded to a number of questions from the SWB and was notified that the
District responded to the last question during the week of April 27, 2015. Upon approval
of the grant application, the SWB will provide a grant agreement to the District, which
will be subsequently considered by the Board. The representative of the SWB has
assured the District that the District will be receiving a grant agreement shortly. No
work completed prior to full execution of the grant agreement will be reimbursable
through the grant. Therefore WSC has been directed to await approval of the grant
agreement before proceeding with the work.

DISCUSSION:

On April 21, 2015 the City of Pismo Beach City Council approved a Recycle Water
Facility Planning Study and directed staff to proceed with the implementation of the
recommended alternatives evaluated within the study. The District’s effort to complete
the Recycled Water Planning Study appears to lag that of Pismo Beach by
approximately one year. The study was also prepared by WSC and provides some
insight as to what the District might foresee as insight and conclusions. The body of the
Pismo Beach study is attached as Attachment “B.”

The Pismo Beach study considered four alternatives:



e Alternative 1: Providing recycled water (RW) at Disinfected Secondary-23
standards for restricted reuse

e Alternative 2: Providing RW at Disinfected Tertiary standards for unrestricted
landscape irrigation

e Alternative 3a: Providing RW that meets the standards for groundwater recharge
for injection as a coastal seawater intrusion barrier

e Alternative 3b: Providing RW that meets the standards for groundwater recharge
for injection directly into the inland aquifer

These are similar alternatives to that that the District is evaluating. An alternative that
is available to the District that may not be as readily available to Pismo Beach is the
possibility to utilize the recycled water for direct commercial agriculture use.
Alternatives 3a and 3b have been identified as the preferred alternatives due the ability
of these alternatives to utilize a majority of the available water.

To try to compare costs of the Pismo preferred alternatives to anticipated costs of the
District from similar efforts is not possible with the information available at this time but
this does provide some insight into the value of the District proposal. The costs of
piping RW to recharge locations identified in the Pismo study are significant. The
District’'s satellite plant concept seeks to reduce the cost of piping. The high level of
treatment required by Pismo’s preferred alternatives may be reduced by the use of RW
for commercial agriculture.

Since the District's proposal requires the construction of a new treatment facility in a
location other than an existing facility, the cost to provide treatment in the District's
proposal will likely exceed that in Pismo’s proposal.

The amount of RW available from the District’'s proposal in the near term is not
significantly different from that proposed in the Pismo proposal. In the long term the
Pismo proposal, with anticipated growth, exceeds the amount of RW in the District
proposal.

The Pismo proposal notes that brine discharge can be accomplished through use of the
District's ocean outfall line and that the agreement for the use of the outfall line does not
require a minimum amount of discharge. The discharge line requires a daily outflow of
1 million gallons a day (MGD) to ensure functional operation of the discharge line.
When the use agreement was entered into with Pismo Beach it was not anticipated that
minimum flows would be an issue. It may be argued that this is a change of condition
and that a new agreement may be warranted.

The projected cost of the Pismo Beach project is approximately $30 million ($27 million
to $29.7 million) with an annual operation cost of approximately $600,000. The
financing plan for the project as stated in Pismo’s report is:

“It is anticipated that the project will be funded through a combination of grants, low



interest loans and cost-sharing contributions from partner agencies. The loans are
anticipated to be secured through water rates since the project benefits potable water

supply.”

At its meeting of May 13, 2015 the Oceano Community Services District voted to
support the City of Pismo Beach'’s recycled water project and direct staff to return with
an inter-agency partnership agreement for Board consideration. It appears that this is
part of Pismo’s effort to secure “cost sharing contributions from partner agencies.”

In this year of extreme drought, water supply is an arena of heightened discussion.
There is much discussion regarding possible over drafting of the NCMA groundwater
leading to possible salt-water intrusion. This discussion is facilitating supplemental
water supply discussions and contentious discussions between Santa Maria
Groundwater Management Areas. A discussion that will invariably arise will be
undelivered but allocated State Water supply. While litigation is a possibility, it is hoped
that agencies can reach agreements to arrive at balanced conditions in the basin and
avoid costly litigation.

Richard G. Sweet, PE
District Manager

Attachments: Attachment “A” Recycled Water Planning Study Grant Application
Attachment “B” Pismo Beach Recycled Water Study, body only



California State Water Resources Control Board
Division of Financial Assistance
Office of Water Recycling

Water Recycling Facilities Planning Grant Application

A. Applicant Information

Agency Name: South San Luis Obispo County Sanitation
District
Street Address: 1600 Aloha PI, Oceano CA 93445
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 339, Oceano CA 93475
Authorized Representative (Name/Title/Phone): Rick Sweet/ General Manager/(805)489-6666
Contact Person (Name/Title/Phone) Rick Sweet/ General Manager/(805)489-6666
B. Facilities Planning Study Information
1. Study Title: mmﬁm___”m Emwmq Immoc_.om Recovery Facility
2. Regional Water Quality Control Board: Om;qm_ Oommﬁ mmm_o:
3. Estimated Project Schedule: p 4 ,//, N
a. Study starting date: April 2015 N ,,/, -

b. Submittal of draft facilities plan: mmEmBUmq mSm
c. _Submittal of final facilities plan: Degémber 2015, .

4. Plan of Study: Please submit a plan of study prepared according to the directions in the Water
Recycling Funding Guidelines, Part Two. (Lab€él this as >nmo:3m2 )

C. Facilities Planning Study _=_noﬂ3m:o:

,/..

7. Total Study Cost: $149, %m 5

2. Requested Oﬂmab,_.:o:sﬁ .mE mhw . ,/,,

The maximum grant is mo Umam:” of the total m__@_c_m ‘'study cost up to a maximum grant of
$75,000.

Funds for Cash Flow: q:m m,«mmm applicant is mxumnﬁma to have funds available to handle cash flow
for the entire study cost, pending receipt of grant disbursements. Does the Agency have local funds
on hand to cover the entire estimated study cost? o Yes o No

Other Financial Assistance: Describe any other loans, grants, or other financial assistance being
provided to the grant applicant to assist in this study.
The City of Arroyo Grande will be contributing $40,877 to cover 50% of the remaining study cost.

D. Authorization

Submit a certified copy of a resolution adopted by the governing body authorizing the application and
acceptance of a grant from the Water Recycling Facilities Planning Grant Program. A model
resolution is provided for your reference. (Label this as Attachment 1.)

E. Certification and Signature of Authorized Representative

| certify that the information in this application, including all attachments, is true and correct to the
best of my knowledge and belief. | understand that updated information will be required to be
submitted later.

Signature: Printed Name:

Date: Agency's Federal |.D. No.:




South San Luis Obispo County Sanitation District
Recycled Water Facilities Planning Study

Attachment 1: Resolution

Oﬁ




Attachment 2: Plan of Study
South San Luis Obispo County Sanitation District

South San Luis Obispo County Sanitation District
Recycled Water Facilities Planning Study
Attachment 2: Plan of Study

Introduction

The South San Luis Obispo County Sanitation District (District) provides wastewater
transmission and treatment service for the Cities of Arroyo Grande and Grover Beach and the
Oceano Community Services District (Member Agencies). The Oceano Community Services
District (OCSD) provides wastewater collection service to the unincorporated Oceano and
Halcyon communities. The District’s Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) currently produces
disinfected secondary effluent, which is discharged to the ocean. Each of the Member Agencies’
water supply portfolios has been significantly impacted ww,,aﬂ?m:ﬁ conditions over the last 9
years. As a result, the District and the Member Agencies have been evaluating supplemental
water supply opportunities, including recovery and reuse of nmowﬁ,m.nw water that is currently
discharged to the ocean. The purpose of the Recycled 5&9.%%:5,8 E@E:m Study (RWFPS)
will be to evaluate and select a preferred alternative for.a Satellite Water Resource Recovery
Facility (SWRRF) or scalping plant within the District’s Wo:.momo: aystem to develop recycled
water as a supplemental water supply source and m.,EE.ono., &mémﬂow supply reliability for the
Member Agencies. R 4 v

Jurisdiction/Service Azl @

The District is located in_the central oomwm,ﬁﬁmmmou of California. Its service area includes 165
square miles in mocﬁréowﬁmg San r:mw,ov.mmﬁo County. The District collects wastewater from the
member agencies through three primary trunk lines that transport it to the District’s Wastewater
Treatment Plant (WWTP). mmns of the member agencics operates their own collection systems
to capture and convey wastewater to the District’s trunk lines. Figure 1 shows the city
limits/service areas for the Znagw,?mgowmm and the location of the District’s WWTP.
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Sources of Recycled Water and Existing Facilities

The source of water for the proposed recycled water system will be wastewater collected by the
Member Agencies and delivered to the District. As of 2010, the total population served by the
District was approximately 38,000 persons. In 2014, the average annual flow to the WWTP was
2.35 MGD. Table 1 below summarizes the current and projected annual wastewater volumes for
the District.

Table 1. Current and Projected Recycled Water Supplies from SSLOCSD

Existing (2014) Projected (2035)
Potential Recycled Water Supplies 2.35 mgd | 2,633 afy | 3.5mgd | 3,921 afy

Notes:
1. Wastewater flows and projections come from the 2014 Regional Recycled Water

Strategic Plan

N >

b
b

The WWTP includes an in-channel screen, primary o_mamnmm/m mmmowam@ treatment trickling

filter, secondary clarifiers, anaerobic digesters and m_w_bmonwom, contact wmmﬁ The primary
clarifiers have a combined volume of 320,625 gallons.and a ooEona overflow rate of 610
gpd/sf under average annual daily flow. Sludge from the} primary Slarifiers is sent to the
digesters, while the primary effluent is discharged to a ﬂnoEEm filter for secondary treatment
and then to the 665,000 gallon secondary clagifier. After secondary clarification, the wastewater
is disinfected with sodium hypochlorite i a chlorine eontaét chamber, de-chlorinated and
discharged from the plant Enocm_._ an ocean ocﬂm: line.

