
TAC Meeting – September 10, 2007 
Announcements from the Chair 

 
The property owners in the Proabition Zone have by now received their 218 ballots and have, until 
October 23rd, their opportunity to cast their vote on this critical issue facing Los Osos. During this 
period it is vital that accurate information including the pro/con reports that the TAC has produced 
be disseminated as widely as possible in the community. 
It is important that we complete our work on the Projects report as soon as possible so that it can 
reach voters prior to their submitting their ballots. Hopefully, our report will be of assistance in 
debunking some of the rumors and misinformation on the wastewater project that have begun to 
surface. 
Once again I would like to reiterate that no project has yet been selected and the projects that we 
are discussing represent sample projects that are technically feasible to permit, fund and construct.  
Also keep in mind that the costs we reference are engineering estimates from the Project Team. 
The actual costs can only be determined after specific projects are identified and contractor bids 
are received. In order to reach that stage the 218 ballot must pass. 
There has been talk of some very low cost solutions to our wastewater problem. During the 
CEQUA process if any of those solutions prove viable to meet the needs of the community and 
pass the test of being able to obtain required permits and funding, then the TAC will do a pro/con 
analysis on them and the community will have an opportunity to compare them to other solutions. 
Remember the assessment amount on your ballot is the maximum that you could receive; the 
actual amount will be based on and cannot exceed the cost of the project selected. 
It is our intention this evening to continue from where we adjourned on August 28th and reach 
agreement on our Pro/Con Analysis of Sample Projects.  
Public comments and questions will be taken after a discussion by the TAC. At that time only 
comments and questions pertaining to the presentation will be allowed. I will call for all slips to be 
submitted before we begin your comments. Once public comment begins, in order to keep our 
meeting on schedule, we will stop accepting new slips for that item, so please get your slips in to 
us if you wish to speak.  
After the comment period we will make the agreed upon modifications to the report and then vote 
on its adoption.  
If you have any other comment or question relating to the TAC and it role there will be a second 
public input period at the end of the meeting.  
Questions to the Project Team will be answered as time permits at the end of the meeting. Please 
be sure and fill out Public Input slips and hand them in to Diana of the project staff and, if you wish 
to speak in both comment periods, please submit two slips. 
Los Osos Wastewater Project Community Open House is scheduled for Saturday, September 29, 
2007 from 1:00 to 5:00 PM at Sunnyside School on Los Osos Valley road. 
Multiple classrooms will be set-up for discussion of various project topics and the community is 
invited to travel between the rooms to participate in each the discussions. Topics are: 
 Project options for the community 
 Technical Advisory Committee Pro/Con Analysis 
 Prop 218 and Assessment Q&A 
 Cost Estimates 



Also in attendance will be the San Luis Bay Surfrider Foundation, SLO Green Build and Sierra 
Club. 
Each of the TAC committees will have a separate room where they will present the pros and cons 
as they pertain to their area of study. Please, among yourselves, schedule a meeting with the 
Project Team to determine the materials you will need for your presentation.  
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    Estimated Total Project Cost $145M to $183M 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Project 
estimated 

energy 
requirement 

3.3M kWh/yr 

Collection Treatment Effluent Disposal Solids Disposal Site 
STEP Facultative 

Ponds 
40% - 50% Reduction in Sea

Water Intrusion (SWI)* 
None East of 

Town 

Permit, Design, 
Mitigate, Mgmt, 
Admin, Escalate

$65M - $81M $21M – $25M $15M – $17M  $1M – $3M $43M - $57M 
 

*Potential utilizing Spray Fields, Storage Ponds, Agriculture Reuse and Broderson Site 

Pros 
• STEP collection system has lower capital cost then gravity. It provides primary treatment in the tank, 

thereby reducing down-line costs for treatment and solids. The small pressurized pipes allow for shallow 
trenching and horizontal boring resulting in less road impacts and traffic nuisance. Where boring is 
feasible there is less risk to archeological resources. STEP requires no manholes or lift stations, and 
minimize the risk of inflow and infiltration of groundwater. 

• Facultative Ponds have lowest energy usage and greatly reduces solids production and disposal (dredging 
is required every 20 years).  

• Spray Fields have a greater disposal capacity for startup and emergency discharge. 
• Agriculture reuse potentially reduces pumping large volumes from aquifer and has potential to be 

upgraded to Agriculture exchange, which maximizes sea water intrusion mitigation. 
• Broderson disposal area provides a direct means to recharge the upper aquifer, provides a moderate level 

of seawater intrusion mitigation and is currently owned by LOCSD. 
• East of town sites are in a low population density area on non-prime agricultural land and in close 

proximity to spray fields and agriculture reuse. When combined they are adequate in size and flexibility 
for future expansion, on site alternate energy generation, and emergency storage in event of system 
failure. There would be less traffic impact during construction and operation. 

