










 
 

Environmental Working Group 
 

Draft Discussion on Chapter 7: 
Summary of Viable Project Alternatives 

 
 
Rather than a pro-con analysis for chapter 7, the Environmental Working Group is presenting a 
brief summary of the key issues we felt should be highlighted out of this Chapter.    
 
 
Tri W – Consideration of the Tri-W alternative should include some discussion of what aspects 
of that project have flexibility to be modified from the original design and which do not.  For 
instance the full range of effluent disposal options appear to be applicable to a plant located at 
Tri-W and may in fact benefit from the high quality of effluent produced by MBR treatment.   
Biosolids options may be more limited by available site area and greater community impacts 
from odors at this location.  The cost impacts of the feasible range of options at Tri-W should be 
considered and presented in the Final Fine Screening Report 
 
Biosolids  Hauling of Subclass B Biosolids is carried through all alternatives in Chapter 7.  This 
is the least preferred biosolids option from the Environmental Working Group’s perspective.  
Composting and re-using this resource locally is a more sustainable option that is not dependent 
on outside receivers nor trucking costs.  If Subclass B hauling is carried through due to financial 
considerations, the potential for future additional treatment should be maintained (i.e. site space).    
 
Section 7.3.3 Litigation and Permitting (including mitigation and restoration) 
 The Tri-W project appears to have a significant advantage in this area with most permits 
and mitigation in hand and most potential litigation already resolved.   
Permitting other viable projects is entirely feasible, but will require additional time relative to 
Tri-W, and provide opportunities for appeals and litigation that will result in more time and cost.   
 
Project delays have multiple negative impacts: 

• The current pollution of the upper aquifer and estuary continues,  
• Sea water intrusion continues (some measures to address this can and should be 

implemented separate from the Wastewater Project.)    
• Regulatory pressure intensifies (although the Water Board has in the past recognized that 

litigation and permitting are largely out of the control of the party working to implement 
a project). 



• Increased costs.  These costs are difficult to estimate but include inflation in materials 
and labor, difficulty obtaining grant funding for projects in litigation, higher bids on 
projects in litigation, and the cost of litigation and permitting itself.    

 
 
Water Balance, Figure 7.4 – Level 2 costs no more than Level 1, and should therefore be the 
‘base project’.    Level 3 Sea Water Intrusion Mitigation achieves groundwater balance at current 
population while level 2 only gets us halfway there.  Level 3 is needed, and the additional cost to 
achieve it (estimated at ~$15 M in the report) should be shared among all water users, tiered to 
water use, and compared to the cost to import the equivalent water from outside the basin.   
 
Purveyor cooperation is an integral component of solving this problem and should be included in 
the analysis to the extent reasonable estimates of effectiveness and costs are available.  
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COST COMPARISON OF VIABLE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 
FOR ILLUSTRATIVE PURPOSES ONLY 

 
TAC Finance Group               Draft  7/21/07 

Project/ 
Mitigation 

Siting Collection and 
On-Lot  costs 

Treatment Biosolids Reuse/ Disposal 
(2) 

Total Capital Costs 
$M 

Annual O&M 

A 
140 AFY 

Giacomazzi 
$1.5M 

Gravity (1) 
$80.3M - $89.7M 

Ponds 
$22.8M 

Sub-Class B 
  - 0 -   

Level 1a: 
$12.7M - $14.3M 

$117.3 - $128.3 $1.3M - $1.5M 

B 
140 AFY 

Giacomazzi 
$1.5M 

STEP/ STEG (3) 
$64.8M - $81.2M 

Ponds  
$21.7M 

Sub-Class B 
  - 0 - 

Level 1a: 
$12.7M - $14.3M 

$100.7 - $118.7 $1.6M - $1.7M 

C 
140 AFY 

Giacomazzi 
$1.5M 

Gravity 
$80.3M - $89.7M 

BIOLAC 
$19.9M 

Sub-Class B 
$1.9M - $2.4M 

Level 1a 
$12.7M - $14.4M 

$116.3 - $127.9 $1.7M - $1.9M 

D 
140 AFY 

Giacomazzi 
$1.5M 

STEP/ STEG (3) 

$64.8M - $81.2M 
BIOLAC 
$19.4M (4) 

Sub-Class B 
$1.9M - $2.4M 

Level 1a 
$12.7M - $14.4M 

$100.3 - $118.9 $1.7M - $1.9M 

E 
190 AFY 

Tri-W  
Value $3.1M 

Gravity 
$77.6M - $85.6M 

MBR 
$55.0M 

Sub-Class B 
Included 

Level 2b 
$18.0M - $20.0M 

$153.7M - $163.7M 
(5) 

$2.2M - $2.4M 

 
(1) On-lot costs for Gravity collection system will not be included in project costs, as they are paid by property owners. 
(2) Level 1a effluent reuse/ disposal utilizes spray fields, agricultural and cemetery reuse, conservation, and storage. 
(3) Ripley’s 2006 Update indicates STEP/ STEG collection costs of $56.4M – a difference of $8.4M to $24.8M from the Fine Screen. 
(4) Includes Nitrification/ Denitrification and Tertiary treatments. 
(5) Based on MWH reports, Ripley’s 2006 Update indicates the total capital costs for the Tri-W system will be $201.6M – a difference of 

$37.9M to $47.9M from the Fine Screen. 
 
ADDED COST TO UPGRADE         Gravity  STEP

1) Composted Class A biosolids   Capital costs    $1.5M - $1.8M $0.9M - $1.6M 
Annual O&M    $170,000  $160,000 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

2) Adding Broderson (leach field) constructed wetlands to Projects A, B, C, D  -$0.5M to +$0.5M       Capital Costs 
increases Seawater Intrusion Mitigation by 100 AFY, totaling 240 AFY*  $250,000 - $300,000   Annual O&M 

 
* The Financial Working Group unanimously agrees that we want to achieve the highest level of Seawater Intrusion Mitigation and Groundwater 
Balance. However, we believe that associated costs should not be borne alone by property owners in the Prohibition Zone and should not be included 
in the assessment for Special Benefits. The cost of adding a leach field/ constructed wetland at Broderson should not be part of the LOWW Project.  







July 24, 2007 
Los Osos Technical Advisory Committee 
 

Viable Project Alternatives 
 

In consideration of the topic for discussion at the above referenced meeting please review 
the following as it relates to the selection of viable project alternatives.  This outline is 

somewhat over simplified, however provides a basic outline of the key components to a 
waste water project in Los Osos. 

 
 
Collection 
 
 
STEP/STAG in areas of high ground water (along the bay front) 
 
Gravity collection everywhere else-including connecting those subdivisions with 
collection systems already in place (Vista de Oro, Monarch Grove, Bayridge Estates, The 
Highlands) 
 
 
Treatment Location and Methodology 
 
Site location at the Los Osos Valley Equine Farm (Gorby) includes 15 usable acres and 
Los Osos Creek frontage. 
Proposed treatment method is an oxidation ditch, which will use will use no more than 5 
acres. 
Ancillary facilities include; drying beds for sludge, solar panels, administration and other 
facilities. 
 
 
Disposal 
 
Winter (Nov. – Apr.) disposal/recharge at the Borderson complex will accommodate up 
to one million gallons per day on approximately 10 acres. 
 
Summer (May-Oct.) disposal/recharge at the treatment site (Gorby -- Los Osos Creek). 
 
Groundwater basin recharge enhancement with construction of downstream community 
supply wells below both winter and summertime recharge locations. 
 

 
 
Jeff Edwards 