The WWTP currently lacks sufficient na/n-czam:ow in its secondary treatment system to allow the
existing trickling filter'to be taken out of sérvice for extended maintenance or in the event of a
process upset. It is osiwmonmm that development of a SWRRF would provide the SSLOCSD with
new upstream treatment omﬁmo;x mzm _Eu.mmmoa redundancy at the existing WWTP due to
decreased flow rates. .

+

qtives

Anticipated Rec
The District m::nm@mﬁm developing recycled water as a supplemental supply source through the
development of a SWRRF and use of recycled water for landscape/agriculture irrigation and/or
indirect potable reuse. As part of the preliminary analysis that has been completed in preparation
for developing the RWFPS, two conceptual locations for a proposed SWRRF were evaluated.
The conceptual SWRRF locations are shown in the Figure 2 and the average flows at these
locations are summarized in Table 2.

(98]
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Table 2. Average Flows to Conceptual SWRRF Locations

Conceptual SWRRF Average Flows (gpd)' Average Flows (AFY)
Location
Alternative 1 0.56 753
Alternative 2 0.82 1,103
Notes:

I. Flow estimates obtained from the District’s Wastewater Collection System Model.

During the development of the RWFPS, multiple SWRRF and recycled water end use
alternatives will be evaluated. It is anticipated that the treatment and use alternatives evaluated
will include disinfected tertiary for unrestricted irrigation, disinfected tertiary with partial reverse
osmosis for agricultural irrigation and advanced treatment for groundwater recharge.

The County of San Luis Obispo recently completed a memo:/w_,,wﬂn%o_oa Water Strategic Plan,
which included an evaluation of recycled water alternatives for the District. The City of Pismo
Beach, which is adjacent to the Member Agencies’ service ateas to the north, is also nearing
completion of a RWFPS for its wastewater treatment plant. The relevant findings from these
studies will be incorporated into the evaluation of the SWRRE ,m_mmn:mﬂ?mm...

Additionally, several prior studies, including the Omm.ﬁ.oﬁw/bmmm_,mzmmon Funding Study, the
Lopez Lake Spillway Raise Project and the Urban Water Management Plan for the City of
Arroyo Grande have identified a few potential alternative supplemental water supply sources.
The findings from these non-recycled water alternative studies will be summarized in the
RFWPS and compared against thé proposed tecycled water alternatives.

. O

The alternatives for this RWFPS will be .&gm_ommm using consistent planning and design
requirements (e.g. delivery and system nnnwmcmn, peak delivery and storage criteria, level of
treatment, cost basis, etc.). Fhe identified alternatives, along with non-recycled water
alternatives, will then be ngMﬁﬁ to develop a preferred project alternative.

B

-

Crabalb=ldas Ps b T e s LN
Stakenolder Participation

The District intends to conduct numerous stakeholder meetings to coordinate project objectives
and elements and encourage stakeholder input. A Water Recycling Forum with local agriculture
and other stakeholders was held by the District in 2012 to address water recycling and its impact
on water quality, effective groundwater management, and how a water recycling program will
comply California Recycled Water goals.

The District will continue to encourage stakeholder participation throughout the development of
the RWFPS. The District will conduct meetings and educational workshops with Member
Agencies, local community members and potential recycled water customers to address
stakeholder concerns, determine goals and challenges and to develop public support for recycled
water use. A plan to encourage recycled water use for potential customers will be developed to
establish long-term contracts for recycled water applications.
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In addition, representatives from each of the District’s Member Agencies and the City of Pismo
Beach meet on a monthly basis to manage their shared water supply resources. Along with
project specific meetings, these monthly meetings will provide a venue to continuously
coordinate and collaborate with stakeholder agencies.

Nt it Bl
Potential Problems

Potential problems that could delay progress of the RWFPS and proposed actions to mitigate
these problems are shown in the table below.

Table 3. Potential Problems and Mitigating Actions for the RWFPS

Potential Problem | Mitigating Action

Loss of Funding The RWFPS is anticipated to be funded by three agencies, including
the State Water Resources Control, wOB.a (SWRCB). This reduces the
burden on each of the agencies/and Sacoam,:mw of funding loss.

Multi-Agency Numerous stakeholder, public outteach and project team meetings are

Coordination included in the proposed scope of So..w to mmmi in building consensus
and agency buy-in. .

Limited Data Several recycled water _u_mzn_:m m_..ca_mm wm<o recently been completed

on District and neighboring mmo;_:mm/ﬁrmﬁ will provide extensive data
for use in completing.the SWRRF WéSuww Additionally, o:mo_:m
investigations to ormwmoﬁmﬁwm the regions hydrogeology will assist in
evaluating o_u_uo;gn_om for Ro%omma water groundwater recharge.

S
//

. % , .,/r
s Conducti@@the Study"
The District has selected Emﬁ_. w%ﬁ@dm Oo,,,:m:_m:mu Inc. (WSC) to complete the RWFSP. WSC
is currently completing a RWERS for thé City of Pismo Beach and participated in the
development of the San Luis mem./vo County’s Regional Recycled Water Strategic Plan.
Additionally, WSC is on the steering committee for an ongoing study to characterize the portion
of the Santa Maria Groundwater Basin that could be recharged with recycled water from the

SWRREF.

District Staff will work closely with WSC and representatives from the District’s Member
Agencies to utilize all available existing reports and studies to ensure that the RWFPS builds
upon previous work and meets the needs of the District and its Member Agencies. Additionally,
District staff will continue to work closely with WSC to better define the alternatives and to
work with permitting and resource agencies to develop an implementation plan.

A aoﬁm:mg scope of work and budget for the RWEPS is included as part of the District’s contract
with Water Systems Consulting, Inc. as Attachment A to this Plan of Study. To reduce the
impact on its rate payers, the District is looking to leverage its available funding by obtaining a

6



$75,000 grant from the SWRCB Water Recycling Funding Program and by splitting the local
matching costs with the City of Arroyo Grande. Table 4 outlines the proposed cost sharing
amongst the three funding sources.

Table 4. Summary of Project Costs

Project Cost Summary
Scope of Work Element Project Cost
RWFPS Grant Application $6,806
Recycled Water Facilities Planning Study $149,896
Total Cost $156,700

Project Cost Share for Participating Agencies

Agency Cost Share
District $40,877
City of Arroyo Grande $40,877 .
RWEFPS Grant $75,080 G
Total Agency Cost Share $156,700 &

-

Both the District and the City of Arroyo Grande ﬁo?ﬁ% m\_“_wmnmgﬁ reserves to cover the costs of

completing the RWFPS prior to being reimbursed through the SWRCB Water Recycled Funding
a ©

Program.

Schedule & { _
The following table summarizes. the wmovgmﬁ___ schedule for the completion of the RWFPS. A

more detailed schedule is in¢luded as Attachment B.
b AN

b

Table 5. .wﬂwmuommm,‘?.&mﬁ Schedule

,//

Scope of Weork Element End Date
Facilities Planning Study August 2015
Submittal of DraftReport September 2015
Submittal of FinaFReport December 2015




Attachment A: Contract, Scope, and Fee Estimate

SOUTH SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICT
1600 Aloha Place
QOceano, CA 93445

PLANNING STUDY FOR SATELLITE TREATMENT FACILITY
FOR RECYCLED WATER PROJECT

Project Location: South San Luis Obispo County Sanitation District

THIS AGREEMENT (hereinafter referred to as “Agreement”) is made by and between the South
San Luis Obispo County Sanitation District, a county sanitation district duly existing and operating
pursuant to the provisions of Health and Safety Code §4700 et seq. (hereinafter referred to as
“SSLOCSD"), and Water Systems Consulting, inc. (herein referred to as “WSC” or “Consultant”),
a California corporation, P.O. Box 4255, San Luis Obispo, California 93404, wherein Consultant
agrees to provide the SSLOCSD and SSLOCSD agrees to accept the services specified herein.
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual d conditions contained herein,
the parties agree as follows:

1. DESIGNATED REPRESENTATIVES. Richard
Clemens, Plant Superintendent of SSLOCSD, at
representatives of SSLOCSD and will administer
Jeff Szytel and/or Dan Heimel, (805) 457-8833
Changes in designated representatives sh
other party.

»Manager and/or John
B05) 481-6903 are the
r and on behalf of SSLOCSD.
presentatives for Consuitant.
affer advance written notices to the

2. NOTICES. Any noti
shall be given to the respe
am_?maamm*o__oém”;

itted to be given under this Agreement
by first-class mail, postage prepaid, or otherwise

SSLOCSD: St Ispo County Sanitation District

Facsimile: (805) 489-2765

CONSULTANT: Water Systems Consuiting, Inc.

P.O. Box 4255 .

San Luis Obispo, CA 93403

ATTN: Jeff Szytel .

Phone: (805) 457-8833

Facsimile: (805) 888-2764
or at such other address or to such other person that the parties may from time to time designate.
Notices and consents under this section, which are sent by mail, shall be deemed to be received
five (5) days following their deposit in the U.S. mail.