Cons 
• STEP collection results in construction and permanent impact on individual property, including large 

footprint, greater amount of yard restoration after installation, maintenance and nuisance of regular 
pumping of septic tank. There are potential odor issues of vents if not properly maintained (100 - 500 
collection vents located throughout community). Many active on-lot components resulting in greater risk 
of equipment failures. STEP also has higher O&M costs than gravity. 

• Facultative Ponds require a larger footprint (16-20 acres), have greater construction impacts and require 
additional chemical treatment. Further investigation is required to determine if methane gas (a more 
powerful greenhouse gas than CO2) is released. 

• Spray fields export water from the groundwater basin. Anything more than temporary use of spray fields 
will have substantial, long-term negative impact on groundwater balance. They have the greatest footprint, 
highest land cost, and have potential environmental impact associated with trenching pipelines. 

• Agriculture Reuse has low sea water intrusion mitigation and requires contracts with users. 
• Broderson disposal area has construction and habitat impacts which will likely occur every 5 to 10 years. 

Potential liquefaction, water application rates, surface erosion and landslip risks are community concerns 
that require further investigation and careful monitoring. 

• East of town sites have increased cost and impacts from piping influent from collection area and returning 
treated effluent to Broderson. They also lack acceptance by residents in area. 

  Project A      Project B      Project C      Project D       Project E 
Projected Monthly Cost for Single 

Family Residence 
Cost estimates are averages. It is likely household 
charges will be on a sliding scale related to 
wastewater production 

Worst Case is with no grants and currently available 
funding. 

Best Case is with $45M in grants and superior 
funding if available. 

        Note: Source is Project Team 
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    Estimated Total Project Cost $145M to $183M 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Project 
estimated 

energy 
requirement 

3.5M kWh/yr 

Collection Treatment Effluent Disposal Solids Disposal Site 
STEP Biolac 40% - 50% Reduction in Sea

Water Intrusion (SWI)* 
Sub-Class “B” East of 

Town 

Permit, Design, 
Mitigate, Legal 
Mgmt, Admin, 

$65M - $81M $20M – $23M $15M – $17M $1M – $2M $1M – $3M $43M - $57M 
 

*Potential utilizing Spray Fields, Storage Ponds, Agriculture Reuse and Broderson Site 

Pros 
• STEP collection system has lower capital cost then gravity. It provides primary treatment in the tank, 

thereby reducing down-line costs for treatment and solids. The small pressurized pipes allow for shallow 
trenching and horizontal boring resulting in less road impacts and traffic nuisance. Where boring is feasible 
there is less risk to archeological resources. STEP requires no manholes or lift stations, and minimize the 
risk of inflow and infiltration of groundwater. 

• BIOLAC treatment has a small footprint (8-10 acres). 
• Spray Fields have a greater disposal capacity for startup and emergency discharge. 
• Agriculture reuse potentially reduces pumping large volumes from aquifer and has potential to be upgraded 

to Agriculture exchange, which maximizes sea water intrusion mitigation. 
• Broderson disposal area provides a direct means to recharge the upper aquifer, provides a moderate level of 

seawater intrusion mitigation and is currently owned by LOCSD. 
• Sub-class “B” Bio-solids have low capital and O&M costs, allow flexibility for future upgrades and have 

low acreage requirements 
• East of town sites are in a low population density area on non-prime agricultural land and in close 

proximity to spray fields and agriculture reuse. When combined they are adequate in size and flexibility for 
future expansion, on site alternate energy generation, and emergency storage in event of system failure. 
There would be less traffic impact during construction and operation. 

Cons 
• STEP collection results in construction and permanent impact on individual property, including large 

footprint, greater amount of yard restoration after installation, maintenance and nuisance of regular 
pumping of septic tank. There are potential odor issues of vents if not properly maintained (100 - 500 
collection vents located throughout community). Many active on-lot components resulting in greater risk of 
equipment failures. STEP also has higher O&M costs than gravity. 

• Spray fields export water from the groundwater basin. Anything more than temporary use of spray fields 
will have substantial, long-term negative impact on groundwater balance. They have the greatest footprint, 
highest land cost, and have potential environmental impact associated with trenching pipelines. 

• Agriculture Reuse has low sea water intrusion mitigation and requires contracts with users. 
• Broderson disposal area has construction and habitat impacts which will likely occur every 5 to 10 years. 