3. ATTACHMENTS. Attached to this Agreement are the following Exhibits. Said Exhibits
shall be initiated by Consultant upon request of SSLOCSD or by SSLOCSD directly. Said Exhibits
are incorporated herein by reference:



A. Description of scope of services (the Project) to be performed by Consultant,
including a timeline for Project completion. (Exhibit “A”)

B. A Fee Estimate from the Consultant is attached as Exhibit "B".

C. Consultant shail provide insurance as listed in Exhibit “C”,

4. SCOPE OF SERVICES.

A. SSLOCSD has determined the Project involves performance of professional and
technical services of a temporary nature.

B. Consultant agrees to provide the services to SSLOCSD in accordance with Exhibit
—m>3. ¢

C. The Consultant shall perform its service in Bsequence and timing so that
they will be coordinated with the requirements of SSLOCSD onsultants of SSLOCSD.
5. TERM. Consultant shall commence performa ‘ ,

D.
application and an ecofit
District will determine if
District determines project is
to pay Consultant for work pe
and

idly prior mooE_u_mﬁ_:m_ the Facilities Planning Study and
satellite treatment facility is economically feasible. |f
€ viable, agreement will be terminated. District agrees

E. The Consultant will be paid for services provided to SSLOCSD in accordance with
the schedule set forth in Exhibit “B”.

F. Payment of undisputed amounts is due within 60 days of receipt of invoices.
Invoices shall reflect the phase to which the request for payment is being invoiced in accordance

with the “Scope of Service” (Exhibit “A") and the percentage of completion of each phase.

G. Consultant will not receive compensation in excess of one hundred and fifty-six
thousand seven hundred dollars ($156,700) without written authorization from SSLOCSD.

H. Payment to Consultant shall be considered as full compensation of all personnel,
materials, supplies, and equipment used in carrying out the services as stated in Exhibit "A”".
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I SSLOCSD's failure to discover or object to any unsatisfactory work or billing prior

to payment will not constitute a waiver of SSLOCSD's right to:

3 Require Consultant to correct such work or billings; or
2, Seek any other legal remedy.

7. REIMBURSABLE COSTS. Consultant shall be reimbursed at cost for reimbursable costs
as provided in Exhibit “B".

8. EXTRA SERVICES. Should services be requested by District which are considered to be
beyond the scope of Basic Services in this Agreement by the Consultant, the Consultant shall
provide a written request for consideration of Additional Services to the SSLOCSD Contract
Administrator.

9. INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR. Consultant, its agents and contractors are independent
contractors, responsible for all methods and means u ming the Consultant's services
under this agreement, and are not employees, agent of SSLOCSD.

10. PERFORMANCE STANDARDS.
A. Compliance with laws.

ents and contractors), at its sole
d Federal ordinances, regulations
fce with regard to the Project and this
diction, or the admission of Consultant

(1) Consultant shall (and s
cost and expense, to comply with all Disty
and statutes now in force or which ma

in any action or proceeding’ whether SSLOCSD be a party thereto or not, that
Consultant has violatedany 3 atute, shall be conclusive of that fact as between
Consultant and SSL@CE ons to €onsultant's instruments of professional service
which become necessa Consultant's failure to comply with these requirements,

due to failure to meet the Sian , shall be made at the Consultant's expense.

(2) Should quirements change after the date of design or a_.ms;:@
preparation, Consultant shall esponsible for notifying SSLOCSD of such change in
requirements. Consultant will Uz:@ the instruments of professional service into conformance with
the newly issued requirements at the written direction of SSLOCSD. Consuitant’s costs for
providing services pursuant to this paragraph shall be submitted to SSLOCSD as Additional
Services.

B. Standard of Performance. Consultant represents that it has the skills, expertise,
and licenses/permits necessary to perform the services required under this Agreement.
Accordingly, Consultant shall perform all such services in the manner and according to the
standards observed by a competent practitioner of the same profession in which Consultant is
engaged (hereinafter “Standard of Care”). All products of whatsoever nature which Consultant
delivers to SSLOCSD pursuant to this Agreement shall conform to the standards of quality
normally observed by a person practicing in Consultant’s profession. Consultant shall correct or
revise any errors or omissions at SSLOCSD’s request without additional compensation. Permits
and/or licenses shall be obtained and maintained by Consultant without additional compensation
throughout the term of this Agreement.
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11. TAXES. Consultant shall pay all taxes, assessments and premiums under the
federal Social Security Act, any applicable unemployment insurance contributions, Workers
Compensation insurance premiums, sales taxes, use taxes, personal property taxes, or other
taxes or assessments now or hereafter in effect and payable by reason of or in connection with
the services to be performed by Consultant.

12. CONFLICT OF INTEREST. Consultant covenants that Consultant presently has no
interest and shall not acquire any interest, direct or indirect, which would conflict in any manner
or degree with the performance of services required to be performed under the Agreement.
Consultant further covenants that in the performance of this Agreement, no person having any
such interest shall be employed by Consultant.

13. RESPONSIBILITIES OF SSLOCSD. SSLOCSD shall provide all information reasonably
necessary by Consultant in performing the services provided herein.

14. OWNERSHIP OF DOCUMENTS. All drawing cifications, data, and other
instruments of professional service prepared by Con (ring the performance of this
Agreement shall become the property of SSLOCSD. Hev sultant shall not be liable for

15. RECORDS, AUDIT AND REVIEW. Offisultanfhshall k@ep such business records
pursuant to this Agreement as would be kept by { Prudent practitioner of Consultant’s

profession and shall maintain such records years following the termination of
this Agreement. All accounting record [ elccordance with generally accepted
accounting practices. SSLO dit and review all such documents and

16.  INDEMNIFICAT

Consultant shall indemnify, defend, and hold harmless the South San Luis Obispo County
Sanitation District, the Board of Directors, each member thereof, present and future, its officers,
agents and employees from and against any and all liability, expenses, including defense costs
and legal fees, and claims for damages whatsoever, including, but not limited to, those arising
from breach of contract, bodily injury, death, personal injury, property damage, loss of use, or
property loss however the same may be caused by willful misconduct or negligence of Consultant
or anyone for whom Consultant is legally responsible. The obligation to indemnify, defend and
hold harmless includes, but is not limited to, any liability or expense, including defense costs and
legal fees, arising from the negligent acts or omissions, or willful misconduct of Consultant, its
officers, employees, agents, subcontractors, or vendors in performing services pursuant to this

Agreement. It is further agreed, Consultant’s obligations to indemnify, defend and hold harmless

will apply even in the event of concurrent negligence on the part of the South San Luis Obispo
County Sanitation District, the Board of Directors, each member thereof, present and future, or its
officers, agents and employees, except for liability resulting solely from the active negligence or
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willful misconduct of the South San Luis Obispo County Sanitation District, its officers, employees
or agents. Payment by the South San Luis Obispo County Sanitation District is not a condition
precedent to enforcement of this indemnity. In the event of any dispute between Consultant and
the South San Luis Obispo County Sanitation District, as to whether liability arises from the
negligence of Consultant or that of the sole negligence of the South San Luis Obispo County
Sanitation District or its officers, employees, agents, subcontractors or vendors, Consultant will

be obligated to pay for the South San Luis Obispo County Sanitation District’ defense until such

time as a final judgment has been entered adjudicating either the Consultant to be not negligent
or the South San Luis Obispo County Sanitation District as solely negligent.

A.2 Indemnification Pertaining to Professional Liability (Services).

The following applies to professional liability claims where professional malpractice or
breach of professional performance standards as identified in Section 10 are alleged:

South San Luis Obispo County
present and future, its officers,
enses, damages whatsoever to
‘misconduct of Consultant, its

"professional Services

Consultant shall indemnify and hold harmless
Sanitation District, the Board of Directors, each memb
agents and employees from and against any and all
the extent caused by the negligent acts or omissior
officers, employees, agents, subcontractors, or vend
pursuant to this Agreement.

B. Nothing contained in the foregoiflg inde visions shall be construed to

ompletion of the Scope of Services under
s obligations referenced in subsection A, above,
h such claims is predicated shall have occurred

prior io the effective
way connected with

D. Submission of in ce certificates or submission of other proof of compliance
with the insurance requirements in the Agreement does not relieve Consultant from liability
referenced in subsection A, above. The obligations of this article shall apply whether or not such
insurance policies shall have been determined to be applicable to any of such damages or claims
for damages.

17. INSURANCE. Consultant shall procure and maintain, in insurance companies as set
forth in Exhibit “C".

18. PERSONNEL. The Consultant represents that it has, or will secure at its own expense,
all personnel required in performing the services under this Agreement. Al of the services
required hereunder will be performed by the Consultant or under

Consultant’s supervision, and all personnel engaged in the work shall be qualified to perform
such services.
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19. NONEXCLUSIVE AGREEMENT. Consultant understands that this is not an exclusive
Agreement and that SSLOCSD shall have the right to negotiate with and enter into contracts with
others providing the same or similar services as those provided by Consultant as the SSLOCSD
desires.

20. ASSIGNMENT. Consultant shall not assign any of its rights nor transfer any of its
obligations under this Agreement without the prior written consent of SSLOCSD and any
attempt to so assign or so transfer without such consent shall be void and without legal effect
and shall constitute grounds for termination.

21. TEMPORARY SUSPENSION. The SSLOCSD’s Contract Administrator shall have the

authority to suspend this Agreement and the services contemplated herein, wholly or in part, for
such period as he/she deems necessary due to unfavorable conditions or to the failure on the
part of the Consultant to perform any provision of this Agreement. Consultant will be paid for
services performed through the date of temporary suspension. In the event that Consultant's
services hereunder are delayed for a period in excess of six (6) months due to causes beyond
Consultant's reasonable control, Consultant's compensation ghall be subject to renegotiation.

22. TERMINATION.

A. Right to terminate. SSLOCSD retains the 4
reason by notifying Consultant in writing thirty (30) days prior %
notice, Consultant shall promptly cease work and S

is Agreement for any
. Upon receipt of such
)CSD as to the status of its

SSLOCSD shall be obligated to compen ‘ only for that portion of Consuliant
services which are of benefit to SSLOCSD, | _ the day Consultant receives notice

B ermination, Consultant shall immediately turn
over to the District cop ) s, computations, computer models and other
instruments of professional'servi g@r or not completed, prepared by Consultant, or given

to Consultant in connectiof Wi i ji@ement. Consultant, however, shall not be liable for

for other than the project or scope¢ ices contemplated by this Agreement.

C. Should SSLOCSD fail to pay Consultant undisputed payments set forth in Section
6, above, Consultant may, at Consultant’s options, suspend its services or terminate this
agreement if such failure is not remedied by SSLOCSD within thirty (30) days of written notice to
SSLOCSD of such late payment.

23. DISPUTE RESOLUTION. The following procedures apply only to disputes where the
amount in controversy is less than $50,000.

A. SSLOCSD and Consultant agree that disputes between them arising out of or
relating to this Agreement where the amount in controversy is less than $50,000 shall be
submitted to nonbinding mediation, unless the parties mutually agree otherwise. If the dispute is
not settled by mediation, then the parties agree to submit the dispute to binding arbitration as
provided in subsection B, below.

a
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B. Either party may demand arbitration by filing a written demand with the other party
within thirty (30) days from the date of final mediation, in accordance with the prevailing provisions
of the California Arbitration Act at the time of written demand. The arbitration procedures are as
follows:

(1) The parties may agree con one arbitrator. If they cannot agree on one
arbitrator, there shall be three: one named in writing by each of the parties within five days after
demand for arbitration is given, and a third chosen by the two appointed. Should either party
refuse or neglect to join in the appointment of the arbitrator(s) or to furnish the arbitrator(s) with
any papers or information demanded, the arbitrator(s) may proceed ex parte.

(2) A hearing on the matter to be arbitrated shall take place before the
arbitrator(s) within the County of San Luis Obispo, state of California, at the time and place
selected by the arbitrator(s). The arbitrator(s) shall select the time and place promptly and shall
give each party written notice of the time and place at least sixty (60) days before the date
selected. The procedures of the California Arbitration Act are incorporated herein by reference.

(3) If there is only one arbitrator

he rendering of a decision
by the arbitrator(s) shall be binding on the parties. A judg : e award may be given
by any Superior Court having jurisdiction, or that ‘Vaeate, modify, or correct the award
in accordance with the prevailing provision of the i i

ﬁ_.,,._mz the matter shall be decided by
three new arbitrators who shall be apfit oceed in the same manner, and the
process shall be repeated untilf@@iecisiortisia py two of the three arbitrators selected.

(5) itratioh shall be borne by the losing party or shall be
borne in such propo for

24, SSLOCSD NOT OBLIG HIRD PARTIES. SSLOCSD shall not be obligated or
liable for payment hereundert v other than the Consultant.

25. COSTS AND ATTORNEY'S FEES. The prevailing party in any action between the parties
to this Agreement brought to enforce the terms of this Agreement or arising out of this Agreement
may recover its reasonable costs and attorney's fees expended in connection with such an action
from the other party.

26. SECTION HEADINGS. The headings of the several sections, and any table of contents
appended hereto, shall be solely for convenience of reference and shall not affect the meaning,
construction or effect hereof.

27. SEVERABILITY. If any one or more of the provisions contained herein shall for any
reason be held to be invalid, illegal or unenforceable in any respect, then such provision or
provisions shall be deemed severable from the remaining provisions hereof, and such invalidity,
illegality or unenforceability shall not affect any other provision hereof, and this Agreement shall
be construed as if such invalid, illegal or unenforceable provision had not been contained herein.
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28. REMEDIES NOT EXCLUSIVE. Except as provided in Sections 22 and 23, no remedy
herein conferred upon or reserved to SSLOCSD is intended to be exclusive of any other remedy
or remedies, and each and every such remedy, to the extent permitted by law, shall be cumulative
and in addition to any other remedy given hereunder or now or hereafter existing at law or in
equity or otherwise.

29. TIME OF PERFORMANCE. Time is of critical importance in this Agreement and each
covenant and term is a condition herein.

30. NO WAIVER OF DEFAULT. No delay or omission of SSLOCSD to exercise any right or
power arising upon the occurrence of any event of default shall impair any such right or power or
shall be construed to be a waiver of any such default of an acquiescence therein; and every power
and remedy given by this Agreement to SSLOCSD shall be exercised from time to time and as
often as may be deemed expedient in the sole discretion of SSLOCSD.

31. ENTIRE AGREEMENT AND AMENDMENT. In conjunction with the matters considered
herein, this Agreement contains the entire understanding andagreement of Sm parties and there
have been no promises, representations, agreements,
parties, either oral or written, of any character or nat
herein. This Agreement may be altered, amended or
executed by the parties to this Agreement and by no othép
right to claim, contest or assert that this Agreemen

32. SUCCESSORS AND ASSIGNS. A
in this Agreement, by or on behalf of, or for

or all of the parties hereto, shall be

sors and assigns.

33. CALIFORNIA LAW.

Om_:ow.am >:< E_@mzo: re t or its contents shall be filed in the County of
e ourt nearest to San Luis Obispo County, if in

34. EXECUTION OF COUNT . This Agreement may be executed in any number of

h e arts shall for all purposes be deemed to be an original;
\y of them as the parties shall preserve undestroyed, shall
instrument.

and all such counterparis, or as m
together constitute one and the sa

35. AUTHORITY. All parties to this Agreement warrant and represent that they have the
power and authority to enter into this Agreement in the names, titles, and capacities herein stated
and on behalf of any entities, persons, or firms represented or purported to be represented by
such entity(ies), person(s), or firm(s) and that all formal requirements necessary or required by
any state and/or federal law in order to enter into this Agreement have been fully complied with.
Furthermore, by entering into this Agreement, Consultant hereby warrants that it shall not have
breached the terms or conditions of any other contract or agreement to which Consultant is
obligated, which breach would have a material effect hereon.

36. PRECEDENCE. In the event of conflict contained in the numbered sections of this

Agreement and the provisions contained in the Exhibits, the provisions of the Exhibits shall prevail
over those in the numbered sections.
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37. FORCE MAJEURE. Neither party shall hold the other responsible for damages or delays
in performance caused by force majeure (acts of nature) or other events beyond the reasonable
control of either party.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Agreement to be effective on the date
executed by the SSLOCSD.

Oozwc—.._.%._.
/

By:

Jéff Szytel

Tite: _/ P00t f cev
Date: R..\c\? %

SOUTH SA IS OBISPO COUNTY SANITATION D

By:

Richard G. Sweet, General Manager

Date: \N.\.w\\\
&

ﬁé\éa @P
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South San Luis Obispo County Sanitation District
Recycled Water Facilities Planning Study

Exhibit A: Detailed Scope of Work

TASK 1.0 FPGP APPLICATION ASSISTANCE

WSC will assist the South San Luis Obispo County Sanitation District (SSLOCSD) to obtain funding from
the Water Recycling Facilities Planning Grant Program (FPGP) administered by the State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) for a Satellite Water Resources Recovery Facility (SWRRF) project.
This scope includes preparing, submitting and managing the FPGP application for the SWRRF project.

~mn AManaocara 1 IF

»  WSC will manage the SWRRF project application through the FPGP process on behalf of
SSLOCSD.

» WSC will participate in an initial kickoff call with the mémnm to mﬂmz the application
development process.

9

B

»  WSC will provide ongoing coordination with mm_.onmv to wm%m« wmpc__,ma documentation and
forms to complete and submit the FPGP application. - LN

» WSC will coordinate and participate in a Bmm.ﬁ_:m _s:ﬂ: ms_,mhw mﬁmm to review the FPGP

applications package. N

,/

b
.

»  WSC will nOE_o_mﬁm the mu_o__nm:c: 32: m:n_ noBE_m mmu.Oanm resolution authorizing the FPGP
grant application. - N

> WSC will prepare the Plan of m?%/no:mwmazm of the following components:
1. A ammn_._u:o: of the Bn,\n_ma water service area that will be studied.

2. The _uoﬁm:»._m_«n.oc_.nmm of ..mn<n_ma water and a summary of the unit processes
currently in use at existing treatment facilities.

3. Adescription oZ:m current disposal/reuse of the wastewater that is proposed to be
recycled.

4. A map of the study area showing the sources of recycled water and potential service
area(s).
5. lIdentification of the water and wastewater agencies having jurisdictions over the

sources of recycled water and/or the potential service area.

6. Ageneral description of water recycling and potable water supply alternatives that
will be evaluated.

7. A description of the opportunities for stakeholder participation, for example, public
meeting with the local community members, potential recycled water users, and
other agencies that have a stake in the study.
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8. Aschedule with the start and completion dates of major tasks associated with the
facilities planning study.

9. Alist of potential problems that may cause delay in the progress of the study and
description of the proposed actions to reduce the impact of these potential
problems.

10. Identification of the entities that will be conducting the study and description of
their roles. This may include a description of proposed subcontracts with
consultants or interagency agreements with other agencies, and any force account
work.

11. Proposed budget for the study, including estimated costs of specific tasks, sources
of financing, and sources of funds for cash flow until grant reimbursement.

» WSC will make necessary adjustments to the FPGP mnﬁ_“nmmwo: package components after the
review meeting with the SWRCB to obtain approval oﬁ the Em: of mEaS thus allowing the
SWRCB to issue a grant commitment. ki .

g

2.0.1 Conceptual Design Criteria & Ty y
» Quantify the amount of Emﬂm_‘ m<m__m_u_m wdﬂ a SWRRF along the SSLOCSD trunklines from the City
of Arroyo Grande through review of mm_,Onm_u Hydraulic Model.

v

Define conceptual mmm_mz criteria *oq the *mn:E\. It is anticipated that the conceptual design for
the facility will _3n_:um/§m ﬂﬂo_mos._:m

e Capacity to treat nc:‘mnw Average DE Weather Flow (ADWF)
e Advanced level of treatment suitable for groundwater recharge
e Solids conveyed downstream with membrane concentrate

> It is assumed that the SSLOCSD will provide information on potential locations and
corresponding land acquisition costs for the treatment and recharge facilities.