Potential liquefaction, water application rates, surface erosion and landslip risks are community concerns 
that require further investigation and careful monitoring. 

• Sub-class “B” Bio-solids produce greatest volume and lowest of sludge. They have the largest carbon 
footprint: highest hauling costs and traffic nuisance. It is the most restrictive disposal option and has the 
risk of future substantial increases in hauling costs and more stringent regulations. 

• East of town sites have increased cost and impacts from piping influent from collection area and returning 
treated effluent to Broderson. They also lack acceptance by residents in area 

 

  Project A      Project B      Project C      Project D       Project E 
Projected Monthly Cost for Single 

Family Residence 
Cost estimates are averages. It is likely household 
charges will be on a sliding scale related to 
wastewater production 

Worst Case is with no grants and currently available 
funding. 

Best Case is with $45M in grants and superior 
funding if available. 

        Note: Source is Project Team 
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    Estimated Total Project Cost $163M to $192M 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Project 
estimated 

energy 
requirement 

3.9M kWh/yr 

Collection Treatment Effluent Disposal Solids Disposal Site 
Gravity Biolac 40% - 50% Reduction in Sea

Water Intrusion (SWI)* 
Sub-Class “B” East of 

Town 

Permit, Design, 
Mitigate, Legal 
Mgmt, Admin, 

$83M - $90M $20M – $23M $15M – $17M $1M – $2M $1M – $3M $43M - $57M 
 

*Potential utilizing Spray Fields, Storage Ponds, Agriculture Reuse and Broderson Site 

Pros 
• Gravity collection has less on-lot disturbance and no easement or access required on private property. 

There also is no requirement to haul septage within the collection area and it has lower O&M costs than 
STEP. 

• BIOLAC treatment has a small footprint (8-10 acres)  
• Spray Fields have a greater disposal capacity for startup and emergency discharge. 
• Agriculture reuse potentially reduces pumping large volumes from aquifer and has potential to be 

upgraded to Agriculture exchange, which maximizes sea water intrusion mitigation. 
• Broderson disposal area provides a direct means to recharge the upper aquifer, provides a moderate level 

of seawater intrusion mitigation and is currently owned by LOCSD. 
• Sub-class “B” Bio-solids have low capital and O&M costs, allow flexibility for future upgrades and have 

low acreage requirements 
• East of town sites are in a low population density area on non-prime agricultural land and in close 

proximity to spray fields and agriculture reuse. When combined they are adequate in size and flexibility 
for future expansion, on site alternate energy generation, and emergency storage in event of system 
failure. There would be less traffic impact during construction and operation. 

Cons 
• Gravity collection requires larger pipes and produces more solids (increased bio-solids disposal costs). The 

needed 20 pump stations have permanent impact, requiring additional footprint and odor control. There is  
also increased risk of inflow and infiltration of groundwater which may require additional monitoring and 
repair. Gravity collection has higher construction costs then STEP due to deeper trenching, possible 
dewatering (special handling of collected water is required), potential significant soil erosion (requiring 
mitigation) and results in greater in-town construction traffic nuisance. Gravity collection pipes need 
cleaning every 2 years with attendant odors. 

• Spray fields export water from the groundwater basin. Anything more than temporary use of spray fields 
will have substantial, long-term negative impact on groundwater balance. They have the greatest footprint, 
highest land cost, and have potential environmental impact associated with trenching pipelines. 

• Agriculture Reuse has low sea water intrusion mitigation and requires contracts with users. 
• Broderson disposal area has construction and habitat impacts which will likely occur every 5 to 10 years. 

Potential liquefaction, water application rates, surface erosion and landslip risks are community concerns 
that require further investigation and careful monitoring. 

• Sub-class “B” Bio-solids produce greatest volume and lowest of sludge. They have the largest carbon 
footprint: highest hauling costs and traffic nuisance. It is the most restrictive disposal option and has the 
risk of future substantial increases in hauling costs and more stringent regulations. 

• East of town sites have increased cost and impacts from piping influent from collection area and returning 
treated effluent to Broderson. They also lack acceptance by residents in area. 

  Project A      Project B      Project C      Project D       Project E 
Projected Monthly Cost for Single 

Family Residence 
Cost estimates are averages. It is likely household 
charges will be on a sliding scale related to 
wastewater production 

Worst Case is with no grants and currently available 
funding. 

Best Case is with $45M in grants and superior 
funding if available. 