2.0.2 Cost Estimates
» Develop planning level cost estimates for constructing and operating a SWRRF in the SSLOCSD
collection system.

» Utilize existing planning level cost estimates for alternative SSSLOCSD WWTP improvements to
meet the redundancy requirements for comparison with the SWRRF.

» Utilize planning level cost estimates for supplemental water supply alternatives. Cost estimates
to be obtained from the Pismo Beach Recycled Water Facilities Planning Study.
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2.0.3  Investment Analysis
» Compare planning level cost estimates for the SWRRF against cost estimates for SSLOCSD

redundancy requirements and supplemental water supply alternatives.

» Evaluate and summarize key considerations and constraints for project implementation

2.04  Draft Investment Analysis TM
> Prepared draft Investment Analysis TM documenting the results of the Investment Analysis.

Deliverable: Draft Investment Analysis TM

2.0.5 Investment Analysis Review Meeting
» Plan, schedule and lead a meeting with SSLOCSD staff (and key stakeholders as appropriate) to
review the results of the Investment Analysis.

Deliverable: WSC will provide agenda and meeting materials at nmnmn.w%mm,@ working days prior to the
meeting will provide summary notes with action items within, %Em (5} ia%am days following the meeting.

J K . B
b oW
2.0.6 Final Investment Analysis TM YR N y
» Prepared a final Investment Analysis TM that _=n9,vo_/,mﬁmm nogamsﬂm io_,: SSLOCSD staff and
other stakeholders. _ N J/

Deliverable: Final Investment Analysis TM a4 3

s E i K i i o it e = k. \
oject Mianagement . = 0N

211  Project Administratién.
2.1.1.1 Project scheduld ,./\ A
» Prepare project mnzmuc_m and :uamﬁm mm required based upon actual progress and SSLOCSD
direction. Submit Esmnn/m,n:mn_:_mm to the SSLOCSD as necessary.

2.1.1.2 Progress reports .
> Prepare progress reports to be m:UB_nma with each monthly invoice. The reports will include: 1)
summary of activities accomplished in the current month; 2) cutstanding information and/or
coordination needs; and 3) schedule updates.

Deliverable: WSC will provide a preliminary praject schedule at the Kickoff Meeting and will provide updated
project schedules as-needed throughout the project. WSC will provide monthly progress reports with project
invoices.

2.1.2  Kickoff Meeting
»  WSC will plan, organize and facilitate a Kickoff Meeting with SSLOCSD staff.
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» The purpose of the meeting will be to: (1) discuss the goals and objectives of the Planning Study
including the Study Parameters identified in the Plan of Study approval by the SWRCB; (2)
review the scope and schedule of the project including assumptions and proposed
methodologies; (3) identify data needs and sources; (4) define coordination requirements; (5)
set dates/times for the subsequent workshops; (6) confirm level and nature of SWRCB
involvement during the project; (7) discuss and develop strategies for stakeholder involvement;
(8) finalize the conceptual design criteria for the Investment Analysis; and (9) identify action
items and required follow-up.

» Budget is based on a 2-hour meeting attended by WSC's Principal, Associate Engineer |, and

Assistant Engineer.

Deliverable: WSC will provide agenda and meeting materials at least three {3) working days prior to the
meeting and will provide summary notes with action items E_ES Sﬁmm @ working days following the

meeting.

2.1.3  Workshops
2.1.3.1 Workshop #1: Conceptual Alternatives Development ™ "G

(1) Plan, schedule and lead a workshop with mmwOmmU mﬁwm Amsn_ xm< stakeholders as
appropriate) to develop conceptual mﬁm%mﬁe.mm mo_. the SWRRF, including customer/use
type, treatment, storage, and a.ﬂ:wedo: .?m S_o«xm_,_ov is anticipated to include the
following topics:

(2)

(a)
(b)
()
{d)

()

b |

Review water mcﬁb__mm and n:mﬂmnﬁm:ﬁ_nm A._.mm_h 2.3)

xmimé Emﬂm@mﬁmq nrm/ﬂmnﬁm:mamm and facilities (Task 2.4)
mems, ﬁﬁmmﬁam:ﬁ req ::.m_.:msﬂ (Task 2.5)

Review Bnﬁ_mo_ water Em_‘wmﬂ\onﬁoncs_:mm (Task 2.6)
Review _mmm_‘ _uqus&mz\m and environmental criteria (Task 2.7)
Review planning m/:m design assumptions (Task 2.8.1)
Develop up to three (3) conceptual treatment alternatives
Develop up to three (3) conceptual distribution alternatives

Develop up to three (3) conceptual storage alternatives

Develop non-recycled water alternative

Budget is based on a 3-hour workshop attended by WSC’s Principal, Associate Engineer
, Assistant Engineer, and Staff Planner I1.
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2.1.3.2 Workshop #2: Alternatives Evaluation and Screening
(1) Coordinate a workshop with SSLOCSD staff to evaluate and screen each of the
conceptual alternatives developed in Workshop #1, and to develop/select a preferred
alternative for treatment, storage and distribution.

{2) Develop screening/evaluation criteria for the conceptual alternatives, including:
(a) Cost (capital, O&M, NPV, EAC and $/AF)
(b) Water supply benefits
(c) Water quality considerations
(d) Flexibility, expandability

(e) Sequencing/phasing/schedule considerations
b,

b N

(f) Consistency with project goals/objectives®, “ ».»

b
\ b

(3) Evaluate and compare the conceptual m_ﬁmqnmﬂzmw by mﬁﬁ?:m the selected
screening/evaluation criteria = / /, /, xv

(4) Select the preferred project alternative, which 3m< nOB_U_:m mmnmnﬁm\no:,_vo:mza of

b
more than one conceptual alternative =~

/

(5) Budget is based on a 3-hour Eo_,_a_aou mﬁmsama _u< WSC's v:_,_n_um_ Associate Engineer
I, Assistant Engineer, and mﬁmm Em nner IL.

/ f

Deliverable: WSC will provide a@mﬁn .umq Bmmﬁmﬁ Snam:m__m at least three (3) working days prior to each
workshop and will provide m:SSQQ notes ES nnnns iterns within three (3) working days following the
meeting. - N

b 5 ]

2.14 Deliverable Review _,\_mmw:mm
2.1.4.1 Deliverable Review Mee 3@.%& Bivrrt mﬁdzm ed Water Facilities Planning Study
(1) Plan, schedule and lead a meeting to review the draft recycled water facilities planning
study
(2) Budget is based on a 2-hour meeting attended by WSC’s Principal, Associate Engineer |,

and Assistant Engineer.

2.1.4.2 Deliverable Review Meeting #2: Final Draft Recycled Water Facilities Planning Study
(1) Plan, schedule and lead a meeting to review the final draft recycled water facilities
planning study
(2) Budget is based on a 2-hour meeting attended by WSC's Principal, Associate Engineer |,
and Assistant Engineer.

Deliverable: WSC will provide agenda and meeting materials at least three (3) working days prior to the
meeting and will provide notes with action items within three (3} working days following the meeting.
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2.2.1  Study Area
» Prepare a summary of the Study Area that includes:

(1) Narrative description of the Study Area

(2) Descriptive maps and diagrams showing vicinity, jurisdictional boundaries, proposed
annexation areas, regional topography/geography, groundwater basin boundaries,
hydrologic features, and current and projected land use.

> The proposed Study Area shall include the current SSLOCSD service area, proposed scalping
locations along the SSLOCSD trunk lines for the City of Arroyo Grande, and the remainder of the
Northern Cities Management Area (NCMA).

2.2.2  Goals and Objectives N
» Summarize goals and objectives defined during the 5%94 Z_mmz:m
b & 2 /,/

2.3.1 Woater supply characteristics s 9
» Summarize current and projected water supplies *oq ?m _/\_mivmq agencies based on 2010 Urban
Water Management Plans (2010 C<S<_v& m..a zn_<:p ._.mnw_:_nm_ Group (TG) Annual Reports.

» For each water supply source, m:33m3~m

(1) Source characteristics A

(2) Capacities of existing facilities

(3) Wholesale agencies and n_m:c.mi\ mechanisms

b

(4) Fixed and variable /noma

(5) Management oo:mwmwﬁmzc:m including reliability
(6) Water quality considerations

23.2 Water Demand Characteristics
» Summarize current and projected water demand from 2010 UWMPs and NCMA TG Annual
Reports.

2.3.3 Water Pricing
» Summarize the current water rate structures for the MEMBER Agencies and any planned or
upcoming rate increases.
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24.1

Y

24.2

251

Existing Facilities

Describe existing wastewater treatment plant facilities including capacity, current flows,
description of treatment processes and design criteria. It is assumed that this information will
be readily available from previous documents.

Summarize the SSLOCSD’s existing waste discharge requirements

Characterize current and projected future influent flows. It is assumed that flow projection
estimates will be available from previous studies.

Characterize current effluent water quality including any seasonal variation

Summarize source(s) of industrial or other problem nosmﬁ_.ﬁcmﬂm (including high-TDS infiltration)
and control measures , b

N
.

Summarize current wastewater flow variations En_:&:.m peaking factors for maximum month
b 5V N B
(MM), maximum day (MD), peak hour wet weather flow (PHWWEF).

Describe existing recycling including users, quantities, m,za_. centractual and pricing arrangements
(none expected) T T

B

Summarize existing rights to use of treated mm_cm:n mmmm%mn:m_.mm (none expected)

Future Facilities
Outline expected future waste Q_mn:mqmm ﬂmgc:mam:ﬁm cmmma on conversations with the
SSLOCSD staff, review.of the. Basin Plan, m:a Bmmﬂ_:mm with SSLOCSD staff and the Regional

N N
Water Quality Contrel Board B

b

Describe plans for :/m.é wastewater treatment facilities to achieve regulatory compliance
Nt

-

@

Recycled Water Quality Requirements

Describe required water qualities and/or treatment requirements for each category of potential
recycled water use

Describe regulatory requirements for recycled water including Title 22 unrestricted irrigation,
and groundwater recharge

Describe Basin Plan requirements for recycled water use

Describe water quality related requirements of the RWQCB to protect surface or ground water
from problems resulting from recycled water

Describe operational and on-site requirements for recycled water (such as backflow prevention,
buffer zones, etc.)
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2.6.1 Update Market Analysis
» Obtain and review recent customer consumption data for potential recycled water customers
identified in the Regional Recycled Water Strategic Plan

h

» Describe validation and market analysis methodology. For each identified user or category of
potential user, summarize type of use, expected annual use, peak use, estimated internal capital
investment required (on-site conversion costs), needed water cost savings, desire to use
recycled water, date of possible initial use of recycled water, present and future source(s) of
water and quality of use, quality and reliability needs and wastewater disposal methods.

2.6.2 Preliminary Market Assurances
» Contact a representative sample of potential future recycled water users and obtain preliminary
market assurances. It is anticipated that WSC would o_msw.o_u aplan to approach the top 20
potential customers (in terms of total projected men_mQ Emﬂmq Cmmv and attempt to obtain a
preliminary assurance in the form of a letter, email or'other dno:.: of no_,ﬂmmuo:o_m:nm It is
assumed that the member agencies will assist in no:ﬁ,mnﬂ_sm,m:a owﬁm_:sm,mmm: rances from the
identified customers within their service area. . A / \

» Develop map of proposed service area based on results'of market assessment.

Legal, Permitting and Environmental C o Y g

2.7.1 Tentative Water Recycled wmns_.ma.mmﬂ_.ﬂgn RWQCB :
» Contact RWQCB to obtain n_,mm_a_:m;\ qmnc_ﬂmsm_:m for development of a recycled water

L

treatment and a_m,:,__o::o: systemg,

2.7.2  Permitting mmn_:_a,mamamm
» ldentify and summarize the probable permitting requirements for implementing recycled water
projects. Utilize nﬂmiocm_(,,no,avumﬁmn_ recycled water studies as the basis for developing the
summary of probable umﬂaza,ﬁm ﬂmnc_wmam:ﬁm.

> It is assumed that the SSLOCSD staff will take the lead in coordinating with the RWQCB and
ing a SWRRF to meet the WWTP’s redundancy requirements.

obtaining approval for ut

2.7.3 Water Rights Considerations
» Summarize potential water rights impacts the development of the recycled water program could
have on the NCMA Agencies” water rights.

2.74 Environmental Documentation Requirements (CEQA)
» Research and summarize the necessary environmental documentation requirements to
implement a recycled water program.
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2.8.1 Planning and Design Assumptions
> Develop relevant planning and design assumptions and criteria that will be used when
evaluating project alternatives. These assumptions should include:

(1) Delivery and system pressure criteria
(2) Peak delivery criteria
(3) Storage criteria

(4) Cost basis: key assumptions; cost index; cost escalation and contingency factors;
discount rate; evaluation term for present worth analysis; etc.

(5) Planning period

(6) Conceptual infrastructure design criteria >
2.8.2  Alternatives Development - Treatment b o' W
> Develop up to two (2) conceptual facility alternatives mo,. mmns of ﬂrm *o_mos::m levels of
treatment: . N
(1) Title 22 unrestricted irrigation y b
.

(2) Partial Reverse Osmosis

(3) Groundwater recharge (Advanced Treatment)
» Each conceptual :,mmﬂ_,:.m:ﬁ m_ﬁm,_,:m,:,‘,m. will En_cam.ﬂ
s M // //
(1) Narrative description including summary of required unit processes and summary of
pros, cons m/so_,,\o« key no:mam_,.w:o:m

(2) Simplified UHOnmww,ﬂ_oé diagram
(3) Conceptual location and layout

{(4) Preliminary estimates of capital and O&M cost, net present value, equivalent annual
cost, and cost per acre-foot of supply

2.8.3 Alternatives Development - Distribution systems
» Develop up to two (2) conceptual distribution system alternatives for each of the following
levels of treatment:

(1) Title 22 unrestricted irrigation
(2) Groundwater recharge (Advanced Treatment)

(a) Analysis of groundwater recharge distribution alternatives will be based upon
findings from the Pismo Beach Recycled Water Facilities Planning Study.

» Each conceptual distribution system alternative will describe pumping and piping
improvements, and will include:
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(1) Narrative description including summary of required infrastructure and summary of
pros, cons and/or key considerations

(2) Conceptual location and layout

(3) Preliminary estimates of capital and O&M cost, net present value, equivalent annual
cost, and cost per acre-foot of supply

2.8.4 Alternatives Development — Recycled Water Storage
#» Develop up to two (2} conceptual alternatives for recycled water system storage. Each
conceptual alternative will inciude:

(1) Narrative description including summary of required infrastructure and summary of
pros, cons and/or key considerations

(2) Conceptual location and layout

(3) Preliminary estimates of capital and O&M nomﬁ :mﬁ ?‘mmm:ﬁ value, equivalent annual

cost, and cost per acre-foot of supply o

b /

y

2.8.5 Non-recycled Water Alternative

» Review the following previously completed mE%mm 8:%3,2 a nﬁm*m:.mo_ non-recycled water

supply alternative: ,//

(1) 2010 Urban Water §m3mmm3m:¢w_mmﬂ.2<mn‘ Noﬁ:

(2) Lopez Lake Spillway Raise m..w,a.._m.mﬁ (Stetson2012)

(3) Desalination S\mﬁmﬂwznué/m”c% (Wallace ...N..o.oQ

(4) SSLOCSD oﬁ >:d<o mqm:mm .&ﬁmmm:mwu:\ Alternative Study (Wallace 2004)
(5) South San m.c Ow_mvo County Desalination Funding Study (Wallace 2008)
(6) Coastal Branch Qummz,\ Assessment (WSC 2011)

{7) Other relevant Emmmq.mcvnz studies

» Summarize existing estimates of capital and O&M cost, net present value, equivalent annual
cost, and cost per acre-foot of the non-recycled water supply based on previously completed
studies

2.8.6 Water Conservation/Reduction Analysis
» Summarize the MEMBER agencies’ current and future plans for water conservation. WSC will
utilize 2010 UWMPs, NCMA TG reports, and other available resources as the basis for a water
conservation summary.

2.8.7 No Project Alternative
» Evaluate the no project alternative and include in alternatives analysis.

2.8.8 Conceptual Alternatives Analysis
# Summarize the outcome from Workshop #2 including:
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291

2.10.1

2.10.2

2111

(1) Screening/evaluation criteria
(2) Results from the screening/evaluation

(3) Preferred conceptual alternatives for treatment, distribution and storage

Preferred Alternative
Develop preliminary design criteria and refined pipeline routes for the preferred alternative

Prepare updated maps, figures, process flow diagram(s), and layouts to reflect the preferred
treatment, distribution and storage alternatives

Update cost estimates based on final configuration and considering expected time of

construction A
. /,.
Prepare list of all potential users, quantity of ﬂmn<n_mn_e«m$q use, peak demand and

commitments obtained to-date e

Compare reliability of the recycled water facilities to'the wmm,.q qmnr.ﬂ_,m,_.,:mmﬁm

//

n

Summarize on-site improvements required in_c%rm,nmﬂ
9 A

Prepare a schedule for the implementation of the recycled water project that includes design

and construction of the treatment planf upgrades and construction of the distribution system

N

infrastructure. Provide phasing no:mamw_.mzo:m\_qmno_sammam:o:m in the preferred project plan.

N

EIFTENT B,

Stakeholder Outreach
Conduct ﬁmxm:o_n_n_,,.iwm:_._mm to coordinate project objectives, elements, etc. Document
stakeholder outreach efforts.

Budget based on three (3) 1-hr meetings attended by WSC's Principal and Associate Engineer I.

Public Outreach

Provide project updates at public meetings as requested by the SSLOCSD, including preparation
of an explanatory presentation and/or graphics presenting the analysis and/or conclusions
contained within the Recycled Water Facilities Planning Study

Document public outreach efforts.

Budget based on two (2) 1-hr meetings attended by WSC’s Principal and Associate Engineer |.

Coordination and Governance
Determine needed agreements and ordinances for implementing a preferred alternative
recycled water system.
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>

2.11.2

YV V V¥V

2113

2121

Evaluate recycled water mandatory use ordinances and provide SSLOCSD with recommended
course of action.

Prepare a draft user contract for connecting customers.

Construction Financing Plan and Revenue Program
Prepare funding plan that outlines sources and timing of funds for design and construction.