        Note: Source is Project Team 
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    Estimated Total Project Cost $165M to $195M 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Project 

estimated 
energy 

requirement 

3.7M kWh/yr 

Collection Treatment Effluent Disposal Solids Disposal Site 
Gravity Oxidation 

Ditch 
40% - 50% Reduction in Sea

Water Intrusion (SWI)* 
Sub-Class “B” East of 

Town 

Permit, Design, 
Mitigate, Legal 
Mgmt, Admin, 

$83M - $90M $22M – $26M $15M – $17M $1M – $2M $1M – $3M $43M - $57M 
 

*Potential utilizing Spray Fields, Storage Ponds, Agriculture Reuse and Broderson Site 

Pros 
• Gravity collection has less on-lot disturbance and no easement or access required on private property. 

There also is no requirement to haul septage within the collection area and it has lower O&M costs than 
STEP. 

• Oxidation Ditch treatment has a small footprint (8 acres) 
• Spray Fields have a greater disposal capacity for startup and emergency discharge. 
• Agriculture reuse potentially reduces pumping large volumes from aquifer and has potential to be upgraded 

to Agriculture exchange, which maximizes sea water intrusion mitigation. 
• Broderson disposal area provides a direct means to recharge the upper aquifer, provides a moderate level of 

seawater intrusion mitigation and is currently owned by LOCSD. 
• Sub-class “B” Bio-solids have low capital and O&M costs, allow flexibility for future upgrades and have 

low acreage requirements 
• East of town sites are in a low population density area on non-prime agricultural land and in close 

proximity to spray fields and agriculture reuse. When combined they are adequate in size and flexibility for 
future expansion, on site alternate energy generation, and emergency storage in event of system failure. 
There would be less traffic impact during construction and operation. 

Cons 
• Gravity collection requires larger pipes and produces more solids (increased bio-solids disposal costs). The 

needed 20 pump stations have permanent impact, requiring additional footprint and odor control. There is  
also increased risk of inflow and infiltration of groundwater which may require additional monitoring and 
repair. Gravity collection has higher construction costs then STEP due to deeper trenching, possible 
dewatering (special handling of collected water is required), potential significant soil erosion (requiring 
mitigation) and results in greater in-town construction traffic nuisance. Gravity collection pipes need 
cleaning every 2 years with attendant odors. 

• Spray fields export water from the groundwater basin. Anything more than temporary use of spray fields 
will have substantial, long-term negative impact on groundwater balance. They have the greatest footprint, 
highest land cost, and have potential environmental impact associated with trenching pipelines. 

• Agriculture Reuse has low sea water intrusion mitigation and requires contracts with users. 
• Broderson disposal area has construction and habitat impacts which will likely occur every 5 to 10 years. 

Potential liquefaction, water application rates, surface erosion and landslip risks are community concerns 
that require further investigation and careful monitoring. 

• Sub-class “B” Bio-solids produce greatest volume and lowest of sludge. They have the largest carbon 
footprint: highest hauling costs and traffic nuisance. It is the most restrictive disposal option and has the 
risk of future substantial increases in hauling costs and more stringent regulations. 

• East of town sites have increased cost and impacts from piping influent from collection area and returning 
treated effluent to Broderson. They also lack acceptance by residents in area. 

  Project A      Project B      Project C      Project D       Project E 
Projected Monthly Cost for Single 

Family Residence 
Cost estimates are averages. It is likely household 
charges will be on a sliding scale related to 
wastewater production 

Worst Case is with no grants and currently available 
funding. 

Best Case is with $45M in grants and superior 
funding if available. 

Note: Source is Project Team
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    Estimated Total Project Cost $210M to $224M 
     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Project 
estimated 

energy 
requirement 

3.7M kWh/yr 

Collection Treatment Effluent Disposal Solids Disposal Site 
Gravity MBR 40% - 50% Reduction in Sea

Water Intrusion (SWI)* 
Sub-Class “B” Tri-W 

Permit, Design, 
Mitigate, Legal 
Mgmt, Admin, 

$81M - $82M $55M $20M – $23M $1M – $2M $1M – $3M $52M - $59M 
 

*Potential utilizing Spray Fields, Storage Ponds, Agriculture Reuse and Broderson Site 

Pros 
• Gravity collection has less on-lot disturbance and no easement or access required on private property. 

There also is no requirement to haul septage within the collection area and it has lower O&M costs than 
STEP. 

• MBR treatment requires smallest footprint (4 acres) and produces the highest quality of effluent. The 
enclosed facility provides odor control. 