Summarize pricing policy recommendations for recycled water
Evaluate costs that can be allocated to water pollution control and/or water supply reliability
Develop criteria and annual projections for:

(1) Water prices for each user or category of users

(2) Recycled water used by each user N

9
B, b

b b 4
(3) Annual costs (required revenue) of recycling project

b (N " %

(4) Allocation of costs to users E /
’ h iy

(5) Unit costs to serve each user or category of users // 3
(6) Sensitivity analysis assuming portion of uoﬁm:ﬁm_ cmmawmﬁ_ to use recycled water

N <
b
/

Detailed Schedule B W A N
Develop a detailed schedule for the wa.n“mgm.:ﬁm%: of the recycled water project that includes
design and construction, n_,..Enm_ Ezm.wﬂo._:mm *83,&:@ financing and revenue program and on-site

2 b

customer improvements. ,,,// ,

gpare n ,‘.A.,..\,_‘Lmﬂ_/ VValE daC me,

Prepare Draft wmnﬁ“m%é/mﬁmﬂ Facilities __u_m_._a:m Study

Prepare draft Executive mwg/_ﬂmé mnn‘ compile draft report including title page(s),
acknowledgements, table of mo:ﬂm:”m\ list of figures, list of tables, draft chapters, reference list
and appendices.

Deliverable: Draft Recycled Water Facilities Planning Study

2.12.2
>

Final Draft Recycled Water Facilities Planning Study

Prepare Final Draft Recycled Water Facilities Planning Study based on comments received from
the SSLOCSD and any identified stakeholders on the draft Recycled Water Facilities Planning
Study

Deliverable: Final Draft Recycled Water Facilities Planning Study

2.12.3
>

Final Recycled Water Facilities Planning Study
Prepare Final Recycled Water Facilities Planning Study based on comments received from the
SSLOCSD on the Final Draft Recycled Water Facilities Planning Study.
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Deliverable: Final Recycled Water Facilities Planning Study

Deliverable Summary

E Deliverable Description

Format/Copies
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Exhibit B: Fee Estimate

Fee Assessment

Task No. Task Description
Principal | Sr.Engineer T Ass.nciate Assi_stant Staff Cleric_all Total Labor | Total Labor Total Total ks
Engineer | Engineer |Plannerll| Admin Hours Cost Expenses
1.0 FPGP Application Assistance 6 2 14 o 16 2 40 5 6,606 | S 200 | $ 6,806
11 FPGP Application Management and Support 4 6 4 2 16 S 2,752 | S 100 | $ 2,852
1.2 FPGP Application Preparation 2 2 8 12 24 s 3,854 | S 100] $ 3,954
2.0 Investment Analysis 10 8 24 50 0 0 92 S 13,670| S 400 | $ 14,070
2.0.1 Conceptual Design Criteria 2 2 4 8 s 1,292 | § - s 1,292
2.0.2 Cost Estimates 2 6 8 V 24 36 s 5,306 | $ 200 s 5,506
2.03 Investment Analysis 2 4 6 $ 736 | $ - s 736
2.0.4 Draft Investment Analysis TM 2 2 4 12 20 S 2910| S 100| $ 3,010
2.0.5 Investment Analysis Review Meeting 2 4 4 10 s 1,608 | $ - s 1,608
2.0.6 Final Investment Analysis TM 2 4 6 12 s 1,818 | s 100 § 1,918
2.1 Project Management 20 0 60 24 8 14 126 $ 19,784 | $ 600 | & 20,384
211 Project Administration 2 4 30 5 14 46 S 6,472 | $ 200 S 6,672
2.1.2 Kickoff Meeting 4 8 8 20 s 3,216 | $ 100 § 3,316
213 [Workshops 8 » 14 10 8 40 $ 65343 200 S 6,734
2.1.4 Deliverable review meetings 6 2 S8 6 20 s 3,562 (S 100| § 3,662
2.2 Background 0 2 5 0 iz 0 19 S 2,824 | 8 100 | $ 2,924
221 Study Area 1 4 10 15 S 2173 | s 00| S 2,273
222 Goals and objectives 1 1 2 4 $ 651 | % 5 $ 651
2.3 Water Supply and Characteristics 0 2 10 o 16 0 28 $ 4138|535 200 | $ 4,338
2.3.1 Water supply characteristics i 4 8 13 s 1911 | $ 00| § 2,011
2.3.2 Water demand characteristics 1% 6 8 15 ) 2,227 | s 00| § 2,327
2.4 Wastewater Characteristics and Facilities 4 1 16 28 4 0 53 $ 7335] % 200 | $ 7,535
2.4.1 Existing facilities 1 4 12 2 19 s 2,385 | 8 100 | & 2,485
2.4.2 Future facilities 12 16 2 34 s 4,950 | s 00| § 5,050
2.5 Treatment Requirements 2 2 0 8 (1] 12 S 1,826 | $ 100 | S 1,926
25.1 Recycled water quality requirements 2 2 8 12 S 1,826 | S 00| $ 1,926
2.6 Recycled Water Market/Opportunities 1] 2 10 20 42 (1] 74 S 9,644 | S 300 | S 9,944
2.6.1 Update market analysis 1 8 12 34 55 s 7,209 | S 200| $ 7,409
26.2 Preliminary market assurances 1 2 8 8 19 S 24355 00| s 2,535
2.7 Legal, Permitting and Environmental Criteria 0 6 13 12z 16 0 47 $ 6,796 | $ 100 | $ 6,896
2.7.1 Tentative water recycling requirements of RWQCB 1 1 4 2 8 S 1,071 $ - s 1,071
2.7.2 Permitting requirements 2 4 8 8 22 s 2,982 | $ 100 $ 3,082
273 Water rights considerations 1 6 2 9 s 1,441 | $ - S 1,441
274 Environmental documentation requirements (CEQA) 2 2 4 8 s 1,302 | S - s 1,302
2.8 Project Alternatives Analysis 8 7 33 84 36 0 168 $ 225918 700 | $ 23,291
2.8.1 Planning and design assumptions 1 1 4 2 8 S 1,071 8 - S 1,071
2.8.2 Alternatives Development - Treatment 8 2 10 20 16 56 5 8462 | $ 300] $ 8,762
2.83 Alternatives Development - Distribution 1 10 32 8 51 S 6,219 | S 200 S 6,419




South San Luis Obispo County Sanitation District

Recycled Water Facilities Planning Study

Fee Assessment
Task No. Task Description
Principal | Sr.Engineer II Ass.ociate Assi'stant Staff CIericEaIf Total Labor | Total Labor Total S
Engineer | Engineer |Plannerll| Admin Hours Cost Expenses

2.84 Alternatives Development - Storage 1 4 10 2 17 S 2,175 | $ 100] $ 2,275
285 Non-recycled Water Alternative 1 2 4 2 9 s 1,229 § - S 1,229
286 Water conservation/reduction analysis ) 4 4 s 524§ = s 524
287 No project alternative ) 4 7 6 $ 736 | S - 5 736
288 Conceptual alternatives analysis 1 q 10 2 17 S 2,175 | S 100] § 2,275
2.9 Recommended Facilities Project Plan 4 4 24 20 8 0 60 $ 8,976 | $ 300 $ 9,276
29.1 Preferred alternative 4 4 24 20 8 60 S 8976 | S 300] $ 9,276
2.10 Stakeholder Involvement 5 1] 12 28 (1] 53 $ 7,794 | S 200 | $ 7,994
2.10.1  |Stakeholder outreach 3 6 14 27 S 4,036 | § 100| $ 4,136
2.10.2 Public outreach 2 6 14 26 S 3,758 | 8 100] & 3,858
2.11 Implementation Plan 6 10 18 26 16 0 76 $ 11648 |5 400 | 5 12,048
2.11.1 |Coordination and governance 2 F | : P 4 8 20 s 3,264 | S 100] $ 3,364
2112 Construction financing plan and revenue program 2 4 . y 12 16 8 42 S 6,104 | $ 2001 $ 6,304
2.11.3  |Detailed schedule 2 2 4 6 14 5 2,280 | $ 100] S 2,380
2,12 Prepare Recycled Water Facilities Planning Study 16, 16 48 68 42 0 190 S 28370 $ 900 | $ 29,270
2.12.1  |Draft Recycled Water Facilities Planning Study 6 W 6 24" 28 18 82 S 12,144 | S 400 | § 12,544
2122 Final Draft Recycled Water Facilities Planning Study 6 6 16 24 12 64 S 9,674 | S 300( S 9,974
2.12.3  |Final Recycled Water Facilities Planning Study 4 4 8 16 12 44 S 6,552 | $ 2001 $ 6,752
| Column Tatals 79 | 62 289 340 252 16] 1038 | 1s2002] 4700[$ 156702




Attachment B: Recycled Water Facilities Planning Study

ID  [Task Name Duration  |Start [Finish ar1,2014 oz, 2014 |Qurs, 2014 law4,2014__ |Otr1,2015  |Qwr2,2015  |Qurs, 2015 [atr4, 2015 latra
| Jan | Feb | Mar | Apr | May | Jun | Jul | Aug | Sep | Oct | Nov | Dec | Jan | Feb [ Mar | Apr | May | Jun | Jul | Avg | Sep | Oct | Nov | Dec | Jan |
1 |Notice to proceed 0 days Wed 12/17/14Wed 12/17/14 12/17
2 1.0 FPGP Application Assistance 77 days Wed 12/17/1¢Thu 4/2/15 L-—
3 1.1 FPGP Application Management and Support 40 days Wed 12/17/14Tue 2/10/15 ——— -
4 1.2 FPGP Application Preparation 4 wks Fri 12/19/14 Thu 1/15/15 [
5 SWRCB Review of FPGP Application 8 wks Fri 2/6/15 Thu 4/2/15 ¥
6 Notification of FPGP Application Approval 0 days Thu 4/2/15 Thu4/2/15 ¢ 4/2
7 12.0.1 Investment Analysis 45 days Fri2/6/15  Thu4/9/15 =
8 2.0.1 Conceptual Design Criteria 1wk Fri2/6/15  Thu2/12/15
9 2.0.2 Cost Estimates 2 wks Fri2/13/15 Thu 2/26/15
10 2.0.3 Investment Analysis 1wk Fri 2/27/15  Thu 3/5/15
11 2.0.4 Draft Investment Analysis TM 2 wks Fri 3/6/15 Thu 3/19/15
12 $SLOCSD Review of Draft Investment Analysis TM 2 wks Fri3/20/15 Thu4/2/15 p S
13 2.0.5 Investment Analysis Review Meeting 0 days Thu 4/2/15  Thu4/2/15 > h 4 42
14 2.0.6 Final Investment Analysis TM 2 wks Fri4/3/15 Thu 4/16/15 .<\_‘/\ N fﬂ
15 Task 2.1 Project Management 160 days Fri4f17/15 Thu11/26/15 y 9 [
16 2.1.1 Project Administration 160 days  Fri4/17/15 Thu 11/26/15 3 -y
17 2.1.2 Kickoff Meeting 5 days Fri4f17/15  Thu4/23/15 A i 8
18 | 2.1.3 Workshops 25days  Thu5/28/15 Thu7/2/15 N A P
19 Workshop #1 - Conceptual Alternatives Development 0 days Thu 5/28/15 Thu 5/28/15 & & @,5/28
20 Workshop #2 - Alternatives Screening 0 days Thu 7/2/15 Thu7/2/15 | ¥ . 1 4.:7!2
21 2.1.4 Deliverable Review Meetings 40days  Thu9/24/15 Thul1f19/15 P 4 g [ | | i
22 Deliverable Review Meeting #1 - Draft RWFPS 0 days Thu 9/24/15 Thus/24/15 | | . F B | | ! i +-9/24
23 Deliverable Review Meeting #2 - Final Draft RWFPS 0 days Thu 11/19/15 Thu 11/19/15 .' \ ¢ | : /19
24  Task 2.2 Background 10 days Fria/24/15 Thu5/7/15 . | |
25 | 2.2.1Study Area 10days  Frid/24/154 ThuS/7/15 . | L i |
26 2.2.2 Goals and Objectives 10 days Fri 4/24/15/\ " Thu 5/7/15 % i | L | i
27 Task 2.3 Water Supplies and Characteristics 10 days Fri4/24f15 Thu5/7/15 v =] !
28 2.3.1 Water Supply Characteristics 10 days Fri4/24{15. Thu5/7/15 L
29 2.3.2 Water Demand Characteristics 10 days Fri 4/24/15 Thu 5/7/15 y - ; |
30 2.3.3 Water Pricing 10 days Fri 4/24/15 “Thu5/7/15 /'r & |
31 Task 2.4 Wastewater Characteristics and Facilities 35days  Fri4f24/15 ThuBfa1/1s i
32 | 2.4.1Existing Facilities 25days  Fri4/24/15 Thu‘sfzajgsf _ - |
33 2.4.2 Future Facilities 10 days Fri 5/29/15 Thu 6/i1/15 | | ::-
34 |Task 2.5 Treatment Requirements 10 days Fri4/24/15 Thu5/7/15 -
35 2.5.1 Recycled Water Quality Requirements 10 days Fri4/24/15 Thu5/7/15 ;
36 |Task 2.6 Recycled Water Market/Opportunities 25 days Fridf24/15 Thu5/28/15
37 2.6.1 Update Market Analysis 20 days Fri4/24/15 Thu5/21/15 &
38 2.6.2 Preliminary Market Assurances 25 days Fri4/24/15 Thu5/28/15 ‘-—i i .
39 [Task 2.7 Legal, Permitting and Environmental Criteria 30days  Fri4/24/15 Thu6/4/15 | '] i
Task SRR Project Summary P Inactive Milestone Manual Summary Rollup - Deadline ¥
Project: Schedule_SWRRFRWFPS | Split oo . External Tasks W Inactive Summary Lm0 Manual Summary prm—————g Progress
Date: Thu 1/29/15 Milestone @ External Milestone ¢ Manual Task NSNS  Start-only 2
Summary === Inactive Task Duration-only Finish-only a

Thu 1/29/15
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Attachment B: Recycled Water Facilities Planning Study

D |Task Name Duration  |Start Finish Qtr 1, 2014 lar2,2014  [atrs, 2014 |Qtr 4, 2014 |Qtr 1, 2015 |Qur2, 2015 Qtr 3, 2015 |atr 4, 2015 a1,
| Jan_| Feb | Mar | Apr | May | Jun | Jul | Aug | Sep | Oct | Nov | Dec | Jan | Feb [Mar | Apr | May | Jun | Jul | Aug | sep | Oct | Nov | Dec | Jan |

40 2.7.1 Preliminary Recycled Water System Requirements 15 days Fri4/24/15 Thu5/14/15 . | | ‘
41 2.7.2 Permitting Requirements 15 days Fri5/15/15 Thu 6/4/15 |
42 2.7.3 Water Rights Considerations 20 days Fri4/24/15 Thu5/21/15
43 2.7.4 Environmental Documentation Requirements (CEQA) 10 days Fri4/24/15 Thu5/7/15
44 2.8 Project Alternatives Analysis 65 days Friaf24/15 Thu7/23/15
45 2.8.1 Planning and Design Assumptions 25 days Fri4/24/15 Thu5/28/15 |
46 2.8.2 Alternatives Development - Treatment 25 days Fri 5/29/15 Thu 7/2/15
47 2.8.3 Alternatives Development - Distribution 25 days Fri 5/29/15  Thu 7/2/15
48 2.8.4 Alternatives Development - Recycled Water Storage 25 days Fri 5/29/15  Thu 7/2/15 :
49 2.8.5 Non-Recycled Water Alternative 20 days Fri 5/29/15  Thu 6/25/15
50 2.8.6 Water Conservation/Reduction Analysis 20 days Fri 5/29/15 Thu 6/25/15
51 2.8.7 No Project Alternative 20 days Fri 5/29/15  Thu 6/25/15
52 2.8.8 Conceptual Alternatives Analysis 15 days Fri 7/3/15 Thu 7/23/15 y o " 4 i
53 |Tank 2.9 Recommended Facilities Project Plan 20 days Fri7/24/15 Thu 8/20/15 \ &
54 2.9.1 Preferred Alternative 20 days Fri7/24/15 Thu 8/20/15 . |
55 iTask 2.10 Stakeholder Involvement 20 days Fri7/24/15 Thu8/20/15 R |
56 2.10.1 Stakeholder Outreach 20 days Fri7/24/15 Thu 8/20/15 " |
57 2.10.2 Public Outreach 20 days Fri 7/24/15 Thu 8/20/15 y
58 |Task 2.11 Implementation Plan 20days  Fri7/24/15 Thu8/20/15 y b
59 2.11.1 Coordination and Governance 20 days Fri7/24/15 Thu 8/20/15 1 ’
60 2.11.2 Construction Financing Plan and Revenue Program 20 days Fri7/24/15  Thu 8/20/15 o i y {
61 2.11.3 Detailed Schedule 20 days Fri7/24/15 Thu 8/20/15 ) Ik
62 [Task 2.12 Prepare RWFPS 90days  Fri8/21/15 Thui2/24/15/ ' | j
63 | 2.12.1 Draft RWFPS 3 wks Frig/21/15 ThuS/10/15 | - h |

64| SSLOCSD Review of Draft RWFPS 2 wks Frig/11/15.4 Thu9/24/15, -
65 | 2.12.2 Final Draft RWFPS 3 wks Fri10/16/15 Thu 11/5/15. o "-‘.’-;L
66 SSLOCSD Review of Draft RWFPS 2 wks Fri 11/{5-/1'5 Thu 11/19/15 \,‘, h 4 -
67 | 2.12.3 Final RWFPS 2 wks Fri 12/11/15 Thu 12/24/15| |

y
&
. J/’/
Task NN Project Summary RS Inactive Milestone Manual Summary Rollup s Deadline &
Project: Schedule_SWRRF RWFps | Split vierevveenan EXternal Tasks WL Inactive Summary —= Manual Summary emmmmmmmm=y  Progress =
Date: Thu 1/29/15 Milestone ¢ External Milestone Manual Task B Start-only C
Summary pEmm— Inactive Task = Duration-only Finish-only =

T

hu 1/29/15
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RESOLUTION NO. 2015-324

A RESOLUTION OF THE SOUTH SAN LUIS OBISPO
COUNTY SANTITATION DISTRICT BOARD OF DIRECTORS
APPROVING THE ADOPTION FOR A SUBMITTAL OF A GRANT APPLICATION
FOR PREPARATION OF PLANNING STUDY FOR A RECYCLED WATER PROJECT

BE IT RESOLVED by the South San Luis Obispo County Sanitation District that the District Manager or his
designee is hereby authorized and directed to sign and file, for and on behalf of the South San Luis
Obispo County Sanitation District, a Water Recycling Facilities Planning Grant Application for a grant
from the State Water Resources Control Board in the amount not to exceed $75,000 for a facilities
planning study of a Recycled Water Project, and

BE IT RESOLVED that the South San Luis Obispo County Sanitation District hereby agrees and further
does authorize the aforementioned representative or his designee to certify that the Agency has and
will comply with all applicable state statutory and regulatory requirements related to any state grant
funds received, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the District Manager or his designee of the South San Luis Obispo County
Sanitation District is hereby authorized to negotiate and execute a grant contract and any amendments
or change orders thereto on behalf of the South San Luis Obispo County Sanitation District.

CERTIFICATION

| do hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly
adopted at a meeting of the South San Luis Obispo County Sanitation District held on February 4, 2015.

Richard Sweet
District Manager

Jim Hill
Chairman Board of Directors,
South San Luis Obispo County Sanitation District

Michael W. Seitz
District Legal Counsel