• Spray Fields have a greater disposal capacity for startup and emergency discharge. 
• Agriculture reuse potentially reduces pumping large volumes from aquifer and has potential to be upgraded 

to Agriculture exchange, which maximizes sea water intrusion mitigation. 
• Broderson disposal area provides a direct means to recharge the upper aquifer, provides a moderate level of 

seawater intrusion mitigation and is currently owned by LOCSD. 
• Sub-class “B” Bio-solids have low capital and O&M costs, allow flexibility for future upgrades and have 

low acreage requirements 
• Tri-W site is already owned by the CSD and is centrally located resulting in less collection pipe and easier 

discharge to Broderson 

Cons 
• Gravity collection requires larger pipes and produces more solids (increased bio-solids disposal costs). The 

needed 20 pump stations have permanent impact, requiring additional footprint and odor control. There is  
also increased risk of inflow and infiltration of groundwater which may require additional monitoring and 
repair. Gravity collection has higher construction costs then STEP due to deeper trenching, possible 
dewatering (special handling of collected water is required), potential significant soil erosion (requiring 
mitigation) and results in greater in-town construction traffic nuisance. Gravity collection pipes need 
cleaning every 2 years with attendant odors. 

• MBR treatment has the highest energy usage and a high construction nuisance in center of town 
• Spray fields export water from the groundwater basin. Anything more than temporary use of spray fields 

will have substantial, long-term negative impact on groundwater balance. They have the greatest footprint, 
highest land cost, and have potential environmental impact associated with trenching pipelines. 

• Agriculture Reuse has low sea water intrusion mitigation and requires contracts with users. 
• Broderson disposal area has construction and habitat impacts which will likely occur every 5 to 10 years. 

Potential liquefaction, water application rates, surface erosion and landslip risks are community concerns 
that require further investigation and careful monitoring. 

• Sub-class “B” Bio-solids produce greatest volume and lowest of sludge. They have the largest carbon 
footprint: highest hauling costs and traffic nuisance. It is the most restrictive disposal option and has the 
risk of future substantial increases in hauling costs and more stringent regulations. 

• The Tri-W site is located in the center of town near a church, library, Community Center, and in a 
high density residential area. It would have significant traffic impacts in the center of town and 
partially obstruct views. Due to its small size, it requires the most expensive treatment facility and 
has limited flexibility for future upgrades or expansion. It is also distant from spray fields and 
agriculture reuse. This site is a source of community divisiveness 

  Project A      Project B      Project C      Project D       Project E 
Projected Monthly Cost for Single 

Family Residence 
Cost estimates are averages. It is likely household 
charges will be on a sliding scale related to 
wastewater production 

Worst Case is with no grants and currently available 
funding. 

Best Case is with $45M in grants and superior 
funding if available. 

Note: Source is Project Team



Possible formats for bottom of page 
 

As presented on August 28 - project costs along the top of page 
 
   Project A      Project B      Project C      Project D       Project E 

Projected Monthly Cost for Single 
Family Residence 

Cost estimates are averages. It is likely household 
charges will be on a sliding scale related to 
wastewater production 

Worst Case is with no grants and currently available 
funding. 

Best Case is with $45M in grants and superior 
funding if available. 

        Note: Source is Project Team 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Alternate 1 – no project costs along top of page and no comparisons 
 Estimated Total Project Cost $145M to $183M 

Projected Equivalent Monthly Cost for Single Family Residence 
           Worst Case  Best Case 

Assessment  $141    $60 (paid on annual property tax bill) 
O&M Rates and Charges $37    $36 
Capital Rates and Charges $26    $3 
’Equivalent’ On Lot Costs  $21    $16 (cost to connect to sewer) 
   $225 $115 
Worst Case is with no grants and currently available funding. 
Best Case is with $45M in grants and superior funding if available. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Alternate 2 – no project costs along top of page and comparisons of project and O&M costs 
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Alternate 3 – no project costs along top of page and listing of costs 
 

Project A Cost Estimates 
Total Project Cost     $145M to $183M 
Annual Operation and Maintenance Cost  $2.2M to $2.6M 
Monthly Cost For A Single Family Residence  $150 to $260 

 
Alternate 4 – no numbers on sheet 
 



                          COST COMPARISON OF SAMPLE PROJECTS                  8/28/07 
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- Component capital costs include 15% overhead and profit, 8% tax on materials, and escalation of 5% per year to mid-point of 
construction, June 2011 (total 24.5%).  
- High range includes cost of Belt Filter Press for dewatering solids. 
- Collection costs for Tri-W were based on Gravity collection system for other projects, less cost of conveyance out of town. 
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- Annual O&M costs include 2.5% escalation per year to June 2011 (total 10.4%) for inflation. 
- Due to a higher production of solids for Ox Ditch (4,100 #/day) compared to BIOLAC (3,500 #/day), we would expect the 
thickening, dewatering, and hauling of solids to be approximately 17% higher for Ox Ditch. 
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